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The Committee on Appropriations submits the following report in
explanation of the accompanying bill making appropriations for Ag-
riculture, Rural Development, Food and Drug Administration, and
Related Agencies for fiscal year 2001.

SUMMARY OF ESTIMATES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

FY 2001 recommendation compared with
FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2001

appropriation ! estimates recommendation FY 2000 FY 2001
appropriation estimates
Title —Agricultural Pro-
FoL 111 $35,436,305,000 $34,740,299,000 $34,483,976,000  —$952,329,000  — $256,323,000
Title Il—Conservation Pro-
grams 804,158,000 878,010,000 812,811,000 +8,653,000 — 65,199,000
Title Ill—Rur. c
and Community Devel-
opment Programs .......... 2,187,507,000 2,587,610,000 2,407,744,000 +220,237,000 — 179,866,000
Title IV—Domestic Food
Programs ..o 35,044,106,000  36,264,658,000  35,230,359,000 +186,253,000 —1,034,299,000
Title V—Foreign Assistance
and Related Programs .. 1,055,669,000 1,090,765,000 1,049,364,000 — 6,305,000 — 41,401,000
Title VI—FDA and Related
Aencies ... 1,112,011,000 1,283,255,000 1,171,255,000 +59,244,000 — 112,000,000
Title Vl—General Provi-
1] R 2,250,000 0 119,000,000 +116,750,000 +119,000,000
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SUMMARY OF ESTIMATES AND RECOMMENDATIONS—Continued

FY 2001 recommendation compared with

FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2001
appropriation ! estimates recommendation FY 2000 FY 2001
appropriation estimates

Title VI oo 8,670,540,000 0 0 —8,670,540,000 0

Total oo 84,312,546,000  76,844,597,000  75,274,509,000 —9,038,037,000 —1,570,088,000
Lincludes impact of 0.38 percent reduction pursuant to P.L. 106-113.

For discretionary programs the Committee provides
$14,491,000,000, which is $545,910,000 more than the amount
available in fiscal year 2000 and $1,026,071,000 less than the
budget request.

In this report, all references to enacted fiscal year 2000 appro-
priations levels represent the amounts enacted in Public Law 106—
78, as reduced by 0.38 percent pursuant to Public Law 106-113.

The Committee’s recommendations for fiscal year 2001 assume
enactment of fiscal year 2000 supplemental funding for Agriculture
programs and activities, as contained in House action on the bill
H.R. 3908 as passed the House of Representatives on March 30,
2000.

INTRODUCTION

The programs funded in this legislation improve the lives of
every American, every day. The Department of Agriculture admin-
isters nutrition and feeding programs for millions of Americans.
USDiAx is also responsible for the safety of our meat and poultry
supply.

This bill provides funding for research to strengthen our Nation’s
food supply, to make American exports competitive in world mar-
kets, to improve human nutrition, and to help ensure food safety.
Funds in this bill make it possible for less than two percent of the
population to provide a wide variety of safe, nutritious, and afford-
able food for nearly 275 million Americans and many more people
overseas.

Food safety remains one of the Committee’s highest priorities.
The bill provides funding for the Food Safety and Inspection Serv-
ice, the Food and Drug Administration, the Office of the Chief
Economist, the Economic Research Service, the Food and Nutrition
Service, the Agricultural Research Service and the Cooperative
State Research, Education and Extension Service for food safety re-
lated activities.

The rural development programs funded in this bill provide basic
housing, safe water, and opportunities for economic growth in rural
America. Conservation and environmental programs preserve lands
and watersheds for use by future generations.

In addition, this bill provides funding for the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration which oversees the safety of an enormous range of
food, drugs, and medical devices and the Commodity Futures Trad-
ing Commission which regulates an increasingly complex market in
commodity trading.

To establish priorities for funding for so many diverse and crit-
ical activities is never easy and the task will be more difficult as
the effort to preserve the budget surplus continues. There are very
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few program increases in this bill. Many of the accounts are at cur-
rent levels of spending or decreased from the previous fiscal year.

In setting program levels the Committee was constrained by allo-
cations for budget authority and outlays in comparison with fiscal
year 2000. The Committee’s recommended program levels are
based upon appropriated funds as well as limitations on mandatory
programs.

Program Priorities/ Loan Targeting.—The Committee will expect
the Department to focus exclusively on economic need when at-
tempting to target increased lending under various farm loan and
rural housing loan and assistance programs.

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY

Clause 3(d)(1) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives states that:

Each report of a committee on a bill or joint resolution
of a public character, shall include a statement citing the
specific powers granted to the Congress in the Constitution
to enact the law proposed by the bill or joint resolution.

The Committee on Appropriations bases its authority to report
this legislation from Clause 7 of Section 9 of Article I of the Con-
stitution of the United States of America which states:

No money shall be drawn from the Treasury but in con-
sequence of Appropriations made by law * * *

Appropriations contained in this Act are made pursuant to this
specific power granted by the Constitution.



TITLE I—AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS

PRODUCTION, PROCESSING, AND MARKETING

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

2000 appropriation ! $2,835,000
2001 budget estimate 2,914,000
Provided in the bill .. 2,836,000
Comparison:
2000 appropriation .......... e rreeeeee e +1,000
2001 budget estimate .........cccceceeeeriiieeniiieeriie e —178,000

1Excludes $12,600,000 for development and implementation of a common computing environ-
ment which is shown under “Common Computing Environment”.

The Secretary of Agriculture, assisted by the Deputy Secretary,
Under Secretaries and Assistant Secretaries, Chief Information Of-
ficer, Chief Financial Officer, and members of their immediate
staffs, directs and coordinates the work of the Department. This in-
cludes developing policy, maintaining relationships with agricul-
tural organizations and others in the development of farm pro-
grams, and maintaining liaison with the Executive Office of the
President and Members of Congress on all matters pertaining to
agricultural policy.

The general authority of the Secretary to supervise and control
the work of the Department is contained in the Organic Act of 1944
(7 U.S.C. 2201-2202). The delegation of regulatory functions to De-
partment employees and authorization of appropriations to carry
out these functions is contained in 7 U.S.C. 450c—450g.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Office of the Secretary, the Committee provides an ap-
propriation of $2,836,000, an increase of $1,000 above the amount
available for fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of $78,000 below the
budget request.

Administrative Provision.—The Committee is concerned that the
Department continues to establish programs that are not requested
in the budget or described in any communication to Congress. Pro-
grams described as “outreach” and “community food security” have
been established with no explanation to the Committees on Appro-
priations. Of further concern is the use of the salaries and expenses
accounts of the Farm Service Agency, the Natural Resources and
Conservation Service and the Rural Development missions to fund
these programs with no request or notice of reprogramming to the
Committees.

In addition, the Committee has received reports from USDA em-
ployees that personnel on the Department payroll are being tempo-
rarily assigned outside the Department to duties that do not sup-
port USDA missions. Questions on these issues that were sub-
mitted to the Department on February 16 have gone unanswered.

4)
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In most cases, the Committee has not provided the requested in-
creases in salary and expense accounts. This is due mainly to a
very tight budget situation. However, the Committee will not be
able to support any increases in salary and expense accounts until
the Department answers the questions submitted by the Com-
mittee and addresses the Committee’s concerns about diversion of
funds from core mission areas.

State Office Colocation.—The Committee considers any realloca-
tion of resources related to the colocation of state offices scheduled
fior 2001 to be subject to the Committee’s reprogramming proce-

ures.

Trade Adjustment Package for Lamb.—On January 13, 2000, the
Administration announced a trade adjustment package for lamb.
The Committee directs the Secretary to report on the progress of
implementing the provisions of this trade adjustment package not
later than January 13, 2001, which will be one year from the date
the package was announced.

The Committee directs the Secretary to work with other agencies
of the Federal Government, including the Departments of Defense,
Interior, Energy, and Transportation, the Environmental Protection
Agency and the General Services Administration to maximize the
use of ethanol, biodiesel and other agricultural-based fuels.

The Committee expects the Department to integrate various
agency research, food safety, and regulatory functions to develop a
unified effort to respond to consumer safety and environmental
concerns while providing sufficient information that would allow
consumers to make informed choices about the production and con-
sumption of bioengineered foods. Any regulatory decision should be
based on sound, verifiable science. The Committee also expects the
Department to coordinate its activities with those of the Food and
Drug Administration to provide a unified approach across agency
jurisdictions.

The Committee has received several requests for some of the pro-
grams that were highlighted in the President’s farm safety net pro-
posal including the farmland protection program, wildlife habitat
incentives program, environmental quality incentives program, and
the wetlands reserve program. The administration did not submit
any legislative proposal to reauthorize these programs until May 3,
2000. The Committee will be in a better position to deal with these
requests for funds when the authorizing committee has had an op-
portunity to act on the administration’s proposed farm safety net
program.

The Committee is concerned about the number of ongoing busi-
ness process reengineering projects currently underway and pro-
jected to be started in fiscal year 2001. The Committee notes that
the Department is spending more than $20,000,000 on such
projects. The Committee encourages the Department to focus their
efforts on projects that show the most value to the county-based
agencies.

The Committee is concerned about rising numbers of criminal
acts targeting animal and plant research facilities. The Secretary
is directed to report to the Committee on the extent of animal and
plant terrorism incidents at USDA funded facilities, the con-
sequence of these activities on research, recommendations for im-
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proving security at federally funded facilities, and guidance on the
appropriate federal role in response to such criminal activities.
This report shall be submitted to the Committee on Appropriations
and the Committee on Agriculture of both the House and Senate
by March 31, 2001.

The Committee shares the concern expressed by African-Amer-
ican producers that programs of research, extension, marketing,
rural development, and international trade have not adequately re-
sponded to the unique needs of these producers. Recognizing that
there are many opportunities to link African-American farmers
with other farmers in Africa, and to establish long-term cooperative
relationships in addition to project specific research activities be-
tween the 1890 Colleges and Tuskegee Institute with their counter-
parts in Africa, the Committee directs the Secretary to develop a
comprehensive report to be submitted to the Committee no later
than February 1, 2001, detailing outreach efforts by the agencies
of the Department to these two producer groups, and describing
what additional resources may be necessary to develop and main-
tain such cooperative programs. This report shall also detail what-
ever opportunities may exist for the provision of assistance to these
cooperative programs through the monetization of necessary food
assistance provided to the people of Africa through governments or
Private Voluntary Organizations, as appropriate.

The Committee is aware of interest in providing programs simi-
lar to the school lunch program and the WIC program in needy
areas around the world. The Committee applauds the efforts of the
Department, in the use of Section 416(b) and Food for Progress,
and its partners, including the U.N. World Food Program in pro-
viding such assistance where appropriate. The Committee directs
the Department to develop a report detailing where such efforts
currently occur, the level of assistance provided at each location by
the United States (either through the Department or the Agency
for International Development) and other donors, and on the feasi-
bility of conducting pilot projects in those countries which might be
able to sustain such a program after a reasonable period of support
from the United States and other donors. This report should indi-
cate what level of assistance would be needed in addition to other
demands for Section 416(b) and PL 480 Title IT commodities.

The Committee is concerned that extensive use of contracting
outside the Department for administrative and core mission activi-
ties may not yield the best cost benefit or the best customer benefit
in terms of dealing with experienced career federal personnel. Cus-
tomers of federal programs such as those administered by the
Rural Development Services and the Farm Service Agency often
have needs and circumstances that are not dealt with in the pri-
vate sector. The Committee directs the Department to make cost
comparisons of the use of private contractors with federal employee
performance and to employ the most efficient organization process
as described in OMB Circular A-76. The Committee also directs
the Department to solicit input from federal employees in agencies
affected by contracting out in order to ensure the expertise of those
employees is a part of any decision made by management. The
Committee also directs the Department to report on its contracting
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out policies, including the agency budgets for contracting out, with
its annual budget submission for fiscal year 2002.

EXECUTIVE OPERATIONS

Executive Operations was established as a result of the reorga-
nization of the Department to provide a support team for USDA
policy officials and selected department-wide services. Activities
under Executive Operations include the Office of the Chief Econo-
mist, the National Appeals Division, and the Office of Budget and
Program Analysis.

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF ECONOMIST

2000 aPPTOPTIALION ...cveevievivirereereeteeteeteeteeeeeeeereereereeses e ereereesensennens $6,408,000
2001 budget estimate 8,612,000
Provided in the Dill .....c.ocooiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee s 6,408,000
Comparison:
2000 APPIrOPTIALION ....eeviriiieieeeiiiiiieeeeeeeciiteee e e eeeireeeeeeessrnreeeees eeesssssseeeeeeesssnnnreees
2001 budget eStimate .........coeceeeriieriiieieeie e —2,204,000

The Office of the Chief Economist advises the Secretary of Agri-
culture on the economic implications of Department policies and
programs. The Office serves as the single focal point for the Na-
tion’s economic intelligence and analysis, risk assessment, energy
and new uses, and cost-benefit analysis related to domestic and
international food and agriculture, and is responsible for coordina-
tion and review of all commodity and aggregate agricultural and
food-related data used to develop outlook and situation material
within the Department.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Office of the Chief Economist, the Committee provides an
appropriation of $6,408,000, the same as the amount available for
fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of $2,204,000 below the budget re-
quest.

NATIONAL APPEALS DIVISION

2000 aPPTOPTIALION ...cveevieviivirereeriereeteereeteeeeeereereereereeseeereereereesesennens $11,707,000
2001 budget estimate 12,610,000
Provided in the Dill .....c.coooiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee e 11,718,000
Comparison:
2000 apPropriation ........ccccceeecciieeeeeeeiiiieeeeeeesenrreeeeeeesenreeeeeens +11,000
2001 budget eStimate .........coeceeevieriiieiieieee e —892,000

The National Appeals Division conducts administrative hearings
and reviews adverse program decisions made by the Rural Develop-
ment mission area, the Farm Service Agency, the Risk Manage-
ment Agency, and the Natural Resources Conservation Service.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the National Appeals Division, the Committee provides an
appropriation of $11,718,000, an increase of $11,000 above the
amount available for fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of $892,000
below the budget request.

The Committee is very concerned by the disproportionate share
of regional hearing officer decisions favoring producers that are
overturned by the Director of the National Appeals Division (NAD).



8

Recent evidence suggests that Director Review Determinations that
support the Department position far outpace those that support the
producer position. The Committee is further concerned by media
reports that the Department may have resisted efforts to bring this
information to light and make it available to the public. The ac-
tions of the NAD have called into question the integrity of the ap-
peals process and raised concerns about the possibility of bias
against producers. Therefore, the Committee directs NAD to track
and make available to the public information about Director Re-
view Determinations. The information should indicate whether the
request for Director Review was submitted by the appellant or the
head of an agency, and should indicate the number of Director Re-
view Determinations that are made in favor of the Department and
the number that are made in favor of the producer. The Committee
directs the USDA to submit a report of this information to the
Committees on Appropriations of the House of Representatives and
the Senate no later than February 1, 2001.

OFFICE OF BUDGET AND PROGRAM ANALYSIS

2000 APPIOPTIALION ...cveeviivievirereeriereereereerereeereereereereeresersereereesensennens $6,581,000
2001 budget estimate . 6,765,000
Provided in the Dill .......ccooooiiiiiiiiiieiieeceee e 6,581,000
Comparison:
PAVOTORF:Y o] o1 o) ) T2 X o) o NS RUURRPURNY
2001 budget estimate .........coecveeviieriiieiieieee e — 184,000

The Office of Budget and Program Analysis provides direction
and administration of the Department’s budgetary functions includ-
ing development, presentation, and execution of the budget; re-
views program and legislative proposals for program, budget, and
related implications; analyzes program and resource issues and al-
ternatives, and prepares summaries of pertinent data to aid the
Secretary and departmental policy officials and agency program
managers in the decision-making process; and provides depart-
ment-wide coordination for and participation in the presentation of
budget related matters to the Committees of the Congress, the
media, and interested public. The Office also provides department-
wide coordination of the preparation and processing of regulations
and legislative programs and reports.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Office of Budget and Program Analysis, the Committee
provides an appropriation of $6,581,000, the same as the amount
available for fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of $184,000 below the
budget request.

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER

2000 APPTOPTIALION ..ocveeveevivieereeeeereereeteeteeeeeereereereeresreseseeseereeseesenens $6,046,000
2001 budget estimate . 14,680,000
Provided in the Dill .........ooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiieecieeee e 10,051,000
Comparison:
PAUTOTORFEY o] o1 o) ) T2 1 (o) o N USSR +4,005,000
2001 budget eStimate .........coecveeriieriiieiieie e —4,629,000

Section 808 of P.L. 104-208 required the establishment of a
Chief Information Officer for major Federal agencies. Pursuant to
this Act, the Office of the Chief Information Officer was established
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in August 1996, to provide policy guidance, leadership, coordina-
tion, and direction to the Department’s information management
and information technology investment activities in support of
USDA program delivery. The Office provides long-range planning
guidance, implements measures to ensure that technology invest-
ments are economical and effective, coordinates interagency Infor-
mation Resources Management projects, and implements standards
to promote information exchange and technical interoperability.
The Office also provides telecommunications and ADP services to
USDA agencies through the National Information Technology Cen-
ter with locations in Ft. Collins, Colorado and Kansas City, Mis-
souri. Direct ADP operational services are also provided to the Of-
fice of the Secretary, Office of the General Counsel, Office of Com-
munications, the Office of the Chief Financial Officer and Executive
Operations.

Additionally, the Office of the Chief Information Officer is re-
sponsible for certain activities under the Department’s Working
Capital Fund (7 U.S.C. 2235).

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Office of the Chief Information Officer, the Committee
provides an appropriation of $10,051,000, an increase of $4,005,000
above the amount available for fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of
$4,629,000 below the budget request.cc

The Committee is concerned that USDA’s computer systems
could be vulnerable to computer hackers that could expose farmers,
ranchers, and/or homeowners who interact with USDA electroni-
cally or whose personal/business information is contained in an
electronic USDA database as well as the more than 400,000 federal
employees who are part of USDA’s payroll system to become vic-
tims of computer crime. As a result, the Committee has provided
an increase of $4,005,000 to alleviate some of those concerns.

The Committee supports USDA’s request of $1,392,000 for a cen-
tral cyber-security program as well as $1,280,000 to strengthen the
information risk management program. The balance of the in-
crease, $1,333,000, is to fund an information and telecommuni-
cations security architecture to ensure the protection of USDA’s
vast information resources. The Committee directs the Chief Infor-
mation Officer to keep the Committee updated, on a routine basis,
as these programs are implemented.

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

2000 appropriation $4,783,000
2001 budget estimate . 6,465,000
Provided in the bill 4,783,000
Comparison:
2000 APPIrOPIIALION ....evviiiiieieeeiiiiieeeeeeeciireee e e eeeireeeeeeessrrreeeees eeessrssseeeeeeesssnnsnneees
2001 budget eStimate .........coecveeriieriiieierieeeee e —1,682,000

Under the Chief Financial Officers Act of 1990, the Chief Finan-
cial Officer is responsible for the continued direction and oversight
of the Department’s financial management operations and systems.
The Office supports the Chief Financial Officer in carrying out the
dual roles of the Chief Financial Management Policy Officer and
the Chief Financial Management Advisor to the Secretary and mis-
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sion area heads. The Office provides leadership, expertise, coordi-
nation, and evaluation in the development of Department and
agency programs for financial management, accounting, travel,
Federal assistance, and performance measurements. It is also re-
sponsible for the management and operation of the National Fi-
nance Center. The Office also provides budget, accounting, and fis-
cal services to the Office of the Secretary, departmental staff of-
fices, Office of the Chief Information Officer, Office of Communica-
tions, and Executive Operations.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Office of the Chief Financial Officer, the Committee pro-
vides an appropriation of $4,783,000, the same as the amount
available for fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of $1,682,000 below
the budget request.

The Committee has included bill language that directs the Chief
Financial Officer to actively market the cross-servicing activities of
the National Finance Center.

The Committee recommends language that allows the Secretary
to transfer funds provided in this Act and other available unobli-
gated balances of the Department of Agriculture, with the approval
of the agency administrator, to the Working Capital Fund for the
acquisition of plant and capital equipment necessary for the deliv-
ery of financial, administrative, and information technology serv-
ices of the National Finance Center in New Orleans, LA, and the
National Information Technology Center in Kansas City, MO and
Ft. Collins, CO.

CoMMON COMPUTING ENVIRONMENT

2000 appropriation ! $12,600,000
2001 budget estimate .. 75,000,000
Provided in the bill 25,000,000
Comparison:
2000 apPropriation ........ccccceeeccvieeeeereieiireeeeeeeecnreeeeeeeesenreeeeeens +12,400,000
2001 budget eStimate .......c.ceeeveeviieriiieiieeie e —50,000,000

;In ”FY 2000, funding for the Common Computing Environment was included in the “Office of the Sec-
retary”.

The Department of Agriculture Reorganization Act of 1994 re-
quires the Secretary of Agriculture to procure and use computer
systems in a manner that enhances efficiency, productivity, and cli-
ent services, and that promotes computer information sharing
among agencies of the Department. Section 808 of P.L. 104—208 re-
quires USDA to maximize the value of information technology ac-
quisitions to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of USDA pro-
grams. Since its beginning in 1996, the USDA Service Center Mod-
ernization initiative has been working to restructure county field
offices, modernize and integrate business approaches and replace
the current, aging information systems with a modern Common
Computing Environment that optimizes information sharing, cus-
tomer service, and staff efficiencies.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Common Computing Environment, the Committee pro-
vides an appropriation of $25,000,000, an increase of $12,400,000
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above the amount available in fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of
$50,000,000 below the budget request.

The Committee directs the Department to report to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations on a quarterly basis on the implementa-
tion of the Common Computing Environment beginning in January
2001.

The CCE plan for fiscal year 2000 included $3,000,000 to address
Farm Service Agency connectivity issues. The Committee notes
that the House-passed fiscal year 2000 supplemental appropria-
tions bill included $38,500,000 to address Farm Service Agency
computer problems including funds to address the connectivity
issue. The Committee directs the Department to ensure that any
funds obligated out of the CCE account for FSA connectivity should
be reimbursed.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR ADMINISTRATION

2000 APPTOPTIALION ..ooveevieviireeereeeeeteereereereeeeeereereereeresreeeseereereesensenens $613,000
2001 budget estimate 629,000
Provided in the Dill .......cooooiiiiiiiieiecceeee e 613,000
Comparison:
2000 apProPriation .....ccccccevieeiiiiniiiiitinie ettt eee eeeereeere e esaae e
2001 budget estimate .......cccceeeeieeiriieeieiee e —16,000

The Office of the Assistant Secretary for Administration directs
and coordinates the work of the departmental staff in carrying out
the laws enacted by the Congress relating to real and personal
property management, ethics, personnel management, equal oppor-
tunity and civil rights programs, and other general administrative
functions. Additionally, the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Ad-
ministration is responsible for certain activities financed under the
Department’s Working Capital Fund (7 U.S.C. 2235).

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Administration, the
Committee provides an appropriation of $613,000, the same as the
amount available for fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of $16,000
below the budget request.

AGRICULTURE BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES AND RENTAL PAYMENTS

2000 apPropriation ......cc..ccocceeeieirienieenieniteeee e $140,343,000
2001 budget estimate 182,747,000
Provided in the Dill .....c..cooiiiiiiiniiiiiieeceeceee e 150,343,000
Comparison:
2000 apPropriation ........ccccceeeccvieeeeeiriiiiieeeeeeessireeeeeeeesnnreeeeeens +10,000,000
2001 budget estimate .......ccccceeeeieeiriieeieiee e —32,404,000

Rental Payments.—Annual appropriations are made to agencies
of the Federal government so that they can pay the General Serv-
ices Administration (GSA) fees for rental of space and for related
services.

The requirement that GSA charge commercial rent rates to agen-
cies occupying GAS-controlled space was established by the Public
Buildings Amendments of 1972. The methods used to establish
commercial rent rates in GSA space follow commercial real estate
appraisal practices. Appeal and rate review procedures are in place
to assure that agencies have an opportunity to contest rates they
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feel are incorrect. The cost of newly leased space reflects current
private sector market rates. The leases are competitively acquired
in close coordination with USDA and other customer agencies.

Building Operations and Maintenance.—On October 1, 1984,
GSA delegated the operations and maintenance functions for the
buildings in the D.C. complex to the Department. This activity pro-
vides departmental staff and support services to operate, maintain,
and repair the buildings in the D.C. complex. Since 1989, when the
GSA delegation expired, USDA has been responsible for managing,
operating, maintaining, repairing, and improving the headquarters
complex, which encompasses 14.1 acres of ground and four build-
ings containing approximately three million square feet of space oc-
cupied by approximately 8,000 employees. In fiscal year 1998,
USDA began operations of the Beltsville Office Facility.

Strategic Space Plan.—The Department’s headquarters staff is
presently housed in a four-building government-owned complex in
downtown Washington, D.C. and in leased buildings in the metro-
politan Washington area. In 1995, USDA initiated a plan to im-
prove the delivery of USDA programs to the American people, in-
cluding streamlining the USDA organization. A high priority goal
in the Secretary’s plan is to improve the operation and effective-
ness of the USDA headquarters in Washington. To implement this
goal, a strategy for efficient re-allocation of space to house the re-
structured headquarters agencies in modern and safe facilities has
been proposed. This USDA Strategic Space Plan will correct serious
problems USDA has faced in its facility program, including the in-
efficiencies of operating out of scattered leased facilities and serious
safety hazards which exist in the huge Agriculture South Building.
During FY 1998, the Beltsville Office Facility was completed. This
facility was constructed with funds appropriated to the Department
and is located on Government-owned land in Beltsville, Maryland.
Occupancy of the George Washington Carver Center in Beltsville,
Maryland, was substantially completed during 1999. By summer
2000, the center will be fully occupied, housing about 1,200 employ-
ees.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For Agriculture Buildings and Facilities and Rental Payments to
GSA, the Committee provides an appropriation of $150,343,000, an
increase of $10,000,000 above the amount available for fiscal year
2000 and a decrease of $32,404,000 below the budget request.

Included in this amount is $125,542,000 for rental payments to
GSA. The Committee includes language permitting the Secretary of
Agriculture to transfer not more than five percent of this appro-
priation to or from another agency’s appropriation. The Committee
expects that such a transfer will be proposed only when a move
into GSA space is vacated in favor of commercial space. This flexi-
bility is provided to allow for incremental changes in the amount
of GSA space and is not intended merely to finance changes in GSA
billing.

The following table represents the Committee’s specific rec-
ommendations for this account:
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AGRICULTURE BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES AND RENTAL PAYMENTS

[In thousands of dollars]

2000 estimate 2001 budget Committee rec-

request ommendation
Rental Payments .........ccooveeveevieveeneeeieennns $115,542 $125,542 $125,542
Building Operations .. 24,801 31,205 24,801
Strategic Space Plan ........ccccocvveniniiniiiis e 26,000 ..coociereeenee,
Total .oocceeveeeeiieeeeee s 140,343 182,747 150,343

HaAzARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT

2000 apPPrOPTIAtION ...vviieiieeiiiiiieeeeeeieirieeeeeeeeeirreeeeeeessanreeeeeesssnennaees $15,700,000
2001 budget estimate ... 30,073,000
Provided in the bill .......cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiciieceeeee e 15,700,000
Comparison:
2000 APPIrOPTIALION. ....uvviiiiieieeeiiiiiieeeeeeeiiiteee e e eeeireeeeeeessrnreeeees eeessrssseeeeeeesassseneees
2001 budget estimate .........cccceeeeieeieiieeeeiee e —14,373,000

Under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensa-
tion, and Liability Act and the Resource Conservation and Recov-
ery Act, the Department has the responsibility to meet the same
standards regarding the storage and disposition of hazardous mate-
rials as private businesses. The Department is required to contain,
clean up, monitor, and inspect for hazardous materials in areas
covered by the Department or within departmental jurisdiction.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For Hazardous Materials Management, the Committee provides
an appropriation of $15,700,000, the same as the amount available
for fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of $14,373,000 below the budget
request.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION

2000 APPIOPTIALION ..eovivuirierienieieiieiieteeteteteteieeeeste et e e eseese b saenaeeene $34,708,000
2001 budget estimate ... 40,740,000
Provided in the Dill .........ooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiicecieee e 34,708,000
Comparison:
2000 apProPriation .....ccccceivieeiiiiniiiitenieet ettt eee eeeeieeere et e s
2001 budget estimate —6,032,000

Departmental Administration is comprised of activities that pro-
vide staff support to top policy officials and overall direction and
coordination of the Department. These activities include depart-
ment-wide programs for human resource management, manage-
ment improvement, occupational safety and health management,
real and personal property management, procurement, contracting,
motor vehicle and aircraft management, supply management, civil
rights, equal opportunity and ethics, participation of small and dis-
advantaged businesses and soc1a11y disadvantaged farmers and
ranchers in the Department’s program activities, emergency pre-
paredness, and the regulatory hearing and administrative pro-
ceedings conducted by the Administrative Law Judges, Judicial Of-
ficer, and Board of Contract Appeals.

Departmental Administration is also responsible for representing
USDA in the development of government-wide policies and initia-
tives; analyzing the impact of government-wide trends and devel-
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oping appropriate USDA principles, policies, and standards. In ad-
dition, Departmental Administration engages in strategic planning
and evaluating programs to ensure Department-wide compliance
with applicable laws, rules, and regulations pertaining to adminis-
trative matters for the Secretary and general officers of the Depart-
ment.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For Departmental Administration, the Committee provides an
appropriation of $34,708,000, the same as the amount available for
fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of $6,032,000 below the budget re-
quest.

OUTREACH FOR SOCIALLY DISADVANTAGED FARMERS

2000 apProPriation ......ccccceeerrieeeriieeeriiee e et et e e e e $3,000,000
2001 budget estimate 10,000,000
Provided in the bill .......ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiccceeeeeeee e 3,000,000
Comparison:
VO TORFEY o] o1 o) ) T2 1 o) o NSRS
2001 budget eStimate .......ccceecveeriieeiiieiieeie e —17,000,000

This program is authorized under section 2501 of title XXV of the
Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990. Grants are
made to eligible community-based organizations with demonstrated
experience in providing education or other agriculturally related
services to socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers in their
area of influence. Also eligible are the 1890 land-grant colleges,
Tuskegee University, Indian tribal community colleges, and His-
panic serving post-secondary education facilities.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Outreach for Socially Disadvantaged Farmers and
Ranchers Program, the Committee provides an appropriation of
$3,000,000, the same as the amount available for fiscal year 2000
and a decrease of $7,000,000 below the budget request.

The Committee notes that in fiscal year 2000, the Department
provided $5,200,000 from the Fund for Rural America for the Out-
reach for Socially Disadvantaged Farmers program. The Depart-
ment has informed the Committee that funds have been obligated
in prior years from the Natural Resources Conservation Service,
the Rural Development mission area and the Farm Service Agency
for outreach activities such as those conducted by this program.
The Department has also informed the Committee that the Depart-
ment has authority to make further obligations from these agencies
for outreach activities.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR CONGRESSIONAL

RELATIONS
2000 APPTOPTIALION ...cveevieviverereereereereereeteeeeereereereereesesereereereesessenens $3,568,000
2001 budget estimate 3,778,000
Provided in the Dill .........ooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiceeieeee e 3,568,000

Comparison:
2000 APPrOPTIATION. ..eeiiiiiiiiiiieeeiiee ettt et te ettt e et e e et eesie eesabteeesabaeesnaseeennees
2001 budget esStimate ........c.ccecceveeeeiiiieeeiieeeciee e eees —210,000
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The Office of the Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations
maintains liaison with the Congress and White House on legisla-
tive matters. It also provides for overall direction and coordination
in the development and implementation of policies and procedures
applicable to the Department’s intra and inter-governmental rela-
tions.

The following table represents the Committee’s specific rec-
ommendations for this account:

CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS

[In thousands of dollars]

2000 2001 Committee
enacted estimate provision

Headquarters Activities $857 $983 $857
Intergovernmental Affairs 470 433 470

Subtotal 1,327 1,466 1,327
Agricultural Marketing Service 176 181 176
Agricultural Research Service 129 133 129
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service 101 104 101
Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension Service ...........ccccveveee. 120 124 120
Farm Service Agency 355 366 355
Food and Nutrition Service 270 279 270
Food Safety and Inspection Service 309 319 309
Foreign Agricultural Service 183 189 183
Natural Resources Conservation Service 148 153 148
Risk Management Agency 109 112 109
Rural Business-Cooperative Service 52 54 52
Rural Housing Service 147 152 147
Rural Utilities Service 142 146 142

Subtotal 2,241 2,312 2,241

Total 3,568 3,778 3,568

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Congressional Rela-
tions, the Committee provides an appropriation of $3,568,000, the
same as the amount available for fiscal year 2000 and a decrease
of $210,000 below the budget request. The Committee includes lan-
guage allowing the transfer of not less than $2,241,000 to agencies
funded in this Act to maintain personnel at the agency level.

OFFICE OF COMMUNICATIONS

2000 apPPrOPTIAtION ...veeieeiericiiiieeeeeeiriirieeeeeeeseirreeeeeeeseanrreeeeesssnenneees $8,138,000
2001 budget estimate .. . 9,031,000
Provided in the Dill ........ccooooiviiiiiiiiiiieeee e 8,138,000
Comparison:
2000 APPTrOPTIATION. ..eeiiiiiiiiiiiieeriite ettt et et te sttt e et e e e steeesie eesabteessabaeessseeennees
2001 budget estimate . —893,000

The Office of Communications provides direction, leadership, and
coordination in the development and delivery of useful information
through all media to the public on USDA programs. The Office
serves as the liaison between the Department and the many asso-
ciations and organizations representing America’s food, fiber, and
environmental interests.
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COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Office of Communications, the Committee provides an
appropriation of $8,138,000, the same as the amount available for
fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of $893,000 below the budget re-

quest.

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

2000 APPTOPTIALION ...cveevievivirereereereeteeteereeeeeeereereereereseseereereesensennens $65,097,000
2001 budget estimate 70,214,000
Provided in the Dill .........ooooiiiiiiiiiiieiiieeieee e 65,097,000
Comparison:
2000 APPrOPTIATION. ..eeiiiiiiiiiiiieiriite ettt ertte et te ettt e et e e e steeesie cesabeeessabaeessieeeennees
2001 budget estimate ........c.cceeceveeeeciiieeriieeeciee e eies —5,117,000

The Office of the Inspector General was established October 12,
1978, by the Inspector General Act of 1978. This reaffirmed and ex-
panded the Office established by Secretary’s Memorandum No.
1915, dated March 23, 1977.

The Office is administered by an Inspector General who reports
directly to the Secretary of Agriculture. Functions and responsibil-
ities of this Office include direction and control of audit and inves-
tigative activities within the Department, formulation of audit and
investigative policies and procedures regarding Department pro-
grams and operations, analysis and coordination of program-related
audit and investigation activities performed by other Department
agencies, and review of existing and proposed legislation and regu-
lations regarding the impact such initiatives will have on the econ-
omy and efficiency of the Department’s programs and operations
and the prevention and detection of fraud and abuse in such pro-
grams. The activities of this Office are designed to assure compli-
ance with existing laws, policies, regulations, and programs of the
Department’s agencies, and to provide appropriate officials with
the means for prompt corrective action where deviations have oc-
curred. The scope of audit and investigative activities is large and
includes administrative, program, and criminal matters. These ac-
tivities are coordinated, when appropriate, with various audit and
investigative agencies of the executive and legislative branches of
the government.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Office of the Inspector General, the Committee provides
an appropriation of $65,097,000, the same as the amount available
for fiscal year 2000, and a decrease of $5,117,000 below the budget
request.

The Inspector General is directed to undertake an investigation
of the adequacy of Food Safety and Inspection Service financial
management and project management, as well as the adequacy of
management controls in those areas. The Committee directs the In-
spector General to provide a preliminary report no later than
March 1, 2001. The investigation should ascertain what deficiencies
resulted in recent inspector shortages and why Anti-Deficiency Act
violations occurred over the last two years.
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OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

2000 APPIOPTIALION ..eovivuirierieieiieiieiietetetee oot eeesteste st eseeseebesbenaeeene $29,194,000
2001 budget estimate 32,881,000
Provided in the bill .......cooiiiiiiiiiiiieieceeeceeee e 29,194,000
Comparison:
2000 apProPriation .....ccceeivieeiiiiniiiiiierieet ettt eee aeeereeere et
2001 budget esStimate ........c.ccceceveeeeciiieeeiieeeciee e eees — 3,687,000

The Office of the General Counsel, originally known as the Office
of the Solicitor, was established in 1910 as the law office of the De-
partment of Agriculture, and manages all of the legal work arising
from the activities of the Department. The General Counsel rep-
resents the Department on administrative proceedings for the pro-
mulgation of rules and regulations having the force and effect of
law; in quasi-judicial hearings held in connection with the adminis-
tration of various programs and acts; and in proceedings involving
freight rates and practices relating to farm commodities. Counsel
serves as General Counsel for the Commodity Credit Corporation
and the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation and reviews criminal
cases arising under the programs of the Department for referral to
the Department of Justice.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Office of the General Counsel, the Committee provides
an appropriation of $29,194,000, the same as the amount available
for fiscal year 2000, and a decrease of $3,687,000 below the budget
request.

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR RESEARCH, EDUCATION, AND

EconoMics
2000 apPIOPTrIAtiON ....cccicvevieieeieeieietieteieeeseeeeete e s e e eeeseese e e ssesennens $540,000
2001 budget estimate 1,356,000
Provided in the Dill .....c..coooiiiiiiiiiiiiicceeeeecee e 540,000
Comparison:
2000 APPTLOPTIATION. ..eeiriiiiiiiiieiriiiieeeiteeeeiteeette e sttt e et eeesteeesie eesabteeesabaeessireeennsnes
2001 budget eStimate ........ccoecveeviieriiieiieie e —816,000

The Office of the Under Secretary for Research, Education, and
Economics provides direction and coordination in carrying out the
laws enacted by the Congress for food and agricultural research,
education, extension, and economic and statistical information. The
Office has oversight and management responsibilities for the Agri-
cultural Research Service; Cooperative State Research, Education,
and Extension Service; Economic Research Service; and National
Agricultural Statistics Service. The Under Secretary serves as
chair of the Biobased Products and Bioenergy Coordinating Council
of the Department, which is responsible for developing a list of
biobased products to be considered for environmental preferability.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Office of the Under Secretary for Research, Education,
and Economics, the Committee provides an appropriation of
$540,000, the same as the amount available for fiscal year 2000
and a decrease of $816,000 below the budget request.

The Committee does not recommend providing funds for devel-
oping a list of biobased products.
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EcoNoMIC RESEARCH SERVICE

2000 appropriation ! $65,363,000
2001 budget estimate 55,424,000
Provided in the Dill .........coooiiiiiiiiiiiicicecieeee e 66,419,000
Comparison:
2000 appropriation ...t +1,056,000
2001 budget estimate .........cccceeeeveeieiieeeeiee e +10,995,000

1Does not reflect the transfer of $1 million to FPA in the Food and Nutrition Service.

The Economic Research Service (ERS) provides economic and
other social science information and analysis for public and private
decisions on agriculture, food, natural resources, and rural Amer-
ica. ERS produces such information for use by the general public
and to help the executive and legislative branches develop, admin-
ister, and evaluate agricultural and rural policies and programs.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Economic Research Service, the Committee provides an
appropriation of $66,419,000, an increase of $1,056,000 above the
amount available for fiscal year 2000 and an increase of
$10,995,000 above the budget request. The Committee has provided
$12,195,000 for studies and evaluations work under the Food and
Nutrition Service. Included in this total is $5,700,000 for food
stamp, $3,000,000 for child nutrition, and $3,495,000 for WIC stud-
ies and evaluations. This work is to be carried out within the Food
and Consumer Economics Division which conducts research and
analysis on food programs and food policy issues. The Committee
expects ERS to consult and work with the staff at the Food and
Nutrition Service as well as other agencies to assure that all stud-
ies and evaluations are meeting the needs of the Department.

The Committee has provided $1,056,000 to address structural
changes and concentration in food and agriculture and to improve
the efficiency of the agriculture sector. The Committee has main-
tained Estimating the Benefits of Increased Food Safety at the fis-
cal year 2000 level.

In House Report 106-157, the Committee expressed concern over
the rise in the cost of infant formula since the WIC rebate program
began, and in the decline in the number of infant formula sup-
pliers. The Committee directs the Economic Research Service to
provide a report by April 15, 2001, on the number of suppliers of
infant formula in each state, and to compare the cost of formula
that is included in the WIC rebate program versus the cost of for-
mula that is not in the WIC rebate program.

The Committee supports efforts of the Economic Research Serv-
ice to study the economic impact of market concentration. The
Committee encourages the Service to work with the Anti-Trust Di-
vision at the Department of Justice and the Federal Trade Com-
mission as they conduct pre-merger reviews and antitrust inves-
tigations into agribusiness mergers. ERS should share its knowl-
edge and expertise on agribusiness and the effects of concentration
on small farms and rural communities.

The Committee strongly encourages the Department to conduct
a study of the need for more substantial physician education in
breast-feeding techniques in order to increase the incidence of
breast-feeding, particularly within the WIC population.
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The Committee directs the Department to conduct a study of
plate waste in the school nutrition programs and the factors associ-
ated with it, including “offer v. serve” in both elementary and sec-
ondary schools, scheduling of lunch hours (are they too short, are
there competing activities that interfere with lunch time e.g. recre-
a‘fcifgn C‘lcime after a meal versus before a meal) quality and condition
of food.

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE

2000 apProPriation ......ccccceeeeeiieerriiieeeriieeeieeeeitee et et e et e e $99,333,000
2001 budget estimate 100,615,000
Provided in the Dill .........ooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee e 100,851,000
Comparison:
2000 apPIrOPIiAtION ...ccivcvieereiieeeiieeeeieeeeteeesrteeesbeeeeereeeesaeeenns +1,518,000
2001 budget estimate ........c.cccecveeeeiiieeeiieeeciee e eees +236,000

The National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) administers
the Department’s program of collecting and publishing current na-
tional, state, and county agricultural statistics, which are essential
for making effective policy, production, and marketing decisions.
These statistics provide accurate and timely estimates of current
agricultural production and measures of the economic and environ-
mental welfare of the agricultural sector. NASS also provides sta-
tistical services to other USDA and Federal agencies in support of
their missions, and provides consulting, technical assistance, and
training to developing countries.

Beginning with the fiscal year 1997 appropriation, funding has
been provided to NASS for the Census of Agriculture which has
been transferred from the Department of Commerce to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture to consolidate the activities of the two agricul-
tural statistics programs. The Census of Agriculture is taken every
five years and provides comprehensive data on the agricultural
economy including: data on the number of farms, land use, produc-
tion expenses, farm product values, value of land and buildings,
farm size, and characteristics of farm operators. It provides na-
tional, state, and county data as well as selected data for Puerto
Rico, Guam, and the United States Virgin Islands.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the National Agricultural Statistics Service, the Committee
rovides an appropriation of $100,851,000, an increase of
51,518,000 above the amount available in fiscal year 2000 and
236,000 above the budget request. Included in this amount is
$15,000,000 for the Census of Agriculture. The Census of Agri-
culture collects and provides comprehensive data every five years
on all aspects of the agricultural economy.

Information security is vital to maintain the credibility of NASS
given the market sensitivity of agency reports released to the pub-
lic, as well as the confidential nature of the data collected by NASS
from farmers, ranchers, and agribusinesses. The Committee rec-
ommends a $1,400,000 increase that was included in the budget re-
quest that will allow the agency to establish a computer security
architecture that will simultaneously address the technical, mana-
gerial, and administrative issues associated with NASS information
security.
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The Committee includes an increase of $800,000 for pesticide use
surveys to address existing data gaps to more accurately assess the
anact of chemical use as required by the Food Quality Protection

ct.

The Committee recommends an increase of $572,000 for a
monthly hog survey required by Livestock Mandatory Reporting.
The monthly survey responds to the industry’s need for more time-
ly information on hog supplies. Prior to the passage of the Live-
stock Mandatory Reporting amendment, NASS reported a hog sur-
vey on a quarterly basis.

The Committee has provided $236,000 to develop and implement
a weekly cream or milkfat price survey by surveying the major
buyers or end-users of milkfat. The weekly publication of this infor-
mation will benefit all segments of the dairy industry by making
publicly available an accurate measure of the value of milkfat.

The Committee assumes all savings included in the budget re-
quest under NASS.

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE

2000 apPPrOPTIAtION ...eveieeiereiiiiieeeeeeiriirieeeeeeeeeiirreeeeeeesanreeeeeesssnenneees $830,384,000
2001 budget estimate . 894,258,000
Provided in the bill ............cooeeenviineeiinnnn, 850,384,000
Comparison:
2000 appropriation .........ccccccceeeveeene +20,000,000
2001 budget estimate —43,874,000

The Agricultural Research Service (ARS) was established by the
Secretary of Agriculture on November 2, 1953, under the authority
of the Reorganization Act of 1949 (5 U.S.C. 133z-15), Reorganiza-
tion Plan No. 2 of 1953, and other authorities. Pursuant to the De-
partment of Agriculture Reorganization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C.
6912), ARS includes functions previously performed by the Human
Nutrition Information Service and the National Agricultural Li-
brary. ARS conducts basic and applied research in the fields of ani-
mal sciences, plant sciences, entomology, soil, water and air
sciences, agricultural engineering, utilization and development,
human nutrition and consumer use, marketing, development of in-
tegrated farming systems, and development of methods to eradicate
narcotic-producing plants.

ARS also directs research beneficial to the United States which
can be advantageously conducted in foreign countries through
agreements with foreign research institutions and universities,
using foreign currencies for such purposes. This program is carried
out under the authority of sections 104(b) (1) and (3) of Public Law
480, and the Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance Act
of 1954, as amended.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

Salaries and expenses.—For salaries and expenses of the Agricul-
tural Research Service, the Committee provides an appropriation of
$850,384,000, an increase of $20,000,000 above the amount avail-
able for fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of $43,874,000 below the
budget request.

Continuing Programs.—The Committee recognizes the impor-
tance of ongoing research projects in addressing increasing prob-
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lems faced by the Nation’s food and fiber producers. In this regard,
the Committee directs the Agricultural Research Service to con-
tinue to fund the following areas of research in fiscal year 2001 at
the same funding level provided in fiscal year 2000: Comparative
Textural Analysis of Fresh and Fresh-Cut Fruits and Vegetables;
Ecologically-Based Technologies for Controlling Ixodes Scapularis
and Reducing Lyme Disease; Physiology of Strawberry, Blueberry,
and Other Small Fruit Crops in Sustainable Production Systems;
Improving Quality of Fresh and Fresh-Cut Produce by Preventing
Deterioration in Cold Storage; National Turfgrass Evaluation Pro-
gram; Alternative Crops Research; Lyme Disease at Yale Univer-
sity; Floriculture and Nursery Crop Research; Fish Diseases; De-
veloping Integrated Weed Management Systems for Efficient and
Sustainable Sugarcane Production; Disease and Insect Control
Mechanisms for the Enhancement of Sugarcane Germplasm Resist-
ance; Formosan Subterranean Termite Control and Research Dem-
onstration Program; Improving Sugarcane Productivity by Conven-
tional and Molecular Approaches to Genetic Development; Small
Fruit Cultural and Genetic Research in the Mid-South; Small
Fruits Research; Development of Value-Added Products from Seed
Proteins; Biotechnology Research and Development Corp. (BRDC);
New Crops for Industrial Products; Thermomechanical Processing
of Natural Polymers; Animal Health Consortium; Soybean Dis-
eases; Genetics of Host Resistance to Pathogens in Cereal Crops;
Risk Assessment for BT Crops Research; Postharvest Handling and
Mechanization to Minimize Damage for Fruits; Germplasm Evalua-
tion and Genetic Improvement of Oats and Wild Rice; Wild Rice
Breeding and Germplasm Improvement; Plant Genetics Research;
Mid-West/Mid-South Irrigation Research; Watershed Research; De-
velopment of Soybean Germplasm and Production Systems for
High Yield and Drought Prone Environments; New England Plant,
Soil, and Water Research; Golden Nematode Research; Grape
Rootstock Research; Animal Vaccines Research; Aquaculture Sys-
tems (Rainbow Trout) Research; Biological Control of Yellow
Starthistle and Other Non-indigenous Plant Pests in the Western
US; Sustainable Vineyard Practices Research; Irrigation Water and
Crop Management to Sustain Productivity and Protect Water Qual-
ity; Greenhouse Lettuce Germplasm; Lettuce Genetics/Breeding Re-
search; Organic Minor Crop Research; Post-Harvest and Controlled
Atmosphere Chamber (Lettuce) Research; Development of Geneti-
cally Enhanced Fish and Feeds for Aquaculture Utilizing Special-
ized Grains; Germplasm Resources Genetics and Physiology of
Grass and Legume Seed for Sustainable Cropping Systems; Hops
Genetics and Breeding for Improved Flavor, Agronomic Perform-
ance and Pest Resistance; Physiology, Biochemistry and Genetic
Improvement of Horticultural Crop Productivity and Product Qual-
ity; Characterization, Detection and Control of Viruses Infecting
Small Fruit Crops; Biology and Management of Foliage and Fruit
Diseases of Horticultural Crops; Biology and Control of Insect Pests
of Horticultural Crops; Preservation of Clonal Genetic Resources of
Temperate Fruit, Nut, and Specialty Crops; Residue Management
and Grass Seed Cropping Systems for Sustainable Agriculture;
Small Fruit and Nursery Research; Viticulture Research; Genetics
and Germplasm Enhancement of Cool Season Food Legumes; Root
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Diseases of Wheat/Barley Research; Potato Research Enhancement;
Temperate Fruit Flies Research; Behavioral Ecology and Manage-
ment of Crop Insect Pests with Semiochemicals; Biological Controls
and Agricultural Research; Asian Bird Influenza Research; Control
of Fungal Pathogens of Small Grains; Evaluation of Temperate
Legumes and Warm-Season Grass Mixtures in Sustainable Produc-
tion Systems; Improved Peanut Product Quality and Bioactive Nu-
trient Composition with Genetic Resources; Peanut Quality Re-
search; Research/Evaluation for Registration of Chemicals and Ap-
provals of New Animal Drugs for Aquaculture; Rice Research;
Aquaculture Research; Harvesting and Ginning Technologies for
Stripper Cotton; Plant Stress and Water Conservation Research.

Aflatoxin in cotton.—A recognized food safety hazard, aflatoxin
has caused millions of dollars in crop losses to agriculture pro-
ducers each year. The Committee recognizes the promising re-
search the Agricultural Research Service has accomplished to
eliminate aflatoxin as an agricultural hazard. The Committee is
providing an increase of $250,000 in FY 2001 to the ARS Western
Cotton Research Laboratory, Phoenix, AZ, for expanded research
aimed at lowering aflatoxin levels in cotton.

Agricultural law research.—The National Center for Agricultural
Law Research and Information is the primary contributor of biblio-
graphic agricultural law information to the USDA National Agri-
cultural Library. The Committee directs the Agricultural Research
Service to continue funding in fiscal year 2001 for the National
Center for Agricultural Law Research located at the University of
Arkansas School of Law.

Animal and plant genomics research.—More rapid and efficient
methods are required to characterize, identify and manipulate use-
ful properties of genes and genomes. These new methods or
“genomics” are critical for developing improved crops and livestock
that help producers to maximize yields of quality products while
minimizing environmental degradation and production costs. The
Committee provides an increase of $900,000 for research to be car-
ried out at ARS laboratories in Ithaca, NY and Clay Center, Ne-
braska.

Animal vaccines.—The Committee provides an increase of
$900,000 in fiscal year 2001 for expanded research on advanced
animal vaccines and diagnostic applications jointly carried out by
ARS the University of Connecticut and the University of Missour:.

Aquaculture initiatives for the mid-Atlantic highlands.—The
Committee recognizes the Agricultural Research Service’s extensive
aquaculture research activities and directs the agency to work with
Canaan Valley Institute (CVI) headquartered at Canaan Valley,
WV, in facilitating aquaculture initiatives and demonstrations in
the Mid-Atlantic highlands. CVI provides a forum where small wa-
tershed groups, government, industry, and the research community
can address economic development issues affecting the Mid-Atlan-
tic highlands states of Pennsylvania, Maryland, Virginia, and West
Virginia. The Committee provides an increase of $300,000 in FY
2001 for this aquaculture initiative.

Aquaculture initiatives, Harbor Branch Oceanographic Insti-
tute.—The Committee provides an increase of $500,000 for collabo-
rative research between the Agricultural Research Service and the
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Harbor Branch Institute, with participation of the Florida State
University to pursue new research initiatives in the area of aqua-
culture.

Aquaculture research.—The Committee recognizes the need to
conduct fish health management research directed at meeting the
needs of the U.S. aquaculture industry including research on im-
proving yields, food quality, disease control, and stress tolerance.
The Committee directs the Agricultural Research Service to con-
tinue funding in fiscal year 2001 for research activities at the
Stutt%t National Aquaculture Research Center located in Stutt-
gart, .

Aquaculture fisheries center—The Committee provides an in-
crease of $75,000 for the Aquaculture/Fisheries Center at the Uni-
versity of Arkansas at Pine Bluff for research related to bird preda-
tion on farm-raised fish and the development of value added prod-
ucts for aquaculture.

Aquaculture systems.—The Committee recommends an increase
of $575,000 in fiscal year 2001 for expanded research on developing
new aquaculture systems focused on rainbow trout in cooperation
with the University of Connecticut.

Area-wide IPM.—The Committee supports the USDA initiative to
develop area-wide pest management programs using biointensive
IPM approaches and other IPM technology that can be used for
control of pests as alternatives to chemical pesticides that are at
risk from FQPA assessment. The Committee provides an increase
of $1,000,000 over the FY 2000 level for expanded research on
major IPM research and area-wide demonstration programs based
on the use of biorational and biologically-based strategies for con-
trol of key pests.

Asian bird influenza.—The Committee provides an increase of
$45,000 in fiscal year 2001 for ARS to develop and assess baseline
data on Eurasian birds as an influenza reservoir and their migra-
tion habits, specifically through increasing the number and diver-
sity of wild bird samples obtained and analyzed.

Avian Leukosis—J. Virus.—The Committee is aware of the sig-
nificant accomplishments of the ARS Avian Disease and Oncology
Laboratory, East Lansing, MI in controlling this virus and provides
an increase of $250,000 in FY 2001 for expanded research of this
poultry disease.

Barley food health benefits research.—The Committee recognizes
the need to investigate the benefits of barley foods to human
health. The Committee provides an increase of $200,000 for inves-
tigation and documentation of the benefits of barley foods to
human health, which are requisites to expanded domestic and
international markets of barley.

Biobased materials from agricultural commodities.—The Com-
mittee is aware of important breakthroughs in scientific tools and
methods that have enabled new, biobased products with novel
properties for applications previously met only by petroleum based
or nonbiobased materials. The Committee provides an additional
$900,000 for expanded research at ARS regional utilization centers
at Albany, CA; Wyndmoor, PA and New Orleans, LA.

Biobased products.—The Committee expects the Department to
continue its efforts to support and enhance the listing of biobased
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roducts for Federal procurement and provides an increase of
300,000 within available funds.

Biodegradable absorbents from pectins.—The Committee recog-
nizes the importance for research to develop biobased materials
from agricultural commodities and by-products using biotechnology,
biocatalysis and other integrated technologies. The Committee pro-
vides an increase of $500,000 to develop biodegradable biobased
absorbents from pectins to be carried out at the ARS research lab-
oratory at Winter Haven, FL.

Biological controls and agricultural research.—The Committee
provides an increase of $300,000 for the Center of Biological Con-
trols and the Science Center of Excellence, which are being com-
bined into the Center of Excellence in the Biological and Chemical
Sciences at Florida A&M University.

Biological control of insects and weeds.—Arthropods, such as Sil-
verleaf whitefly, Asian longhorned beetle, Russian wheat aphid and
others are high priority targets for Integrated Pest Management.
The Committee provides an increase of $300,000 to develop bio-
logically based arthropod IPM with emphasis on formulation and
delivery of microbial agents at the ARS Yakima research station.

Cereal crops research.—The Committee provides an increase of
$250,000 for expanded research on the quality and improved pro-
duction practices for barley and oats conducted at the Cereal Crops
Research Laboratory, Madison, WI.

Chicken genome mapping.The Committee provides an increase of
$300,000 in FY 2001 for expanded research on chicken genome
mapping project being carried out at Beltsville, MD.

Citrus and horticultural research.—The Committee notes the ex-
panded and important mission of the new ARS Ft. Pierce research
station as well as its past accomplishments carried out at the
former Orlando, FL location. The Committee provides an additional
$275,000 for research operations at the Ft. Pierce laboratory which
is essential to maintain effective research necessary to support the
citrus and horticultural industries.

Coffee and cocoa research.—The Committee is concerned with the
infestation of tropical fungal and pest diseases and its devastating
impact on coffee and cocoa crop production. The Committee pro-
vides an increase of $120,000 for this important disease resistance/
alternative crop research project.

Conversion of agricultural materials from biomass.—The Com-
mittee supports research efforts to develop and use biobased fuel
to decrease dependence on imported petroleum, protect the environ-
ment and improve the rural economy. The Committee provides an
increase of $500,000 to the National Center for Agricultural Utili-
zation Research, Peoria, IL for this research.

Cotton ginning research.—There is an acute need to develop new
cotton ginning equipment to preserve cotton fibers for improved
cotton quality. The Committee provides an increase of $900,000
above the level available in FY 2000 for the ARS cotton ginning re-
search conducted at Las Cruces, NM.

Diaprepes root weevil (Diaprepes abbreviates).—The Committee
recognizes the seriousness of the Diaprepes root weevil and its im-
pact on citrus, corn, sugarcane, ornamental plants, cotton, yucca,
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papaya, and sweetpotato. It is important that this research be con-
tinued at the fiscal year 2000 level.

Emerging diseases.—It is the view of the Committee that re-
search on exotic and emerging diseases is an area of high priority
and that funding proposed for plant and animal diseases should be
equally allocated.

Endophyte Research.—There are over 35 million acres of
endophyte infected tall fescue pastures in the U.S. responsible for
annual losses to the beef cattle industry. The Committee provides
an increase of $270,000 for expanded joint research at the Univer-
sity of Arkansas, University of Missouri, and Oregon State Univer-
sity.

Floriculture and nursery crops research.—The Committee is
aware that floriculture and nursery crops represent more than 10%
of the total U.S. farm crop cash receipts. The Committee provides
an increase of $1,000,000 in fiscal year 2001 for expanded research
on this important cash crop. A portion of this funding should con-
tinue to be allocated through cooperative agreements with univer-
sity partners, including the University of California, Cornell Uni-
versity, and Ohio State University.

Food safety research.—The Committee supports expanded initia-
tives to provide a safe food supply for all Americans. Additional
preharvest research is required to design effective programs to con-
trol bacteria and parasites carried by animals that are pathogenic
for humans. Additional food safety research is required during
postharvest operations at all critical points during food processing
and storage. The Committee provides an additional $1,600,000 for
research on: Antibiotic resistance ($600,000) at Athens, GA; Ames,
IA; and College Station, TX; pathogens during preslaughter and
transportation ($400,000) at Lubbock, TX and Clay Center, NE;
control plants toxins and heavy metals in food crops ($200,000),
Beltsville, MD; pathogen control in fruits and vegetable ($200,000),
Albany, CA; and pathogen and residue detection during processing
and storage ($200,000), Wyndmoor, PA.

Food Quality Protection Act.—The Committee recognizes the De-
partment’s responsibilities to find replacement technology for cur-
rently used pesticides at risk of being phased out after EPA review.
The Committee provides an additional $300,000 for the activities of
the Office of Pest Management.

Formosan termite control.—The Committee has provided
$5,000,000, the same amount available in fiscal year 2000, for the
ongoing formosan termite control and research program at the
Southern Regional Research Center.

Fusarium Head Blight.—Generally known as “scab”, Fusarium
Head Blight poses an extremely serious threat to all classes of
wheat and barley in the U.S. The effects of scab are mostly mani-
fested as reduced farm yield, lowered test weights, and reduced
grain quality. The problem is amplified because scab infested grain
is usually contaminated with vomitoxin, a toxic metabolyte pro-
duced when the fungal pathogen invades the developing grain ker-
nel. The Committee is providing an increase of $800,000 in fiscal
year 2001 to expand ongoing cooperative effort with land-grant uni-
versities to control this serious threat to the wheat and barley in-
dustries.
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Ginning technologies.—The Committee directs that research car-
ried out by ARS in cotton ginning harvesting and the development
i)f g{nning technologies be maintained at fiscal year 2000 funding
evels.

Glassy-winged sharpshooter and Pierce’s disease.—The Com-
mittee is aware of the devastating Pierce’s disease, a widespread
and lethal disease of grapevines. This disease is currently the most
production-limiting disease on grapevine. Pierce’s disease was re-
sponsible for $33 million in management costs and crop losses in
1999. Methods of control are only partially effective and consist of
early detection, removal of infected vines and management of near-
by vegetation that harbor insects and pathogens. The disease is
spread by the leafhopper vector, Glassy-winged sharpshooter
(GWSS). The GWSS feeds at the base of grapevines where pruning
is destructive. The Committee provides an increase of $1,100,000
for research to combat the GWSS and Pierce’s disease on both a
short and long-term basis.

Golden nematode.—The Committee provides an increase of
$30,000 to Cornell University to support golden nematode research
in plant breeding, nematology and activities involving seed produc-
tion and extension.

Grain Sorghum.—The Committee is committed to ensuring that
research dollars allocated for specific research areas are spent as
intended. The Committee directs the Agriculture Research Service
to report on all research projects related to grain sorghum. This re-
port is to include a description of each project and how it relates
to grain sorghum, any articles published as a result of the re-
search, and an outline of funding used in the project. The report
should be submitted no later than February 15, 2001. The Com-
mittee expects that all research funding appropriated for grain sor-
ghum to be spent to the direct benefit of that crop, such as in-
creased production, and be developed in coordination with the grain
sorghum industry.

Grape rootstock.—Grapes are now the highest value fruit crop in
the nation and sixth largest crop overall. Most of the crop is proc-
essed to raisins, grape juice, and wine, thereby adding enormous
value to the crop. The Committee provides an increase of $38,000
at Geneva, NY for this vitally needed research on grape rootstock
development.

Greenhouse and hydroponics research.—The Committee recog-
nizes the need for additional effort in the areas of greenhouse and
hydroponics research. Additional emphasis is necessary to enhance
soilless culture systems to optimize environmental conditions to en-
hance plant production and quality while reducing pest and disease
problems. The Committee provides an increase of $1,500,000 for
ARS research in collaboration with the University of Toledo.

Greenhouse lettuce germplasm, Salinas, CA.—The Committee
provides an increase of $38,000 for additional costs associated with
the preservation, maintenance, and evaluation of greenhouse let-
tuce germplasm.

Hog Cholera research.—The Committee supports expanded re-
search on exotic diseases of livestock and provides an increase of
$1,300,000 to develop vaccines to prevent the outbreak and spread
of hog cholera.
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Human nutrition research.—The Committee recognizes the im-
portant research being carried out at the ARS Human Nutrition
Center at Little Rock, AR and provides an additional $750,000 for
fiscal year 2001 to the Children’s Hospital.

IPM systems for fruits and vegetables.—The Committee provides
an increase of $400,000 for research on the development of im-
proved semiochemical techniques for control of insect pests on
fruits and vegetables and other crops treated with
organophosphates and carbamates and for pests under large scale
eradication or control.

Invasive species research.—There are more than 30,000 invasive
species in the U.S. The Committee supports the Department’s ef-
forts to detect and eradicate incipient weed populations and man-
age established species. The Committee provides an increase of
$300,000 to support this research through foreign exploration and
host testing of new biocontrol agents for weeds.

Lyme disease research.—Lyme disease is a major health threat in
the Northeast. Controlling the tick that causes the disease is crit-
ical to public health. The Committee directs the Agricultural Re-
search Service to continue funding in FY 2001 research on eco-
logically based technologies for controlling ixodes scapularis and re-
ducing lyme disease being coordinated at Beltsville, MD, in support
of the Northeast Regional Lyme Tick Project and in collaboration
with Yale University.

Listeria and E.coli research.—The Committee recognizes the im-
portance of research and new technology developments to identify,
control and eliminate Listeria monocytogenes and E.coli 0157:H7
pathogens contamination in foods. The Committee provides an in-
crease of $750,000 for expanded research to control and prevent
Listeria monocytogenes in ready-to-eat meat and poultry products
and E.coli 0157:H7 in raw beef products.

Lettuce geneticist/breeder, Salinas, CA.—The Committee pro-
vides an increase of $38,000 in fiscal year 2001 for continuing sup-
port of the geneticist plant breeder hired last year at the ARS re-
search station at Salinas, CA.

Malignant Catarrhal Fever (MCF) Virus.—The Committee pro-
vides an increase of $300,000 for this sheep-associated virus infect-
ing small ruminants. This additional funding will be used for re-
search on the development of vaccines critical to the systematic
eradication of MCF virus in small ruminants at the ARS laboratory
at Pullman, WA, and in cooperation with the ARS sheep station at
Dubois, ID, and Washington State University.

Manure management systems.—The Committee supports addi-
tional research to improve manure management practices and pro-
vides an increase of $300,000 to the ARS Florence, SC research sta-
tion to develop improved treatment technologies to manage animal
waste from swine production to protect water and air quality.

Methyl bromide alternatives research.—The Committee is aware
of the important research carried out by ARS to develop alter-
natives to methyl bromide which is effectively utilized as a soil
farming agent and pest control for stored commodities. The Com-
mittee provides an increase of $1,620,000 for methyl bromide re-
search. The Committee expects ARS to use these additional funds
to support registration requirements of minor use pesticides as al-
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ternatives to methyl bromide as well as, to initiate research to de-
velop alternatives to methyl bromide for floriculture crops.

Microbial pathogens in small watersheds.—The kinds of micro-
bial pathogens in small watersheds and their potential sources are
not well understood. The Committee provides an increase of
$300,000 to the Pasture Systems and Watershed Management Re-
search Laboratory at University Park, PA for the technology re-
quired to develop effective management strategies for the benefit of
agricultural livestock producers and other landowners in the
Northeast.

Mid-West | Mid-South irrigation.—The Committee is aware of the
importance of irrigation research in reducing risk and increasing
yields on the farm. The Committee directs ARS to provide an in-
crease of $30,000 in fiscal year 2001 for cooperative research into
irrigation methods and technologies at the University of Missouri
Delta Center in Portageville, Missouri.

Mosquito trapping research and West Nile Virus.—Infectious dis-
eases transmitted by insects in Connecticut and other Northern
states have become an increasing concern to public health. Mos-
quito-borne diseases, such as West Nile encephalitis and Eastern
Equine encephalitis have increased in threat. ARS has specified in-
terest in the problem of vector-borne diseases because many of
these infectious agents also have potential impact on animal
health, people, and human food production. The Committee pro-
vides an increase of $800,000 to ARS for research on mosquito
trapping and research on the mosquito-borne West Nile Virus. Re-
search is to develop the next generation of novel or improved mos-
quito traps and attractant-enhanced trapping technology for use in
surveillance, detection, population monitoring, and control of vec-
tors of exotic mosquito-borne disease agents. These traps will be
used to collect mosquito populations in different regions and as-
sayed to map the geographical range of pathogens, and to predict
the likelihood of disease outbreaks. Further, the Committee directs
that $450,000 of the increase provided be utilized for cooperative
research with the University of Connecticut State Agricultural Ex-
periment Station for research that focuses on the West Nile Virus
crisis. These resources will allow the University to enhance its on-
going efforts to control and eradicate this infectious disease.

Nematology research.—The Committee provides an increase of
$250,000 in FY 2001 to the ARS research station at Tifton, GA for
research on the development of nematode management strategies
to address crop yield losses due to increasing population of nema-
todes.

Organic minor crop research, Salinas CA.—The Committee pro-
vides an increase of $38,000 for organic minor crop research at the
ARS research station at Salinas, CA.

Parasite mite research.—The Committee directs that research in
mite control in honey bee colonies utilized in honey production and
crop pollination be maintained at fiscal year 2000 funding levels.

Plant genetics.—The productivity and sustainability of American
agriculture depends on accessible and secure germplasm. The Com-
mittee provides an increase of $250,000 to the Plant Genetics Re-
sources Laboratory, Geneva, NY for germplasm conservation and
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research on the genetic diversity of grape and apple rootstock and
other vegetable crops.

Plant germplasm resources.—The Committee supports the ARS
research effort to maintain, characterize, evaluate and enhance the
Nation’s plant germplasm. The Committee provides an increase of
$1,875,000 to support ARS repositories and research at Davis, CA;
Riverside, CA; Ft. Collins, CO; Griffen, GA; Ames, IA; Urbana, IL;
Ithaca, NY; Corvallis, OR; College Station, TX; Pullman, WA; Phoe-
nix, AZ; Washington, DC; Charleston, SC; Aberdeen, ID; and Madi-
son, WI.

Post-harvest and controlled atmosphere chamber.—The Com-
mittee provides an increase of $38,000 for research into post-har-
vest and controlled atmosphere techniques aimed at reducing in-
sect and disease problems in lettuce destined for Japan and other
export markets.

Poultry diseases research.—The Committee directs the Secretary
to submit a report on the feasibility of consolidating Agricultural
Research Services’ research on avian viral diseases at the South-
east Poultry Disease Laboratory, Athens, GA. Costs associated with
the completion of this feasibility study shall be funded from unobli-
gated balances currently available to this laboratory.

Poult Enterititis-Mortality Syndrome (PEMS).—The Committee
provides an increase of $100,000 to the Southeast Poultry Disease
Laboratory, Athens, GA for research on the identification and char-
3cterization of agents causing Poult Enterititis-Mortality Syn-

rome.

Plum pox virus.—The Committee recognizes the serious disease
of Plum Pox, caused by the plum pox virus (PPV) a virus disease
of stone fruits and some nuts, including peaches, plums, apricots,
nectarines, cherries and almonds. PPV can cause losses up to 80—
100% in susceptible varieties. PPV is quarantined in most coun-
tries including the U.S. and importation of budwood and rootstock
are prohibited from areas where PPV is known to occur. The Com-
mittee provides an increase of $750,000 for research on detection,
insect transmission and germplasm enhancement.

Potato research.—The Committee provides an increase of
$250,000 for research on the evaluation and enhancement of potato
germplasm, including use of genetic engineering techniques, devel-
opment of new varieties and efficient methods of pest control con-
ducted by ARS at Prosser, WA.

Purple loosestrife research.—The Committee recognizes the
progress made on purple loosestrife, an invasive Eurasian weed of
wetland areas. While significant reductions of this weed have been
made through the release of biological control agents, additional re-
search is required. The Committee provides an increase of $275,000
to the ARS Ithaca, NY research laboratory to carry out this work.

Rangeland resource management.—Rangeland resource manage-
ment addresses remediation of arid and semi-arid rangelands by
developing new methods for monitoring and assessing rangelands
ecosystems, developing new technologies for biological control of
rangeland weeds, and creating new technology transfer applica-
tions for arid land management. The Committee provides an in-
crease of $1,800,000 to the Jornada Experimental Range Program
at Las Cruces, NM to expand research in this area which will re-
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sult in the development of the best forage—livestock management
practices and strategies for the benefit of both ranchers and private
and public land managers.

Rapid diagnostic capabilities.—The Committee is aware of the
Department’s request to provide research capacity to develop “on
the spot” diagnostic tools for pathogens that threaten animal and
plant agriculture. This research will help the U.S. in preventing
and dealing with acts of chemical and biological bioterrorism
against agricultural and food security systems. The Committee pro-
vides $500,000 for this research initiative.

Rice research.—The Committee recognizes the continuing need
for evaluation and enhancement of rice germplasm. The Committee
provides an increase of $75,000 in fiscal year 2001 for the National
Rice Research Center located in Stuttgart, AR.

Risk Assessment for Bt. Corn.—The Committee is aware of the
need for improved insect monitoring for Bt. Corn. Laboratory and
field studies are necessary to determine potential impacts of Bt.
Corn on migrating insects, such as the monarch butterfly, as well
as other insects. The Committee provides an additional $400,000 to
the ARS laboratory at Ames, IA for these investigations.

Root diseases in wheat and barley.—The Committee directs ARS
to provide an increase of $75,000 in FY 2001 for the ARS Root Dis-
ease and Biological Control Laboratory, Pullman, WA for investiga-
tion of root diseases. Major research breakthroughs are needed in
root disease management to achieve high yields possible under con-
servation tillage systems.

Small fruits research.—The Committee directs the ARS to main-
tain funding at the fiscal year 2000 level for the Northwest Center
for Small Fruits Research, Corvallis, OR. The Center conducts and
coordinates research efforts unique to small fruit industries in the
Pacific Northwest, including breeding, insect, disease management,
product development, and market analyses.

Soil tilth research.—The Committee recognizes the importance of
research to carry out effective soil and water investigations at the
ARS National Soil Tilth Laboratory, Ames, IA. The Committee pro-
vides an increase of $750,000 over the fiscal year 2000 level to sup-
port this important research.

Soybean Research/Iowa State University—The Committee is
aware of the important ARS-supported soybean genetics work
being done, and continues to strongly support ongoing research at
Ames, Iowa, aimed at increasing the productivity and profitability
of soybean production and processing. The Committee expects ARS
to continue the program at not less than the current fiscal year
2000 funding levels.

Sugarbeet research.—The Committee is aware of the importance
of the sugarbeet research at Ft. Collins, CO. The Committee directs
the ARS to fund this project at the fiscal year 2000 level.

Sustainable vineyard practices position.—The Committee pro-
vides an increase of $38,000 for sustainable vineyard practices re-
search at UC, Davis. This research is responsible for development
of biologically and environmentally sound practices for grape grow-
ing which enhance compatibility with soil, water, air, and biotic re-
sources.
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Temperate fruit flies—The Committee provides an increase of
$38,000 to the ARS station at Yakima, WA to further develop tech-
nology for the control and management of temperate fruit flies. The
presence of temperate fruit flies has been cited by potential export
markets as barriers to increased cherry exports from the U.S.

U.S. Plant and Water Conservation Laboratory.—The Committee
provides an increase of $750,000 for expanded research at the U.S.
Plant and Water Conservation Laboratory in Lubbock, TX.

Utilization of Foundry Sand By-Products in Agriculture.—The
Committee recognizes the potential for the use of foundry sand by-
products as soil amendments or components of blended materials
including composts for agricultural situations. Within available
funds, the Committee urges the Department to conduct such re-
search as may be appropriate to amass and compile existing data
on foundry by-products, perform experiments in controlled environ-
ments, and establish field plot tests to quantify beneficial use re-
sponses.

Vaccines for brucellosis.—The Committee supports Department
efforts to develop vaccines for wildlife. Brucellosis vaccines for wild-
life will help eliminate the exposure of domestic animals from this
disease as they come in contact with wild animals. The Committee
provides an increase of $1,000,000 for this research at the National
Animal Disease Center, Ames, IA.

Viticulture research.—The Committee is aware of the emerging
importance of the grape and wine industry in the Pacific North-
west. The Committee provides an increase of $68,000 in FY 2001
to address important viticulture research being conducted by ARS
in cooperation with the University of Idaho.

Water use management technology.—It is estimated that 50% of
the total water consumed in some critical regions of the U.S.
Southeast is used for agricultural purposes. The Committee pro-
vides an increase of $350,000 in FY 2001 to the ARS Research Sta-
tion at Tifton, GA to develop and expedite the implementation of
remote sensing technologies to improve the use of agricultural in-
puts, including water, nutrients, and plant protectants. It is ex-
pected that this technology could realize efficiency gains of as much
as 20% when implemented.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

2000 apPPrOPTIAtION ....eeeeeiericiiiieeeeeeeriirreeeeeeeeeirreeeeeeesseanreeeeeesssnenneees $52,500,000
2001 budget estimate 39,300,000
Provided in the Dill ........coooiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee s 39,300,000
Comparison:
2000 APPTLOPTIATION. ..eeeririeeeiiiieeeiiieeeriieeestieeesteeessireeestreeesseesases eesssreesssaeessseesnsnnes
2001 budget eStimate .........coecveeriieiiieiieieeeee e —13,200,000

The ARS Buildings and Facilities account was established for the
acquisition of land, construction, repair, improvement, extension,
alteration, and purchase of fixed equipment or facilities which di-
rectly or indirectly support research and extension programs of the
Department. Routine facilities maintenance, construction or re-
placement items would continue to be funded under the limitations
contained in the regular account.
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COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For Agricultural Research Service, Buildings and Facilities, the
Committee provides an appropriation of $39,300,000, a decrease of
$13,200,000 below the amount available for fiscal year 2000 and
the same as the budget request.

The following table summarizes the Committee’s provisions:

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE

[In thousands of dollars]

FY 2001 Committee
estimate provisions

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES
Arizona:

Water Conservation and Western Cotton Laboratory, Maricopa ..........cccccoevveeeevmvveniirnsrnns 0 $5,000
California:

Western Regional Research Center, Albany $4,900 4900
District of Columbia:

U.S. National Arboretum 3,330 3,330
lowa:

National Animal Disease Center, Ames 9,000 9,000
Maryland:

Beltsville Human Nutrition Research 13,300 13,300

National Agricultural Library 1,770 1,770
New York:

Plum Island Animal Disease Center 7,000 7,000
Unspecified locations:

General reduction 0 —5,000

Total, Buildings and Facilities 39,300 39,300

National Arboretum.—The Committee is disappointed that the
budget request did not include funding for implementing the Na-
tional Arboretum’s master facilities plan. In particular, a new en-
trance road to the Arboretum is a time-sensitive project that should
proceed as early as possible. Due to budget constraints, the Com-
mittee is unable to recommend funding for this work. However, the
Department will be expected to include this project in the budget
request for fiscal year 2002.

Plum Island Animal Disease Center.—The Committee rec-
ommends $7,000,000 for repair and maintenance of buildings and
supporting infrastructure at the Plum Island Animal Disease Cen-
ter at Greenport, NY. The Committee notes that no funds are re-
quested for planning or executing an upgrade of the Center to Bio-
safety Level 4, and no funds are provided for this purpose. Funds
are provided for the following projects:

Replace boiler plant, Phase 3 ........cccccocoviieiiiiieeiieeeiee e $3,000,000
Consolidate firehouse/motor pool 2,000,000
Miscellaneous small projects/contingency ............cccceeeveeveeercveenenennns 2,000,000

TOLAL oot e 7,000,000

Unspecified locations: General reduction.—The Committee rec-
ommends a general reduction of $5,000,000 to be applied to the
combination of project savings from favorable bids, reduced over-
head costs, scope reductions, structuring of bid additives, and other
cost reduction initiatives available to the Department to assure
that construction projects are not excess to program requirements.
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This recommendation by the Committee does not cancel or delay
any project.

COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH, EDUCATION, AND EXTENSION
SERVICE

The Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension Serv-
ice (CSREES) was established by the Secretary of Agriculture on
October 1, 1994, under the authority of the Department of Agri-
culture Reorganization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 6912). The Service
was created by the merger of the Cooperative State Research Serv-
ice and the Extension Service. The mission of CSREES is to work
with university partners to advance research, extension, and high-
er education in the food and agricultural sciences and related envi-
ronmental and human sciences to benefit people, communities, and
the Nation.

RESEARCH AND EDUCATION ACTIVITIES

2000 appropriation ..... . $481,881,000
2001 budget estimate . . 460,865,000

Provided in the bill 477,551,000
Comparison:
PAVTOTORFEY o] o1 o) ) T2 X (o) o N USSR —4,330,000
2001 budget eStimate .......c.coecveerieriiieiieieeeee e +16,686,000

The research and education programs administered by the Coop-
erative State Research, Education, and Extension Service were es-
tablished by Secretary’s Memorandum No. 1462, dated July 19,
1961 and Supplement 1, dated August 31, 1961, and under Reorga-
nization Plan No. 2 of 1953. The primary function of research and
education activities is to administer Acts of Congress that author-
ize Federal appropriations for agricultural research and higher
education carried out by the State Agricultural Experiment Sta-
tions of the 50 States, District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam, the
Virgin Islands, American Samoa, Micronesia, and Northern Mar-
iana Islands, and by approved schools of forestry, the 1890 land-
grant colleges and Tuskegee University, the 1994 land-grant insti-
tutions, and other eligible institutions. Administration of payments
and grants involves the approval of each research proposal to be fi-
nanced in whole or in part from Federal grant funds; the contin-
uous review and evaluation of research and higher education pro-
grams and expenditures thereunder; and the encouragement of co-
operation within and between the states and with the research pro-
grams of the Department of Agriculture.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For payments under the Hatch Act, the Committee provides an
appropriation of $180,545,000, the same as the amount available
for fiscal year 2000 and the same as the budget request.

For cooperative forestry research, the Committee provides an ap-
propriation of $21,932,000, the same as the amount available for
fiscal year 2000 and the same as the budget request.

For payments to the 1890 land-grant colleges and Tuskegee Uni-
versity, the Committee provides an appropriation of $30,676,000,
the same as the amount available for fiscal year 2000 and the same
as the budget request.
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RESEARCH AND EDUCATION

[In thousands of dollars]

FY 2000 FY 2001 Committee
enacted ! estimate provisions
RESEARCH AND EDUCATION ACTIVITIES
Payments Under Hatch Act $180,545  $180,545 $180,545
Cooperative forestry research (Mclntire-Stennis) .......coo.cooeeveeenviiniinniieninenns 21,932 21,932 21,932
Payments to 1890 colleges and Tuskegee UNIVErSity ........ccocoevevrererrrererinns 30,676 30,676 30,676
Special Research Grants (P.L. 89-106):
Advanced spatial technologies (MS) 1,000 0 0
Aegilops cylindricum (jointed goatgrass) (WA) ........cooovvmivmerrereieeiinenns 360 0 360
Aflatoxin (IL) 113 0 113
Agriculture-based industrial lubricants (IA) ..o 250 0 400
Agricultural diversification (HI) 131 0 0
Agricultural diversity/Red River Trade Corridor (MN/ND) .........cccceevrnnece 250 0 500
Agricultural telecommunications (NY) 425 0 425
Agriculture water usage (GA) 300 0 300
Agroecology (MD) 0 0 300
Alliance for food protection (NE, GA) 300 0 300
Alternative crops (ND) 550 0 550
Alternative crops for arid lands (TX) 100 0 100
Alternative salmon products (AK) 552 0 0
Animal science food safety consortium (AR, IA, KS) ....ccooovrirerivriinnn. 1,521 0 1,750
Apple fire blight (MI, NY) 500 0 500
Aquaculture (AR) 0 0 250
Aquaculture (FL) 0 0 470
Aquaculture (LA) 330 0 330
Aquaculture (MS) 592 0 0
Aquaculture (NC) 255 0 300
Aquaculture (VA) 100 0 100
Aquaculture (WA) 0 0 300
Aquaculture product and marketing development (WV) ....ccooovevvrreenecee. 750 0 0
Babcock Institute (WI) 510 0 600
Binational agriculture research and development (BARD) 2 ................... (400) 2,000 400
Biobased technology (MI) 0 0 300
Biodiesel research (M0) 152 0 0
Biotechnology (NC) 0 0 300
Blocking anhydrous methamphetamine production (IA) .........cccocovviunnee 213 0 0
Bovine tuberculosis (MI) 170 0 300
Brucellosis vaccine (MT) 425 0 0
Center for animal health and productivity (PA) ...oocoeveveeeereeeeieieens 113 0 0
Center for rural studies (VT) 200 0 0
Chesapeake Bay agroecology (MD) 150 0 200
Chesapeake Bay aquaculture (MD) 385 0 400
Citrus canker (FL) 0 0 5,000
Citrus tristeza 595 0 750
Coastal cultivars (GA) 170 0 0
Competitiveness of agricultural products (WA) .....ccccooevivinnrinnirerinenns 680 0 680
Cool season legume research (ID, WA) 329 0 329
Cranberry/blueberry (MA) 150 0 150
Cranberry/blueberry disease and breeding (NJ) .....ccoovevvevrerverieeiierecnnns 220 0 220
Dairy and meat goat research (TX) 63 0 63
Delta rural revitalization (MS) 148 0 0
Designing foods for health (TX) 319 0 375
Diaprepes/root weevil (FL) 298 0 400
Drought mitigation (NE) 200 0 200
Ecosystems (AL) 500 0 500
Efficient irrigation (NM/TX) 0 0 1,250
Environmental research (NY) 400 0 400
Environmental horticulture (FL) 0 0 300
Environmental risk factors/cancer (NY) 170 0 230
Environmentally-safe products (VT) 170 0 0
Exotic pests (CA) 0 0 2,000
Expanded wheat pasture (0K) 285 0 0
Farm injuries and illnesses (NC) 0 0 300
Farm and rural business finance (IL/AR) 87 0 0
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RESEARCH AND EDUCATION—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

FY 2000 FY 2001 Committee
enacted ! estimate provisions
Feed barley for rangeland cattle (MT) 637 0 637
Fish and shellfish technologies (VA) 0 0 500
Floriculture (HI) 250 0 0
Food and Agriculture Policy Research Institute (1A, MO) .....cccoovvevrrrnnee. 800 0 1,000
Food irradiation (IA) 200 0 250
Food Marketing Policy Center (CT) 400 0 500
Food processing center (NE) 42 0 42
Food quality (AK) 350 0 0
Food safety (AL) 446 0 0
Food safety research consortium (NY) 0 0 300
Food Systems Research Group (WI) 425 0 500
Forages for advancing livestock production (KY) .....cccoooviirmrinniinniinns 213 0 250
Forestry (AR) 523 0 523
Fruit and vegetable market analysis (AZ, MO) .....ccccocovrreerrerrerrerrcries 320 0 350
Generic commodity promotion, research and evaluation (NY) ............... 198 0 198
Global change/ultraviolet radiation 1,000 1,567 1,567
Global market support service (AR) 127 0 0
Grain sorghum (KS) 106 0 106
Grass seed cropping systems for sustainable agriculture (WA, OR, ID) 423 0 423
Human nutrition (IA) 473 0 473
Human nutrition (LA) 752 0 752
Human nutrition (NY) 622 0 622
Hydroponic tomato production (OH) 100 0 100
Illinois-Missouri Alliance for Biotechnology 1,184 0 1,184
Improved dairy management practices (PA) ... 296 0 500
Improved early detection of crop diseases (NC) .. 170 0 0
Improved fruit practices (MI) 445 0 445
Infectious disease research (C0) 255 0 300
Institute for Food Science and Engineering (AR) ........cccocovevuueeveeerienirnnns 1,250 0 1,250
Integrated production systems (OK) 180 0 0
International agricultural market structures and institutions (KY) ........ 250 0 0
International arid lands consortium 400 0 500
International asparagus competitiveness (WA) .......cccoccneeernerrennreennnns 0 0 200
lowa biotechnology consortium 1,564 0 1,564
Livestock and dairy policy (NY, TX) 475 0 575
Lowbush blueberry research (ME) 220 0 260
Maple research (VT) 100 0 0
Meadowfoam (OR) 300 0 300
Michigan biotechnology consortium 675 0 775
Midwest Advanced Food Manufacturing Alliance .......c.cccooeveeeveveerecnnns 423 0 500
Midwest agricultural products (IA) 592 0 700
Milk safety (PA) 298 0 350
Minor use animal drugs 550 550 0
Molluscan shellfish (OR) 400 0 400
Multi-commodity research (OR) 364 0 364
Multi-cropping strategies for aquaculture (HI) .... 127 0 0
National beef cattle genetic evaluation consortium ( 0 0 300
National biological impact assessment 254 254 0
Nematode resistance genetic engineering (NM) ........coooovvvrmrvrnrrerinenns 127 0 127
Nevada arid rangelands initiative (NV) 255 0 300
New crop opportunities (AK) 425 0 0
New crop opportunities (KY) 595 0 700
Non-food uses of agricultural products (NE) 64 0 64
Nursery, greenhouse, and turf specialties (AL) .... 0 0 300
0il resources from desert plants (NM) 175 0 175
Organic waste utilization (NM) 100 0 100
Pasture and forage research (UT) 225 0 250
Peach tree short life (SC) 162 0 0
Peanut allergy reduction (AL) 425 0 500
Pest control alternatives (SC) 106 0 0
Phytophthora root rot (NM) 127 0 150
Plant, drought, and disease resistance gene cataloging (NM) .............. 212 0 250
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RESEARCH AND EDUCATION—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

FY 2000 FY 2001 Committee
enacted ! estimate provisions

Pierce’s disease (CA) 0 0 2,000
Potato research 1,300 0 1,400
Precision agriculture (KY) 850 0 500
Preharvest food safety (KS) 212 0 212
Preservation and processing research (0K) ..... 226 0 226
Produce pricing (AZ) 0 0 80
Rangeland ecosystems (NM) 200 0 400
Red snapper research (AL) 510 0 700
Regional barley gene mapping project 425 0 425
Regional crop information and policy centers 0 1,500 0
Regionalized implications of farm programs (MO, TX) .... 294 0 294
Rice modeling (AR) 296 0 296
Rural Development Centers (PA, IA, ND, MS, OR, LA) ...ccooviirenniinnia 523 523 523
Rural policies institute (NE, IA, MO) 644 0 1,000
Russian wheat aphid (C0) 200 0 200
Safe vegetable production (GA) 0 0 300
Seafood harvesting, processing, and marketing (AK) .......ccoooevrveerrnnee, 552 0 0
Seafood and aquaculture harvesting, processing, and marketing (MS) 305 0 0
Seafood safety (MA) 255 0 300
Small fruit research (OR, WA, ID) 300 0 300
Southwest consortium for plant genetics and water resources ............. 338 0 400
Soybean cyst nematode (MO) 475 0 700
STEEP—uwater quality in Pacific Northwest ..........ccooovevirivniiinniinnirnns 500 0 500
Sustainable agriculture (CA) 255 0 400
Sustainable agriculture (MI) 445 0 445
Sustainable agriculture and natural resources (PA) ......cccooeveeirrerennnns 95 0 100
Sustainable agriculture systems (NE) 59 0 59
Sustainable beef supply (MT) 637 0 637
Sustainable pest management for dryland wheat (MT) ......c.cccoovvernunee. 425 0 425
Swine waste management (NC) 500 0 500
Technological development of renewable resources (MO) 0 0 300
Tillage, silviculture, waste management (LA) 212 0 212
Tomato wilt virus (GA) 200 0 300
Tropical and subtropical research/T STAR .......ccccoovvmrereeeerereeieeiesis 2,724 0 5,000
Tropical aquaculture (FL) 170 0 200
Turkey carnavirus (IN) 200 0 200
Urban pests (GA) 64 0 0
Value-added products (IL) 0 0 100
Vidalia onions (GA) 100 0 300
Viticulture consortium (NY, CA) 1,000 0 1,500
Water conservation (KS) 79 0 79
Weed control (ND) 423 0 423
Wetland plants (LA) 600 0 600
Wheat genetic research (KS) 261 0 261
Wood utilization (OR, MS, NC, MN, ME, MI, ID, TN, AK) .....ccooovvvrvrrrrrnnnes 5,136 0 5,786
Wool research (TX, MT, WY) 300 0 300

Total, Special Research Grants 59,948 6,394 74,354

Improved pest control:

Emerging pest/critical issues 200 467 200
Expert IPM decision support system 177 260 177
Integrated pest management 2,731 2,731 2,731
Minor crop pest management (IR—4) 8,990 10,711 8,990
Pest management alternatives 1,623 4,200 1,623

Total, Improved pest control 13,721 18,369 13,721

Competitive research grants:

Animals 29,000 35,000 26,000
Markets, trade and development 4,600 7,000 4,600

Nutrition, food safety and health 16,000 22:000 14,000
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RESEARCH AND EDUCATION—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

FY 2000 FY 2001 Committee
enacted ! estimate provisions
Natural resources and the environment 20,500 25,000 18,500
Plants 41,000 48,000 26,634
Processing for adding value or developing new products ...........ccco....... 8,200 13,000 7,200
Total, Competitive research grants 119,300 150,000 96,934
Animal Health and Disease (Sec. 1433) 5,109 5,109 5,109
Alternative crops 750 0 750
Critical Agricultural Materials Act 600 0 0
1994 Institutions research program 500 1,000 1,000
Graduate fellowship grants 3,000 5,000 3,000
Institution challenge grants 4,350 6,000 4,350
Multicultural scholars program 1,000 2,000 1,000
Hispanic education partnership grants 2,850 3,500 3,500
Secondary agriculture education 500 500 600
Aquaculture Centers (Sec. 1475) 4,000 4,000 4,000
Sustainable agriculture research and education/SARE .........ccccooveremrreiennnns 8,000 10,500 9,000
Capacity building grants (1890 institutions) 9,200 9,500 9,500
Payments to the 1994 Institutions 1,552 1,552 1,552
Federal Administration:
Agriculture development in the American Pacific ...........cccooovevrviirrennnns 564 0 564
Agriculture waste utilization (WV) 425 0 0
Agricultural water policy (GA) 0 0 385
Alternative fuels characterization laboratory (ND) ........cccocoovvvervriirecnnas 218 0 218
Animal waste management (OK) 250 0 300
Biotechnology research (MS) 425 0 0
Center for Agricultural and Rural Development (IA) .... 355 0 500
Center for innovative food technology (OH) 381 0 781
Center for North American Studies (TX) 87 0 87
Climate change research (FL) 170 0 170
Cotton research (TX) 170 0 500
Data information system 2,000 2,250 2,000
Food animal residue avoidance database ... 0 0 300
Geographic information system 850 0 850
Germplasm development in forage grasses (OH) .......occomerrmeerirnnenns 100 0 100
Livestock marketing information center (CO) .....coo.oovvveerveerreceiecieniins 170 0 170
Mariculture (NC) 250 0 250
Mississippi Valley State University 583 0 0
National Center for Peanut Competitiveness (GA) 300 0 300
Office of extramural programs 310 588 588
Pay costs and FERS 1,100 1,100 1,100
Peer panels 350 350 350
PM-10 air quality study (CA, WA) 873 0 873
Precision agriculture/Geospatial Training and Application Center (AL) 340 0 600
Precision agriculture/Tennessee Valley Research and Extension Center
(AL) 85 0 150
Shrimp aquaculture (AZ, HI, MS, MA, SC) .. 3,354 0 3,354
Sustainable agriculture development (OH) . 0 0 500
Urban silviculture (NY) 0 0 250
Water quality (IL) 298 0 298
Water quality (ND) 340 0 340
Wetland plants (WV) 0 0 150
Total, Federal Administration 14,348 4,288 16,028
Total, Research and Education ACtiVities .......cccoooovreveveevrercnienanns 431,881 460,865 477 551

Hincludes impact of reductions pursuant to Public Law 106-113.
2Fiscal year 2000 funding provided under the Agricultural Research Service.
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NATIVE AMERICAN INSTITUTIONS ENDOWMENT FUND

2000 APPTOPTIALION ...cveeviivivirereereeteereeteetee et eeereereerees s ereeseereesesennens $4,600,000
2001 budget estimate 7,100,000
Provided in the Dill .........ooooiiiiiiiiiiieiiieceee e 7,100,000
Comparison:

2000 apPropriation ......ccccceevceeeeriieiniieeerteeeriteeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e +2,500,000

2001 budget eStIMAE ......ccceeeeeiieeeiiieeeiee et sees rreeesereeeeeaeeeaaaaaas

The Native American Institutions Endowment Fund authorized
by Public Law 103-382 provides authority to establish an endow-
ment for the 1994 land-grant institutions (31 tribal controlled col-
leges). This program will enhance educational opportunities for Na-
tive Americans by building educational capacity at these institu-
tions in the areas of student recruitment and retention, curricula
development, faculty preparation, instruction delivery systems, and
scientific instrumentation for teaching. Beginning in 2001, it is pro-
posed that funds also be made available for facility renovation, re-
pair, construction, and maintenance. On the termination of each
fiscal year, the Secretary shall withdraw the income from the en-
dowment fund for the fiscal year, and after making adjustments for
the cost of administering the endowment fund, distribute the ad-
justed income as follows: sixty percent of the adjusted income from
these funds shall be distributed among the 1994 land-grant institu-
tions on a pro-rata basis, the proportionate share being based on
the Indian student count; and forty percent of the adjusted income
shall be distributed in equal shares to the 1994 land-grant institu-
tions.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Native American Institutions Endowment Fund, the
Committee provides $7,100,000, an increase of $2,500,000 above
the amount available in fiscal year 2000 and the same as the budg-
et request. In addition, the Committee recommends language as re-
quested which provides that funds may be used to support facility
renovation, repair, construction, and maintenance.

EXTENSION ACTIVITIES

2000 apPProOPrIiAtION .....eccccveeeeiieeeeiieeeereeeesreeeeereeessreeessseeesssseeesssseens $424,174,000
2001 budget estimate 428,236,000
Provided in the Dill .......ccoooiiiiiiiieeeceeee e 428,740,000
Comparison:
2000 appropriation .......... +4,566,000
2001 budget estimate e +504,000

Cooperative agricultural extension work was established by the
Smith-Lever Act of May 8, 1914, as amended. The legislation au-
thorizes the Department of Agriculture to give, through the land-
grant institutions, instruction and practical demonstrations in agri-
cultural and home economics and related subjects, and to encour-
age the application of such information by means of demonstra-
tions, publications, and otherwise to persons not attending or a
resident in the colleges. In addition, the Service provides nutrition
training to low-income families, 4-H Club work, and educational
assistance such as community resource development.
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COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For Extension Activities, the Committee provides an appropria-
tion of $428,740,000, an increase of $4,566,000 above the amount
available for fiscal year 2000 and an increase of $504,000 above the

budget request.

The following table reflects the amount provided by the Com-
mittee:
EXTENSION ACTIVITIES
[In thousands of dollars]
FY2000  FY2001  Committee
enacted ! estimate provisions
Smith Lever Sections 3(b) & 3(c) $276,548  $276,548  $276,548
Smith Lever Section 3(d)
Farm safety 3,400 0 4,000
Food and nutrition education (EFNEP) 58,695 61,043 58,695
Indian reservation agents 1,714 5,000 1,714
Pest management 10,783 12,269 10,783
Pesticide applicator training 0 1,500 1,500
Rural development centers 908 908 908
Sustainable agriculture 3,309 4,500 3,309
Youth at risk 9,000 10,000 9,000
Youth farm safety education and certification 0 5,000 1,000
1890 Colleges and Tuskegee University 26,843 26,843 26,843
1890 facilities grants 12,000 12,000 12,000
Renewable Resources Extension Act 3,192 3,192 3,192
Rural health and safety education 2,628 0 0
Extension services at the 1994 institutions 3,060 3,500 3,060
Subtotal 412,080 422,303 412,552
Federal Administration and special grants:
After-school program (CA) 0 0 420
Ag in the classroom 208 476 576
Beef producers’ improvement (AR) 197 0 197
Botanical gardens initiative (IL) 106 0 0
Conservation technology transfer (WI) 170 0 200
Delta teachers academy 3,500 0 3,500
Diabetes detection and prevention (WA) 550 0 975
Efficient irrigation (NM/TX) 0 0 2,000
Extension specialist (MS) 100 0 0
Family farm beef industry network (OH) 0 0 1,390
General administration 4,736 5,457 4,736
Income enhancement demonstration (OH) 246 0 246
Integrated cow/calf resources management (IA) 250 0 300
National Center for Agriculture Safety (IA) 195 0 195
Pilot technology transfer (OK, MS) 326 0 326
Pilot technology transfer (WI) 163 0 163
Range impr t (NM) 197 0 197
Rural development (AK) 271 0 0
Rural development (NM) 280 0 280
Rural development (OK) 150 0 0
Rural rehabilitation (GA) 246 0 0
Vocational agriculture (OK) 0 0 290
Wood biomass as an alternative farm product (NY) 197 0 197
Total, Federal Administration 12,094 5,933 16,188
Total, Extension Activities 424174 428,236 428,740

Lincludes impact of reductions pursuant to Public Law 106-113.

Delta  Teachers Academy—The Committee recommends
$3,500,000 for the Delta Teachers Academy. Within these funds,
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the Committee directs that services shall be provided at a school
in Pine Bluff, Arkansas.

Diabetes detection and prevention (WA).—The Committee rec-
ommends $975,000 for confirmation of the detection and education
pilot demonstration project that has been conducted through the
Extension Service in Hawaii and Washington. This technology in-
volves non-invasive eye imaging, diagnosis through existing tele-
medicine infrastructure and treatment plans.

Expansion of Extension Systems.—The Committee is aware that
there are nations such as Lebanon, Russia, and Ukraine that have
an interest in developing a system similar to our Cooperative Ex-
tension effort. The Committee directs the Department to review
these interests and to provide a report regarding which countries
have such an interest, what efforts have been or could be under-
taken either by the Department or through the Land Grant or pri-
vate university system to support the establishment of extension
systems, what resources are available or would be needed to ade-
quately support such efforts, and whether or not any legislative
changes would be required to facilitate the expansion of extension
systems to other nations.

Farm Safety: AgrAbility.—Within the funds provided for Smith-
Lever 3(d) for Farm Safety, the Committee recommends $3,000,000
for the AgrAbility program, which helps people with disabilities to
be able to farm safely, efficiently, and profitably through on-the-
farm education and assistance.

Income enhancement demonstration (OH).—The Committee ex-
pects that the Agricultural Business Enhancement Center will in-
tensify its efforts in identifying and pursuing improved business
practices and alternative market opportunities, including those re-
lated to sales at or through Farmers’ Markets.

Indian Reservation Agents.—The Committee directs the Depart-
ment to submit a report on the feasibility of specifying that all
states with reservation lands are eligible for funding, and of invit-
ing all such states to submit proposals for funds. This report is to
include an analysis of the impact of taking into account each state’s
total Native American population when allocating funds on a for-
mula basis. This report is to be submitted no later than January
1, 2001.

National Rural Behavioral Health Center (FL).—The Committee
is aware of a proposal by the National Rural Behavioral Health
Center at the University of Florida to train cooperative extension
service agents in crisis intervention and stress management edu-
cation. This model program would provide the training to better
equip extension agents in delivering behavioral health information
and programs to residents of rural and farm communities, most of
whom live in areas experiencing health service shortages. The
Committee urges the Department to work cooperatively with the
Health Resources Administration of the Department of Health and
Human Services in efforts to provide support for the Center and to
build on the Center’s initiative to extend the knowledge gained so
that extension agents might be empowered to assist rural victims
with this education and outreach effort.

4H Programs.—The Committee encourages the Department to
work with 4H programs to develop a program for the collection of
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discarded and surplus school supplies and clothing for redistribu-
tion to needy individuals in the United States and to the extent
possible in other nations.

INTEGRATED ACTIVITIES

2000 apProPriation ......ccccceeeeriieeeriiieeeiiee e e et eeeeiee e et e e et e e s e s $39,541,000
2001 budget estimates .... .. 76,194,000
Provided in the Dill .......cooooiiiiiiiiiiieece e 39,541,000
Comparison:
2000 APPIrOPIIAION .....uvviiiieieieiiiiiieeeeeeitieee e e e eereee e e e e s srrreeeees eeessrsrseeeeeeesasnnnneees
2001 budget eStimate .......ccceecveeriieeiiieiieeie e — 36,653,000

Section 406 of the Agricultural Research, Extension, and Edu-
cation Reform Act of 1998 authorizes an integrated research, edu-
cation, and extension competitive grants program. Water Quality,
Food Safety, and Pesticide Impact Assessment Special Research
Grants and Smith Level 3(d) programs previously shown under Re-
search and Education and/or Extension Activities are proposed
under this account.

INTEGRATED ACTIVITIES

[In thousands of dollars]

FY 2000 FY 2001 Committee
enacted estimate provisions

Integrated Activities:
Small farms initiative 0 $4,000 0
Water quality $13,000 16,204 12,000
Food safety 15,000 15,000 15,000
Pesticide impact assessment 4541 4,640 4551
International science and education grants ..........cccccoevveeveiiveriennnne 0 1,000 0
Biobased products program 0 9,600 0
Invasive species 0 1,500 0
Crops at risk from FQPA implementation ...........ccoocoveiniiinniirniinnns 1,000 3,000 1,000
FQPA risk mitigation program for major food crop systems ........... 4,000 10,000 4,000
Methyl bromide transition program 2,000 5,000 2,000
Organic transition program 0 1,000 1,000
Anti-hunger and food security program 0 5,250 0
Total, Integrated Activities 39,541 76,194 39,541

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For Integrated Activities, the Committee provides an appropria-
tion of $39,541,000, the same as the amount available for fiscal
year 2000 and a decrease of $36,653,000 below the budget request.

Competitive Grants: International Involvement.—The Committee
directs the Department to focus these research dollars on collabo-
rative effort that can take maximum advantage of developing agri-
cultural production for the benefit of the people of the nation in
which the research takes place.

Water Quality: Farm*A*Syst/Home*A*Syst—The Committee is
aware of an admirable voluntary environmental risk reduction pro-
gram known as “Farm*A*Syst/Home*A*Syst”. Within funds pro-
vided under the Integrated Activities account, the Department is
encouraged to give consideration to $4,000,000 for this program.
The Administrator of CSREES is directed to report to the Com-
mittee on any application received for this program at the time of
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receipt, and on the status of funding for this program at the time
of any obligation of funds.

Water Quality: Great Lakes.—The Committee expects that atten-
tion will be given to the special needs of integrating production ag-
riculture and the Great Lakes.

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR MARKETING AND
REGULATORY PROGRAMS

2000 appropriation ................. $618,000
2001 budget estimate 635,000
Provided in the Dill .....cc.cooeiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee e 618,000
Comparison:
2000 APPTLOPTIATION ..eeirerieeeiiiieeeiieeeeiieeeeiteeesreeesitreeesreeeesseesases sessssesssssseessseesnsnnes
2001 budget eStimate .........ceecveeviieiiieiieieeeee e —17,000

The Office of the Under Secretary for Marketing and Regulatory
Programs provides direction and coordination in carrying out laws
enacted by the Congress with respect to the Department’s mar-
keting, grading, and standardization activities related to grain;
competitive marketing practices of livestock, marketing orders and
various programs; veterinary services; and plant protection and
quarantine. The Office has oversight and management responsibil-
ities for the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service; Agricul-
tural Marketing Service; and Grain Inspection, Packers and Stock-
yards Administration.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Office of the Under Secretary for Marketing and Regu-
latory Programs, the Committee provides an appropriation of
$618,000, the same as the amount available for fiscal year 2000
and a decrease of $17,000 below the budget request.

ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION SERVICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

2000 apPrOPTIiAtiON ....ceeeiieeeiciiiieeeeeeeriirieeeeeeeseirreeeeeeessanreeeeeessnnenneees $437,768,000
2001 budget estimate 512,444,000
Provided in the Dill .....cocooiiiiiiiiiiicieeeeeee e 470,000,000
Comparison:
2000 apPTrOPTIAtION ...cevvcvreeiriieeeiieeeeieeeeiteeesrteeesereeeeereeessneeenns +32,232,000
2001 budget eStimate ........ccoecveeviieiiiieieieeeee e —42,444,000

The Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) was
established by the Secretary of Agriculture on April 2, 1972 under
the authority of Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 and other au-
thorities. The major objectives of APHIS are to protect the animal
and plant resources of the nation from diseases and pests. These
objectives are carried out under the major areas of activity, as fol-
lows:

Pest and Disease Exclusion.—The agency conducts inspection and
quarantine activities at U.S. ports-of-entry to prevent the introduc-
tion of exotic animal and plant diseases and pests. The agency also
participates in inspection, survey, and control activities in foreign
countries to reinforce its domestic activities.
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Plant and Animal Health Monitoring.—The agency conducts pro-
grams to assess animal and plant health and to detect endemic and
exotic diseases and pests.

Pest and Disease Management Programs.—The agency carries
out programs to control and eradicate pest infestations and animal
diseases that threaten the United States; reduce agricultural losses
caused by predatory animals, birds, and rodents; provide technical
assistance to cooperators such as states, counties, farmer or ranch-
er groups, and foundations; and ensure compliance with interstate
movement and other disease control regulations within the jurisdic-
tion of the agency.

Animal Care.—The agency conducts regulatory activities which
ensure the humane care and treatment of animals as required by
the Animal Welfare and Horse Protection Acts. These activities in-
clude inspection of certain establishments that handle animals in-
tended for research, exhibition, and as pets, and monitoring of cer-
tain horse shows.

Scientific and Technical Services—The agency performs other
regulatory activities, including the development of standards for
the licensing and testing of veterinary biologicals to ensure their
safety and effectiveness; diagnostic activities in support of the con-
trol and eradication programs in other functional components; ap-
plied research aimed at reducing economic damage from vertebrate
animals; development of new pest and animal damage control
methods and tools; and regulatory oversight of genetically engi-
neered products.

Agricultural Quarantine Inspection.—User fees are collected to
cover the cost of inspection and quarantine activities at U.S. ports
of entry to prevent the introduction of exotic animal and plant dis-
eases and pests.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

The following table reflects the amounts provided by the Com-
mittee:

ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION SERVICE

[In thousands of dollars]

FY 2000 FY 2001 Committee
enacted request provisions

1. Pest and Disease Exclusion:

Ag. quarantine inspection $34,546 $38,450 $38,450
User fees 86,926 87,000 87,000

Subtotal, AQ!I 121,472 125,450 125,450
Cattle ticks 4,996 5,276 5,276
Foot-and-mouth disease 3,803 3,803 3,803
Import/export 6,809 1,237 1,237
Sanitary/phytosanitary management 7,530 9,892 8,785
Fruit fly exclusion and detection 25,183 55,110 31,910
Screwworm 30,276 30,400 30,400
Tropical bont tick 407 407 407

Total, Pest and Disease Exclusion 200,476 237,575 213,268

2. Plant and Animal Health Monitoring:
Animal health monitoring and surveillance 65,943 69,501 69,624
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ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION SERVICE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

FY 2000 FY 2001 Committee
enacted request provisions
Animal and plant health regulatory enforcement ...........ccocovevverivenirivernnns 5,850 6,263 6,263
Emergency Management System 627 5,868 2,368
Pest detection 6,680 6,729 6,729
Total, Plant and Animal Health Monitoring 79,100 88,361 84,984
3. Pest and Disease Management Programs:
Aquaculture 766 576 676
Biocontrol 8,153 8,318 8,318
Boll weevil 15,094 2,856 19,757
Brucellosis eradication 10,876 8,227 8,427
Emerging plant pests 3,507 28,586 3,533
Golden nematode 580 580 580
Gypsy moth 4,363 4,420 4,420
Imported fire ant 100 0 200
Noxious weeds 424 2,124 1,124
Pink bollworm 1,316 1,074 1,548
Pseudorabies 4,563 4,039 4,039
Scrapie eradication 2,989 8,026 3,026
Tuberculosis 4916 4974 4974
Wildlife services operations 31,395 28,684 35,637
Witchweed 1,506 1,506 1,506
Total, Pest and Disease Management 90,548 103,990 97,765
4. Animal Care:
Animal welfare 10,167 15,167 12,167
Horse protection 361 398 398
Total, Animal Care 10,528 15,565 12,565
5. Scientific & Technical Services:
Biotechnology/environmental protection 8,523 10,283 10,283
Integrated systems acquisition project 3,497 0 0
Plant methods development labs 4,688 4,806 4,806
Veterinary biologics 10,337 10,751 10,751
Veterinary diagnostics 15,609 17,678 16,678
Wildlife services methods development 10,357 10,525 10,835
Total, Scientific and Technical Services 53,011 54,043 53,353
6. Contingency fund 4,105 4,105 8,065
7. Invasive species 0 8,805 0
Total, Salaries and Expenses 437,768 512,444 470,000
Recap:
Appropriated 350,842 425,444 383,000
AQI User Fees 86,926 87,000 87,000

437,768 512,444 470,000

Wildlife Services.—The Committee directs APHIS to assure, to
the maximum extent possible, that all control activities be cost-
shared with local sponsors. The Committee also expects APHIS to
continue work related to blackbird damage control in Louisiana.
The Committee provides an additional $2,000,000 for support and
expansion of rabies control including domestic programs and inter-
national collaboration. The Committee expects the program to tar-
get rabies in the midwestern and eastern states and in Texas. The
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Committee expects a minimum of $600,000 to be targeted to rabies
problems in New York state.

The Committee is concerned about reports that the incidence of
raccoon rabies is expanding beyond the current control border. The
Department is encouraged to expand this border and to develop ad-
ditional cooperative agreements with those states in the expanded
barrier area.

The Committee also provides $250,000 for wildlife services to
contain crop and aquaculture losses in southeastern Missouri,
$625,000 for a cooperative agreement with Georgia Wildlife Serv-
ices and the University of Georgia to conduct research on and con-
trol of game bird predation in Georgia, and $100,000 for trapping
in Virginia to combat increased predation by coyotes.

The Committee has received reports of increased losses to ranch-
ers in western states. The Committee regrets that limitations on
the budget prevent any response to requests for compensation for
loss of livestock, but it provides an additional $300,000 to assist in
controlling wolf predation.

The Committee is concerned that the spread of the wolf popu-
lation in western states has caused an increase in Wildlife Services
operations that cannot be funded with the current level of appro-
priations. The Committee directs the Department to prepare a re-
port on increased APHIS activities due to wolf predation with in-
creased costs in fiscal years 1999 and 2000, and projections for
costs in fiscal year 2001. The report should include an accounting
of all compensation to APHIS from other federal and local agencies
and should be provided to the Committees on Appropriations no
later than March 1, 2001.

The Committee expects APHIS to intensify its efforts in both re-
search and operations to control migratory fish-eating birds, such
as the double crested cormorant, which are causing serious prob-
lems to the Southeastern aquaculture industry.

The Committee provides an additional $1,000,000 for aviation op-
erations and aviation safety.

Avocados.—The Committee urges the Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service to continue working closely with U.S. avocado
growers in implementing procedures for the importation of Mexican
avocados. The Committee directs APHIS to report on the status of
Mexican avocado imports including any problems in pest surveys,
oversight by APHIS personnel and importation, including the di-
version of Mexican avocados to other than approved destinations.
The Committee also directs APHIS to report to Congress prior to
publishing any rules expanding the approved areas or lengthening
time periods for importation of Mexican avocados.

Imported Fire Ant.—The Committee supports a program for the
control, management, and eradication of the imported fire ant and
provides $200,000 for this program of which, $75,000 is for New
Mexico.

Hog cholera.—The Committee believes there is a very high risk
of introduction of hog cholera into the United States due to the
presence of the disease in the Caribbean. The Committee believes
this should be viewed as an emergency situation and the following
efforts should be undertaken: (1) preclearance of passengers enter-
ing the United States from high risk countries; (2) enhanced sur-
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veillance of high risk U.S. herds; (3) enforcement of the Swine
Health Protection Act; and (4) improved training and educational
efforts for state and Federal animal health officials and accredited
veterinarians.

Methods Development.—The Committee expects that activities
funded by this appropriation shall continue to be carried out by
APHIS Wildlife Services and in full cooperation with state wildlife
management agencies and the International Association of Fish
and Wildlife Agencies.

The Committee provides $500,000 for research and evaluation of
nicarbazin as a means of controlling goose and other avian popu-
lations to increase airport safety.

National Farm Animal Identification and Records Project for
Dairy Cattle.—The Committee provides continued funding at the
fiscal year 2000 level for the National Farm Animal Identification
and Records Project for Dairy Cattle to be coordinated with the
Holstein Association.

Sanitary and Phytosanitary Standards.—The Committee expects
that imported products will be subjected to the same sanitary and
phytosanitary standards as domestic products and those that do
not meet the U.S. standards will be rejected. APHIS should provide
adequate staffing levels at the borders and ports of entry to ensure
that sanitary and phytosanitary standards are upheld.

Screwworm.—The Committee expects the Department to con-
tinue to work with Mexican authorities to develop an alternative
use for the Chiapas screwworm facility and to continue to keep the
Committee informed of any developments. This alternative use
should focus on those activities that would help the area population
produce commercial crops uniquely suitable for production in the
area.

Plant Pest and Disease Emergencies.—The Committee is con-
cerned about the increasing risk to our national food supply from
plant pests and diseases. Recent examples include citrus canker in
Florida, Pierce’s disease in California, plum pox virus in Pennsyl-
vania, Asian longhorned beetles in Illinois and New York, and
Mediterranean and Mexican fruit flies throughout the southern
United States. The Committee notes that the Secretary of Agri-
culture has authority to declare emergencies and to use the re-
sources of the Commodity Credit Corporation to meet such threats
to American agricultural production. This system has served our
country well for many years by granting the Secretary the power
to make virtually unlimited efforts to eliminate emerging pest and
d]ioslease problems before outbreaks expand and become unmanage-
able.

It appears that a problem has now arisen with this system. After
the Secretary has made an emergency declaration, the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) must apportion funds from the
Treasury before the effort can commence. It appears that the exer-
cise of this apportionment function has unnecessarily delayed
USDA action, and has permitted problems to expand, and to in-
crease the cost of eradication. The Committee strongly believes that
this is not a proper use of OMB’s ministerial power.

In particular, the state of Florida is increasing its effort to con-
trol and eradicate citrus canker during the current fiscal year. The
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Committee supports this effort, and directs the Secretary of Agri-
culture to report by March 1, 2001 on all requests for OMB appor-
tionment of funds under existing emergency declarations.

Hereafter, the Secretary of Agriculture is directed to submit to
the Committee copies of all apportionments requested under emer-
gency declarations at the time they are submitted to OMB, as well
as the response received from OMB.

Bovine Tuberculosis.—The Committee is concerned about the
health of cattle with the spread of Bovine Tuberculosis in Michi-
gan. The Committee expects the Secretary of Agriculture to recog-
nize and declare this emergency and to accelerate its prevention
and eradication efforts by using $7.5 million in CCC emergency
funds.

Asian Longhorned Beetle—The Committee is aware of the seri-
ous threat to trees in New York and Illinois and other states and
directs the Department to continue its prevention and eradication
efforts using CCC emergency funds and Emerging Plant Pest funds
as necessary.

Aquaculture.—The Committee provides an appropriation of
$676,000 for aquaculture of which $100,000 is to support a wildlife
biologist at the northwest Florida Aquaculture Farm in
Blountstown, FL to serve north Florida, southeast Alabama and
southwest Georgia.

Boll Weevil.—The Committee has increased funding provided to
APHIS for the Federal cost-share of the nationwide boll weevil
eradication program. The Committee notes that the Federal cost-
share has fallen to approximately 5% compared to the original level
of 30%, as a result of a substantial increase in participating acre-
age. The Committee is aware that several programs are incurring
significant costs associated with self-financing their eradication ac-
tivities. In particular, the Committee notes that Oklahoma pro-
ducers have successfully generated funds through sale of bonds.
However, the bonds have been subject to Federal tax, thereby sub-
stantially increasing the financing cost and reducing the benefits to
the Oklahoma program. The Committee expects APHIS and the
Boll Weevil Eradication Action Committee to assist the Oklahoma
Foundation in mitigating the unanticipated costs associated with
the bond issue.

Brucellosis.—The Committee provides an additional $200,000 for
the Greater Yellowstone Brucellosis Committee and the Idaho
Wildlife Brucellosis Plan.

Blackbird.—The Committee urges the Department to implement,
if feasible, a baiting program to control blackbird damage to sun-
flowers.

Animal Health Monitoring and Surveillance.—The Committee
provides an additional $124,000 for the National Poultry Improve-
ment Program.

Pink Bollworm Eradication.—The Committee recognizes the sig-
nificant economic losses caused by pink bollworm infestation. The
Committee supports efforts which combine the use of sterile moths,
Bt cotton varieties and limited application of conventional pes-
ticides. The Committee therefore expects the Secretary to instruct
APHIS to utilize all available resources to provide financial assist-
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ance, in addition to the direct appropriation and grower assess-
ments, to operate the program during this fiscal year.

Berryman Institute.—The Committee directs the Department to
continue the current funding level for the Jack Berryman Institute
in Utah.

APHIS Operations at Miami International Airport.—Miami Inter-
national Airport (MIA) is the nation’s busiest international cargo
and second busiest international passenger airport. The Committee
is concerned about increasing delays in time in transit, duties and
processing paperwork burdens attributable to shipment of goods
and arriving passengers at MIA. The Committee therefore encour-
ages the U.S. Department of Agriculture to provide additional posi-
tions for APHIS cargo and passenger inspection operations at MIA.

Overhead Charges.—The Committee is concerned that overhead
costs charged to various programs may be in excess of the amounts
needed and directs APHIS to keep these costs as low as possible.

Third Party Inspection.—The Committee directs APHIS to pro-
vide inspection support including training, certification and quality
audits to businesses providing independent third party agricultural
inspections.

Contingency Fund.—The Committee provides an additional
$3,960,000 over the amount requested for fiscal year 2001 in the
Contingency Fund. The Committee notes that the Administration
has proposed using appropriated funds for emergencies previously
funded by the Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC). The Com-
mittee strongly disagrees with this approach and directs the De-
partment to continue funding such emergencies as citrus canker,
plum pox, Asian longhorned beetle and Pierce’s disease through
CCC. The Committee also notes that there are many new demands
for funding to combat pests and diseases. Many of these pests and
diseases enter the United States because of increased imports and
travel. Some are of domestic origin. The Committee has received
requests for funding to combat many problems including Asian
longhorned beetle, Asian gypsy moth, grasshoppers, Mormon crick-
ets, Pierce’s disease, plum pox, rabies, fire ants, Johne’s disease,
goatsrue/tamarisk and bovine tuberculosis. Frequently, the
amounts requested differ from APHIS analysis of need. The Com-
mittee directs APHIS to consult with state and local governments
when assistance is requested and use contingency funds whenever
appropriate.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

2000 apPPrOPTIAtION ...eeeieiiericiiiiieeeeeeriirieeeeeeeeeiirreeeeeeessrnreeeeeesssnenneees $5,200,000
2001 budget estimate .. 5,200,000
Provided in the bill ................. 5,200,000

Comparison:
2000 APPTOPTIATION ..eeeririeeeiiiieeeiieeeeiieeestieeesreeessireeesteeeesseesasss eesssseessssseessseeesssnes
2001 budget eStIMALE .....eevieeiiieiieiierie ettt ees eesreetee e ebeeneaa e

The APHIS Buildings and Facilities account funds major non-
recurring construction projects in support of specific program ac-
tivities and recurring construction, alterations, preventive mainte-
nance, and repairs of existing APHIS facilities.
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COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, Buildings and
Facilities, the Committee provides an appropriation of $5,200,000
the same as the amount available for fiscal year 2000 and the same
as the budget request.

The following table summarizes the committee’s provisions:

ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION SERVICE

[In thousands of dollars]

FY 2000 FY 2001 Committee
enacted request provisions

Buildings and Facilities:

Plum Island, NY $1,200 $3,200 3,200
Basic buildings and facilities repair, alterations, and preventative maintenance 4,000 2,000 2,000
Total, Buildings & Facilities 5,200 5,200 5,200

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE

MARKETING SERVICES

2000 APPTOPTIALION ..ocveevieviivieereeeeereereereereeeseeeeseereeresseeereereereesensennens $51,497,000
2001 budget estimate 66,572,000
Provided in the Dill ........ccooooiiiiiiiiiieiieeee e 56,326,000
Comparison:
2000 appropriation .........cc.cceeeieriiiniinieeeeee e +4,829,000
2001 budget estimate ........c.cccecvveeeriiieeriieeeciee e eaes —10,246,000

The Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS) was established by
the Secretary of Agriculture on April 2, 1972, under the authority
of Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953, and other authorities.
Through its marketing, consumer, and regulatory programs, AMS
aids in advancing orderly and efficient marketing and effective dis-
tribution and transportation of products from the Nation’s farms.

Programs administered by this agency include market news ac-
tivities, payments to states for marketing activities, the Plant Vari-
ety Protection Act, the Federal administration of marketing agree-
ments and orders, standardization, grading, classing, and shell egg
surveillance services, transportation services, and market protec-
tion and promotion.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For Marketing Services of the Agricultural Marketing Service,
the Committee provides an appropriation of $56,326,000, an in-
crease of $4,829,000 above the amount available for fiscal year
2000 and a decrease of $10,246,000 below the budget request.

The Committee expects implementation of the Organic Certifi-
cation Program to continue and that a final rule will be published
in fiscal year 2001.

The Committee has included $3,000,000 for mandatory price re-
porting. The Committee notes that $4,700,000 was made available
in fiscal year 2000 for mandatory price reporting, and as of April
30, 2000 the Department was at least three months behind in its
implementation schedule. Since the fiscal year 2000 funds are
available until expended, the Committee believes that adequate
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funds should be available in fiscal year 2001 to carry out the pro-
gram.

The Committee provides $1,106,000 to complete planning and
begin implementation of the Pesticide Data water testing program.

The Committee includes $31,000 to stimulate interest in the
identification and development of marketing opportunities for small
and limited-resource farmers through the Federal-State Marketing
Improvement Program.

The Committee is aware that the Department guidelines for com-
modity purchase programs relating to small businesses effectively
prohibit many farmer cooperatives from participating in such pro-
grams. The Committee has included a general provision that the
USDA does not prohibit eligibility or participation by farmer-owned
cooperatives in the commodity purchase program.

The Committee has included language that allows the transfer of
$639,000 from the Marketing Services account to the Expenses and
Refunds account for the implementation of the National Organic
Standards Program upon promulgation of a final rule. These funds
are to provide an incentive for certifying agents to become accred-
ited under the new national program as soon as possible. Accredita-
tion fees that are proposed as part of the program will not be
charged during the first 18 months of the program, except to cover
travel costs. The $639,000 is needed to cover program costs for 18
months at which time the program expects to be self-supporting
through the collection of user fees.

The Committee is encouraged by the attention being paid by
AMS to the problems of small and medium-sized producers. The
Committee directs the Department to build on these efforts by de-
veloping a plan in consultation with the Committee to provide mar-
keting training to producers and producer organizations to enable
them to take maximum advantage of opportunities for dealing with
new and changing agricultural markets.

The Committee encourages the Department to expand its efforts
in collaboration with the North American Farmers Direct Mar-
keting Association to facilitate the exchange of information between
marketers and farmers’ markets, and to increase its promotion of
farmers’ markets and direct marketing websites.

The Committee expects the Department to expand its initiative
for linking small farmers and cooperatives directly with school food
purchasing authorities, and to make specific efforts in this regard
in Ohio.

The Committee is concerned about the conditions surrounding
the conduct of the current pork producer referendum. The Com-
mittee expects the Department to take such steps as may be nec-
essary to ensure that only the ballots of legitimate producers will
be counted in this referendum.

The Committee compliments AMS for its efforts to develop and
disseminate more information about contracting practices in var-
ious sectors of agriculture. The Committee urges and encourages
the agency to expand these efforts, and to report to the Committee
as to what additional resources might be necessary to provide pro-
ducers with the amount of information they need to evaluate the
adequacy of their own contracts.
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LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

2000 HIMIEATION. ©..vovveieieeeceeeeeceeeee ettt ($60,730,000)
2001 budget limitation (60,730,000)
Provided in the Dill ........cooviiviiiiiiiiieieceeceeeeeeeee s (60,730,000)
Comparison:
2000 HMILATION .oiiiiiiiieiiiiieieciieeceiiee et ettt et eeeete e e e eteeeeeteeeses eeeeveeeesseeeseaseeennsnes
2001 budget Hmitation .......ccccccveeeiiiiieeiiee et e e eecreeesiees evveeesereeessreeesseeens

The Agricultural Marketing Service provides inspection, grading,
and classing services to the cotton and tobacco industries on a user
funded basis. The legislative authorities to carry out these pro-
grams are: the U.S. Cotton Standards Act; the Cotton Statistics
and Estimates Act of 1927, as amended; the Tobacco Inspection
Act; the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981; the Dairy and
Tobacco Adjustment Act of 1985; and the Uniform Cotton Classing
Fees Act of 1987. These programs facilitate the interstate and for-
eign commerce of these products. This is accomplished by inspect-
ing, identifying, and certifying the quality of these products in ac-
cordance with official standards. Grades serve as a basis for prices
and reflect the value of the products to the producer as well as the
buyer. These programs facilitate the movement of commodities
through marketing channels in a quick, efficient, and equitable
manner.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For a Limitation on Administrative Expenses of the Agricultural
Marketing Service, the Committee provides $60,730,000, the same
as the amount available for fiscal year 2000 and the same as the
budget request.

FUNDS FOR STRENGTHENING MARKETS, INCOME, AND SUPPLY
(SECTION 32)
MARKETING AGREEMENT AND ORDERS

2000 APPTOPTIALION ..cvievieveveeeereereereereeereereereeteeteeere e ereereeresessersereerennen ($12,428,000)
2001 budget estimate (13,438,000)
Provided in the Dill ..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e (13,438,000)
Comparison:

PAVTOTORE=Y o] oo ) F= 1 o) o NPT PPN +1,010,000
2001 budget eStIMALE .....ccccveiieiiiiiiieeeee ettt e srre e e reeeesareeesaaeeenaaeens

The Act of August 24, 1935, appropriates 30 percent of all cus-
toms receipts for: (a) encouraging exports of agricultural commod-
ities; (b) encouraging domestic consumption of agricultural com-
modities by diversion to alternative outlets or by increasing their
utilization; and (c) reestablishing the farmers’ purchasing power.

The primary purpose of section 32 is to strengthen markets by
purchasing surplus perishable agricultural commodities to encour-
age continued adequate production.

The following table reflects the status of this fund for fiscal years
1999 through 2001:
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ESTIMATED TOTAL FUNDS AVAILABLE AND BALANCE CARRIED FORWARD, FISCAL YEARS 1999-
2001

FY 2000 current FY 2001 budget
FY 1999 actual estimate estimate

Appropriation (30 percent of Customs Receipts) .... $5,701,865,817 $5,735,557,955 $5,738,448,921

Supplemental Appropriation 145,000,000
Less Rescission —7,958,000 —15000 s
Less Transfers:
Food and Nutrition SErviCe ...........coorommreermmeeernrreeinnees —5,048,150,000  —4,935199,000  —5,127,579,102
Commerce Department — 66,426,288 —69,920,523 —72,827,819
Total, Transfers —5114,576,288  —5,005,119,523  —5,200,406,921
Budget Authority 724,331,529 730,423,432 538,042,000
Unobligated Balance Available, Start of Year ... 131,966,602 112,630,114 300,000,000
Recoveries of Prior Year Obligations 3,527,838 0 0
Available for obligation 859,825,969 843,053,546 838,042,000
Less Obligations:
Commodity Procurement:
Child Nutrition Purchases 400,000,000 400,000,000 400,000,000
Emergency Surplus Removal ... 144,484,206 96,000,000 0
Diversion Payments 178,264,816 0 0
Disaster Relief 7,013,711 0 0
Estimated Future Purchases 0 26,041,546 115,000,000
Total, Commodity Procurement ..........cccccooennee. 729,762,733 522,041,546 515,000,000
Administrative Funds:
Commodity Purchase Service 6,580,001 8,584,000 9,604,000
Marketing Agreements & Orders .. 10,853,121 12,428,000 13,438,000
Total, Administrative FUnds ... 17,433,122 21,012,000 23,042,000
Total, Obligations 747,195,855 543,053,546 538,042,000
Carryout 112,630,114 300,000,000 300,000,000
Return to Treasury 0 0 0
Unobligated Balance Available, End Of Year ............ 112,630,114 300,000,000 300,000,000

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Marketing Agreements and Orders Program, the Com-
mittee provides a transfer from section 32 funds of $13,438,000, an
increase of $1,010,000 above the amount available for fiscal year
2000 and the same as the budget request.

The Committee is aware of the continuing disastrous situation
being experienced by agricultural producers of specialty crops who
do not receive direct Federal market assistance in agricultural sec-
tors where surpluses have resulted in prices well below the cost of
production. The Statement of Managers accompanying the fiscal
year 2000 Consolidated Appropriations Act included language urg-
ing the Secretary of Agriculture to evaluate the impact market sur-
pluses in the cranberry industry have on prices paid to growers.
The language anticipated the Secretary using funds made available
under the section 32 program to help stabilize prices through the
purchase of cranberry products. Despite the fact that prices being
paid to producers in this sector are continuing to decline precipi-
tously due to continuing surpluses, little has been done to address
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the situation. The Committee directs the Secretary to redouble ef-
forts to help producers of specialty crops using the projected
$300,000,000 carryover in the section 32 program. In carrying out
this mandate, the Secretary should focus on purchases of agricul-
tural products grown primarily by small farmers who are most in
need.

PAYMENTS TO STATES AND POSSESSIONS

2000 APPIOPTIALION ..eovivuirierieieiieiieiieteteieteteeetesteste st e eseeseebesaeneeeene $1,200,000
2001 budget estimate 1,500,000
Provided in the bill .......ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiicccceeeeeeee e 1,500,000
Comparison:

2000 appropriation +300,000

2001 budget estimate

The Federal-State Marketing Improvement Program is author-
ized by section 204(b) of the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946
and is also funded from appropriations. Payments are made to
state marketing agencies to: identify and test market alternative
farm commodities; determine methods of providing more reliable
market information; and develop better commodity grading stand-
ards. This program has made possible many types of projects, such
as electronic marketing and agricultural product diversification.
Current projects are focused on the improvement of marketing effi-
ciency and effectiveness, and seeking new outlets for existing farm
produced commodities. The legislation grants the U.S. Department
of Agriculture authority to establish cooperative agreements with
State Departments of Agriculture or similar state agencies to im-
prove the efficiency of the agricultural marketing chain. The states
perform the work or contract it to others, and must contribute at
least one-half of the cost of the projects.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For Payments to States and Possessions, the Committee provides
an appropriation of $1,500,000, an increase of $300,000 above the
amount available for fiscal year 2000, and the same as the budget
request.

GRAIN INSPECTION, PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS ADMINISTRATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

2000 apProPriation .....cccccceeeeriieeeriieeeiiieeniteeeeitte ettt et e e e e e $26,433,000
2001 budget estimate 33,549,000
Provided in the Dill .....c..coooviiiieiiiiieiiecceeeeee e 27,801,000
Comparison:
2000 apProPriation .......cccceeeceeeeeriiieeriieeeeiteeeriteeerieeeeireeeeieeeenas +1,368,000
2001 budget eStimate .........coecveeviieriiieieieeeee e —5,748,000

The Grain Inspection, Packers and Stockyards Administration
(GIPSA) was established pursuant to the Secretary’s 1994 reorga-
nization. Grain inspection and weighing programs are carried out
under the U.S. Grain Standards Act and other programs under the
authority of the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946, including the
inspection and grading of rice and grain-related products; con-
ducting official weighing and grain inspection activities; and grad-
ing dry beans and peas, and processed grain products. Under the
Packers and Stockyards Act, assurance of the financial integrity of
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the livestock, meat, and poultry markets is provided. The Adminis-
tration monitors competition in order to protect producers, con-
sumers, and industry from deceptive and fraudulent practices
which affect meat and poultry prices.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For Grain Inspection, Packers and Stockyards Administration,
the Committee provides $27,801,000, an increase of $1,368,000
above the amount available for fiscal year 2000, and a decrease of
$5,748,000 below the budget request.

The Committee supports GIPSA’s expanded role in addressing
international grain trade issues and has included an increase of
$368,000 for compliance activities specifically as they relate to
opening foreign markets for grain and oilseed.

The Committee has included an increase of $600,000 to allow
GIPSA to continue to identify anti-competitive behavior, and exam-
ine causes and competitive implications of contract livestock pro-
duction.

GIPSA has embarked on a sustained effort to examine the com-
petitive structure of the poultry industry, and the Committee has
provided an increase of $400,000 to carry out this work.

LIMITATION ON INSPECTION AND WEIGHING SERVICES EXPENSES

2000 HIMILATION ..eiiviiiiieeiiecie ettt ettt ettt neas ($42,557,000)
2001 budget limitation (42,557,000)
Provided in the Dill ..........ooooiiiiiiiiiiiiieece e (42,557,000)
Comparison:

2000 limitation
2001 budget limitation

The U.S. Grain Standards Act requires, with minor exceptions,
that all grain exported by grade must be officially inspected and
weighed. The agency’s employees or delegated state agencies per-
form original inspection and weighing services at export port loca-
tions in the United States and Canada. Grain which is not being
exported may be inspected at interior locations, upon request, by
licensed employees of designated state and private agencies. The
agency’s employees, upon request, perform domestic original in-
spection and weighing services on grain, oilseeds, pulses, rice, and
related grain commodities. The agency’s employees supervise and
provide oversight for inspectors performing official services.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

The Committee includes a limitation on inspection and weighing
services expenses of $42,557,000, the same as the amount available
for fiscal year 2000 and the same as the budget request. The bill
includes authority to exceed by 10 percent the limitation on inspec-
tion and weighing services with notification to the Appropriations
Committees. This allows for flexibility if export activities require
additional supervision and oversight or other uncontrollable factors
occur.

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD SAFETY

2000 APPTOPIIALION ..cvecvieveereeeereereereereeeereereereeteeteeese e eseereeresessersereerenen $446,000
2001 budget esStimate .........ccceeeeieeeiiieeeciee e 560,000



Provided in the Dill .......cccoiiiiiiiiiiiii e 446,000
Comparison:
PAVTOTORFEY o] o o) ) T2 1 o) o NSRS
2001 budget eStimate ........ccceeeieerieeiiienieeieeie e —114,000

The Office of the Under Secretary for Food Safety provides direc-
tion and coordination in carrying out the laws enacted by the Con-
gress with respect to the Department’s inspection of meat, poultry,
and egg products. The Office has oversight and management re-
sponsibilities for the Food Safety and Inspection Service.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Office of the Under Secretary for Food Safety, the Com-
mittee provides an appropriation of $446,000, the same as the
amount provided for fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of $114,000
below the budget request.

The Committee directs the Under Secretary for Food Safety to
review the current laws and policies regarding the handling or in-
spection of nonambulatory animals and report back to the Com-
mittee no later than 180 days with the findings.

FooOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

2000 apPProOPrIiAtION .....ececcveeeeciieeeeiieeeereeeerreeeeereeessreeesssaeesssseeesssseens $649,119,000
2001 budget estimate . 688,204,000
Provided in the Dill .......ccoooiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee e 673,790,000
Comparison:
2000 appropriation .........cc.cceeeieriiiniinieeeeee e +24,671,000
2001 budget estimate .........ccceeeeeeriiiiiiiieeeee e —14,414,000

The Food Safety and Inspection Service was established on June
17, 1981, by Secretary’s Memorandum No. 1000-1, issued pursuant
to Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953.

The major objectives of the Service are to assure that meat and
poultry products are wholesome, unadulterated, and properly la-
beled and packaged, as required by the Federal Meat Inspection
Act and the Poultry Products Inspection Act; provide continuous in-
plant inspection to egg processing plants under the Egg Products
Inspection Act; and administer the pathogen reduction program.

The inspection program of the Food Safety and Inspection Serv-
ice provides continuous in-plant inspection of all domestic plants
preparing meat, poultry, or egg products for sale or distribution; re-
views foreign inspection systems and establishments that prepare
meat or poultry products for export to the United States; and pro-
vides technical and financial assistance to states which maintain
meat and poultry inspection programs.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Food Safety and Inspection Service, the Committee pro-
vides an appropriation of $673,790,000, an increase of $24,671,000
above the amount available for fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of
$14,414,000 below the budget request.

The Committee provides the full amount requested for inspection
costs and for activities related to the Codex Alimentarius.

The Committee provides bill language allowing funds made avail-
able to the Food Safety and Inspection Service for fiscal year 2001
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to liquidate overobligations and overexpenditures incurred in fiscal
years 1997 and 1998.

The Committee remains concerned that the Food Safety and In-
spection Service has not finished removing or revising those meat
and poultry inspection regulations inconsistent with the HACCP-
based inspection system. The agency has missed self-imposed dead-
lines for completing this project, and the Committee believes the
accomplishments in this area, as cited in testimony and cor-
respondence, are not as extensive as they should be. Accordingly,
the Committee directs FSIS to prepare by March 1, 2001, a report
listing every meat and poultry inspection regulation in place prior
to publication of the Pathogen Reduction/HACCP rule, the agency’s
determination of whether each regulation should be revised or re-
moved in the wake of HACCP implementation and the agency’s
proposed date for completing that revision or removal.

The Committee believes that agency managers must have an un-
derstanding of the establishments that the agency regulates, which
necessarily requires the occasional observation of operations in an
inspected establishment. The Committee expects all appropriate
senior personnel of the agency, specifically senior personnel in the
Field Operations, the Public Health and Science and the Policy and
Program Development and Evaluation offices, to become HACCP
certified and to observe operations in the range of establishments
inspected by the agency at least annually. The agency is directed
to provide the Committee a report no later than March 1, 2001 list-
ing these senior personnel (GS 14 and above), the date on which
they have become HACCP certified and the date and type of estab-
lishment in which they have observed operations.

FSIS has a plan to better utilize available inspection personnel
through implementation of daily, unscheduled inspection in proc-
essing establishments. The Committee expects the Agency to make
full use of its authority to ensure that inspection resources are ra-
tionally dedicated to address relative food safety risks and to avoid
the disruptive effect of continued inspector shortages. To further
these objectives, the Agency is expected to evaluate greater flexi-
bility in requirements for frequency of unscheduled inspection and
other possible means of enhancing the efficiency of inspection in
processing establishments. FSIS should report its findings to the
Committee by January 31, 2001.

FARM ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR FARM AND FOREIGN
AGRICULTURAL SERVICES

2000 APPTOPTIALION ..eevvivieeeiereeeeeete et eete et eete et et ete e ere e e ereereeereereene e $572,000
2001 budget estimate . 589,000
Provided in the Dill ..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 572,000
Comparison:
2000 aPPTrOPTIALION. .eeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeite ettt ettt et eesbteessbteees eeessabeeesasaeeenreeens
2001 budget estimate —17,000

The Office of the Under Secretary for Farm and Foreign Agricul-
tural Services provides direction and coordination in carrying out
the laws enacted by the Congress with respect to the Department’s
international affairs (except for foreign economic development) and
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commodity programs. The Office has oversight and management
responsibilities for the Farm Service Agency (which includes the
Commodity Credit Corporation), the Risk Management Agency, and
the Foreign Agricultural Service.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Office of the Under Secretary for Farm and Foreign Agri-
cultural Services, the Committee provides an appropriation of
$572,000, the same as the amount available for fiscal year 2000
and a decrease of $17,000 below the budget request.

FARM SERVICE AGENCY

The Farm Service Agency (FSA) was established by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture Reorganization Act of 1994, P.L.. 103-354, en-
acted October 13, 1994. Originally called the Consolidated Farm
Service Agency, the name was changed to the Farm Service Agency
on November 8, 1995. The FSA administers the agricultural com-
modity programs financed by the Commodity Credit Corporation
(CCC); the warehouse examination function; the conservation re-
serve program (CRP); several other conservation cost-share pro-
grams; the Noninsured Crop Disaster Assistance Program (NAP);
and farm ownership, operating, emergency disaster, and other loan
programs.

Agricultural market transition program.—The Federal Agri-
culture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996, P.L. 104-127 (1996
Act), enacted April 4, 1996, mandates that the Secretary offer indi-
viduals with eligible cropland acreage the opportunity for a one-
time signup in a 7-year, production flexibility contract. Depending
on each contract, a participant’s prior contract-crop acreage history
and payment yield, as well as total program participation, each
contract participant shares a portion of a statutorily-specified an-
nual dollar amount. In return, participants must comply with cer-
tain requirements regarding land conservation, wetland protection,
planting flexibility, and agricultural use. Contract crops, for the
purposes of determining eligible cropland and payments, include
wheat, corn, grain sorghum, barley, oats, upland cotton, and rice.
This program does not include any production adjustment require-
ments or related provisions except for restrictions on the planting
of fruits and vegetables.

Marketing assistance loan program, price support programs, and
other loan and related programs.—The 1996 Act provides for mar-
keting assistance loans to producers of contract commodities, extra
long staple (ELS) cotton, and oilseeds for the 1996 through 2002
crops. With the exception of ELS cotton, these nonrecourse loans
are characterized by loan repayment rates that may be determined
to be less than the principal plus accrued interest per unit of the
commodity. Producers have the option of taking a loan deficiency
payment, if available, in lieu of the marketing assistance loan.

The 1996 Act also provides for a loan program for sugar for the
1996 through 2002 crops of sugar beets and sugarcane, where the
loans may be either recourse or nonrecourse in nature depending
on the level of the tariff rate quota for imports of sugar. The 1996
Act provides for a milk price support program, whereby the price
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of milk is supported through December 31, 1999, via purchases of
butter, cheese, and nonfat dry milk. The rate of support is fixed
each calendar year, starting at $10.35 per hundredweight in 1996
and declining each year to $9.90 per hundredweight in 1999. The
FY 2000 Appropriations Act, P.L. 106-78, extends the milk price
support program to January 1, 2001. The 1996 Act and the 1938
Act provide for a peanut loan and poundage quota program for the
1996 through 2002 crops of peanuts. Finally, the Agricultural Act
of 1949, as amended (1949 Act), and the 1938 Act provide for a
price support, quota, and allotment program for tobacco.

The interest rate on commodity loans secured on or after October
1, 1996, will be one percentage point higher than the formula
which was used to calculate commodity loans secured prior to fiscal
year 1997. The CCC monthly commodity loan interest rate will, in
effect, be one percentage point higher than CCC’s cost-of-money for
that month.

The 1996 Act amended the payment limitation provisions in the
Food Security Act of 1985, as amended (1985 Act), by changing the
annual $50,000 payment limit per person for deficiency and diver-
sion payments to an annual $40,000 payment limit per person for
contract payments. The annual $75,000 payment limit per person
applicable to combined marketing loan gains and loan deficiency
payments for all commodities that was in effect for the 1991
through 1995 crop years continues through the 2002 crop year.
Similarly, the 3-entity rule is continued.

Commodity Credit Corporation program activities.—Various price
support and related programs have been authorized in numerous
legislative enactments since the early 1930’s. Operations under
these programs are financed through the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration. Personnel and facilities of the Farm Service Agency (FSA)
are utilized in the administration of the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration, and the Administrator of the FSA is also Executive Vice
President of the Corporation.

The 1996 Act created new conservation programs to address high
priority environmental protection goals and authorized CCC fund-
ing for many of the existing and new conservation programs. The
Natural Resources Conservation Service administers many of the
programs financed through the CCC.

Foreign assistance programs and other special activities.—Var-
ious surplus disposal programs and other special activities are con-
ducted pursuant to the specific statutory authorizations and direc-
tives. These laws authorize the use of CCC funds and facilities to
implement the programs. Appropriations for these programs are
transferred or paid to the Corporation for its costs incurred in con-
nection with these activities, such as Public Law 480.

Farm credit programs.—The Department’s reorganization has
placed the farm credit programs under FSA to facilitate improved
coordination between the credit programs and FSA’s risk manage-
ment, conservation, and commodity support programs. FSA reviews
applications, makes and collects loans, and provides technical as-
sistance and guidance to borrowers. Under credit reform, adminis-
trative costs associated with Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund
(ACIF) loans are appropriated to the ACIF Program Account and
transferred to FSA salaries and expenses.
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Risk management.—Includes the Noninsured Crop Disaster As-
sistance Program (NAP) which provides crop loss protection for
growers of many crops for which crop insurance is not available.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Appropriation pT;“:)(g;ZCi r c{ Z‘C)Z: Total, FSA, S&E
2000 appropriation? ....... $794,394,000 ($211,265,000) ($1,005,659,000)
2001 budget estimate ..... 828,385,000 (266,719,000) (1,095,104,000)
Provided in the bill ......... 828,385,000 (266,719,000) (1,095,104,000
Comparison:
2000 appropriation .. +33,991,000 (+55,454,000) (+89,445,000)
2001 budget esti-
TNALE ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiees eeeetiiiie e eeetiie e eees eeeeiieeeeeeetiieeeeeattt aeeeeeeeessineeeeeerinnaaaes

1Excludes $56,000,000 in Commodity Credit Corporation funds provided by P.L. 106-78 to cover FSA ad-
ministrative costs to carry out emergency and disaster assistance for producers.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For Salaries and Expenses of the Farm Service Agency (FSA),
the Committee provides an appropriation of $828,385,000 and
transfers from other accounts of $266,719,000, for a total program
level of $1,095,104,000. This is an increase of $89,445,000 above
the amount available for fiscal year 2000 (excluding supplementals)
and the same as the budget request.

The Committee expects the Agency to target lending in farm loan
and assistance programs to those in most economic need.

Barley Loan Rate.—The Federal Agriculture Improvement and
Reform Act of 1996 requires the Secretary in implementing the
Marketing Loan Assistance Program to establish a loan rate for
barley, and respective feed grains, “taking into consideration” bar-
ley’s feeding value relative to corn. This determination does not re-
flect, but does not preclude taking into account, the value of malt-
ing barley, which represents more than one-half of annual U.S.
barley production. In establishing the national average loan rate
for barley for the 2000 through 2002 crops, the Committee directs
the Secretary to include in the determination prices representing
all U.S. barley production for the previous five years, including not
less than one-half of the difference between average prices for
malting barley and feed barley. The Committee also directs the
Secretary to take into account county production and prices of feed
barley and malting barley in establishing county loan rates and
loan repayment rates, so as to meet the objectives of the non-re-
course marketing loan program which include minimizing outlays
and commodity forfeitures.

Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program /Habitat for Endan-
gered Species.—The Committee urges the Farm Service Agency
(FSA) to put priority on proposals addressing the habitat needs of
species listed as threatened or endangered under the Endangered
Species Act, and water quality improvements for water bodies list-
ed as impaired under section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act. The
Committee encourages FSA to use maximum flexibility in inter-
preting Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP) poli-
cies to ensure that riparian buffer standards are appropriate for
the landscape type and actual biological and water quality needs
of the relevant watershed. The FSA is directed to administer CREP
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in a manner which encourages collaborative partnerships in water-
shed restoration and protection and where appropriate, combines
CREP benefits and financial resources with state, private or re-
gional initiatives that build off the core CREP measures with
broader or long-term buffer contracts, including the purchase of
easements by other entities.

County Offices.—The Committee is concerned about any Depart-
mental plans to close FSA county offices at a time when the FSA
office network is essential to helping farmers address critical eco-
nomic and environmental issues. The Committee reiterates its
strong view that no county office closure or consolidation should
occur except in those locations for which closures and relocations
are supported by rigorous analysis to ensure actions are cost effec-
tive, and that services available to the public will not be reduced.

FSA County Office Employees.—The Committee is disappointed
that the budget request did not include funding to support main-
taining FSA county office employees at the Fiscal Year 2000 level.
Rural communities and agricultural producers rely heavily on the
programs administered by the FSA county office employees during
periods of economic decline. Since the current economic crisis is not
expected to decline in the near future, the Committee directs the
FSA to use all available funding sources, program delivery effi-
ciencies and workload management options to support retaining
FSA county office employees. The Committee expects the Depart-
ment to provide budget requests fully supporting the workload
needs of county office employees.

Location of Commodity Sales to the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion (CCC).—The Committee directs the Department to increase its
outreach to producers and grain traders so as to increase the pool
of CCC-eligible vendors for any commodity sale. In particular, the
Committee expects the Department to make special efforts in Ohio
and other Great Lakes States to increase sales and shipments from
these areas.

STATE MEDIATION GRANTS

2000 apProPriation ......cccccceveeeererriiiiieeeeeeeeireeeeeeesirrreeeeeeesnenreeeeeeenanns $3,000,000
2001 budget estimate 4,000,000
Provided in the Dill ..........ooooiiiiiiiiiieiiieececeeeee e 3,000,000
Comparison:
0 TOTUE=Y o] o1 40) o) 4 £- 17 101 o APPSR
2001 budget estimate ..........cccceeeecciieeeiiieeeire e —1,000,000

This program is authorized under title V of the Agricultural
Credit Act of 1987. Originally designed to address agricultural
credit disputes, the program was expanded by the Federal Crop In-
surance Reform and Department of Agriculture Reorganization Act
of 1994 to include other agricultural issues such as wetland deter-
minations, conservation compliance, rural water loan programs,
grazing on national forest system lands, and pesticides. Grants are
made to states whose mediation programs have been certified by
FSA. Grants will be solely for operation and administration of the
state’s agricultural mediation program.
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COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For State Mediation Grants, the Committee provides an appro-
priation of $3,000,000, the same as the amount available in fiscal
year 2000 and a decrease of $1,000,000 below the budget request.

DAIRY INDEMNITY PROGRAM

2000 APPTOPTIALION ..cvicviciiieeieeiitiiteciee et ettt et sse s esseseereesennas $450,000
2001 budget estimate 450,000
Provided in the Dill .......cccooiiiiiiiiiiiiceee e 450,000

Comparison:
2000 APPTrOPTIALION .eevuviieeiiiieeeiiieeeiteeeriteeerieeeeribeeesteeestaeessraeess aeessseessssseesssseeens
2001 budget eStIMALE ....cccveeriiieiieiiiete e ets eeeriee et eeee e

Under the program, the Department makes indemnification pay-
ments to dairy farmers and manufacturers of dairy products who,
through no fault of their own, suffer losses because they are di-
rected to remove their milk from commercial markets due to con-
tamination of their products by registered pesticides. The program
also authorizes indemnity payments to dairy farmers for losses re-
sulting from the removal of cows or dairy products from the market
due to nuclear radiation or fallout.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Dairy Indemnity Program, the Committee provides an
appropriation of $450,000, the same as the amount available for
fiscal year 2000 and the same as the budget request.

AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE FUND PROGRAM ACCOUNT

Farm Ownership Loans.—Makes loans to farmers and ranchers
for acquiring, enlarging, or improving farms, including farm build-
ings, land development, use, and conservation, refinancing indebt-
edness, and for loan closing costs.

Operating Loans.—Makes loans to farmers and ranchers for costs
incident to reorganizing a farming system for more profitable oper-
ations, for a variety of essential farm operating expenses such as
purchase of livestock, farm equipment, feed, seed, fertilizer, and
farm supplies; for refinancing land and water development, use,
and conservation; for refinancing indebtedness; for other farm and
home needs; and for loan closing costs.

Emergency Loans.—Makes loans in designated areas where a
natural disaster has caused a general need for agricultural credit
which cannot be met for limited periods of time by private coopera-
tives or other responsible sources.

Indian Tribe Land Acquisition Loans.—Makes loans to any In-
dian tribe recognized by the Secretary of the Interior or tribal cor-
poration established pursuant to the Indian Reorganization Act,
which does not have adequate uncommitted funds, to acquire lands
or interest in lands within the tribe’s reservation or Alaskan Indian
community, as determined by the Secretary of the Interior, for use
of the tribe or the corporation or the members thereof.

Credit Sales of Acquired Property.—Makes loans in conjunction
with the sale of security properties previously acquired during the
servicing of its loan portfolio.
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Boll Weevil Eradication Loans.—Makes loans to assist founda-
tions in financing the operation of boll weevil eradication programs
provided to farmers.

ESTIMATED LOAN LEVELS

2000 10aN 1EVEL ....c.viiieiieiiiciieeece e e a$3,083,292,000
2001 budget estimate .. 4,557,938,000
Provided in the DIll ........ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiee et 4,557,938,000

Comparison:
2000 1080 1EVEL ....eorviiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeee e
2001 budget estimate .

aExcludes $2,542,294,000 for FY 2000 Supplemental pursuant to P.L. 106-113 enacted 11/29/
99.

This fund makes the following loans to individuals: farm owner-
ship, farm operating, and emergency. In addition, the fund makes
loans to associations for Indian tribe land acquisition, and boll wee-
vil eradication.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

Approximate loan levels provided by the Committee for fiscal
year 2001 for the agricultural credit insurance fund programs are:
$1,128,000,000 for farm ownership loans, of which $128,000,000 is
for direct loans and $1,000,000,000 for guaranteed loans;
$3,177,868,000 for farm operating loans, of which $700,000,000 is
for direct loans, $477,868,000 is for guaranteed subsidized loans,
and $2,000,000,000 is for guaranteed unsubsidized loans;
$2,006,000 for Indian tribe land acquisition loans; $150,064,000 for
emergency disaster loans; and $100,000,000 for boll weevil eradi-
cation loans.

AGRICULTURE CREDIT PROGRAMS
[In thousands of dollars]

FY 2000 FY 2001 Committee
level estimate provisions
Farm loan programs:
Farm ownership:
Direct a$128,049 $128,000 $128,000
Guaranteed b431,373 1,000,000 1,000,000
Farm operating:
Direct ¢500,000 700,000 700,000
Unsubsidized guaranteed d1,697,842 2,000,000 2,000,000
Subsidized guaranteed €200,000 477,868 477,868
Emergency disaster 25,000 150,064 150,064
Indian tribe land acquisition 1,028 2,006 2,006
Boll Weevil Eradication 100,000 100,000 100,000
Total, farm loans 3,083,292 4,557,938 4,557,938

aExcludes $21,951,000 (FY 2000 Supplemental, P.L. 106-113).
bExcludes $568,627,000 (FY 2000 Supplemental, P.L. 106-113).
cExcludes $400,000,000 (FY 2000 Supplemental, P.L. 106-113).
dExcludes $302,158,000 (FY 2000 Supplemental, P.L. 106-113).
eExcludes $702,558,000 (FY 2000 Supplemental, P.L. 106-113).
fExcludes $547,000,000 (FY 2000 Supplemental, P.L. 106-113).

ESTIMATED LOAN SUBSIDY AND ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES LEVELS

Direct loan Guaranteed loan Administrative
subsidy subsidy expenses
2000 appropriation ................. a$38,030,000  b$43,976,000  $214,161,000
2001 budget estimate 114,060,000 71,494,000 269,454,000
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Direct loan Guaranteed loan Administrative
subsidy subsidy expenses
Provided in the bill ................... 114,060,000 71,494,000 269,454,000
Comparison:
2000 appropriation ............ +76,030,00 +27,518,000 +55,293,00

2001 budget estimate ........

aExcludes $109,218,000 (FY 2000 Supplemental, P.L. 106-113).
bExcludes $69,339,000 (FY 2000 Supplemental, P.L. 106-113).

The Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990 established the Program
Account. Appropriations to this account will be used to cover the
lifetime subsidy costs associated with the direct loans obligated and
loan guarantees committed in 2001, as well as for administrative
expenses.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

The following table reflects the costs of loan programs under
credit reform:

FY 2000 FY 2001 Committee
estimate estimate provisions
Loan subsidies:
Farm ownership:
Direct a$4,827,000 $13,786,000 $13,786,000
Guaranteed b2 416,000 5,100,000 5,100,000
Subtotal 7,243,000 18,886,000 18,886,000
Farm operating:
Direct ©29,300,000 63,140,000 63,140,000
Guaranteed unsubsidized d23,940,000 27,400,000 27,400,000
Guaranteed subsidized 17,620,000 38,994,000 38,994,000
Subtotal 70,860,000 129,534,000 129,534,000
Indian tribe land acquisition 21,000 323,000 323,000
Emergency disaster 73,882,000 36,811,000 36,811,000
Total, Loan subsidies 82,006,000 185,554,000 185,554,000
ACIF expenses:
Salaries and expenses 209,861,000 265,315,000 265,315,000
Administrative expenses 4,300,000 4,139,000 4,139,000
Total, ACIF expenses 296,167,000 455,008,000 455,008,000

aExcludes $828,000 (FY 2000 Supplemental, P.L. 106-113).

bExcludes $3,184,000 (FY 2000 Supplemental, P.L. 106-113).
cExcludes $23,441,000 (FY 2000 Supplemental, P.L. 106-113).
dExcludes $4,260,000 (FY 2000 Supplemental, P.L. 106-113).
eExcludes $61,895,000 (FY 2000 Supplemental, P.L. 106-113).
fExcludes $84,949,000 (FY 2000 Supplemental, P.L. 106-113).

RISK MANAGEMENT AGENCY

2000 apProPriation .......cccccveeeeieeriiiiiieeeeeeeireeeeeeeseirrreeeeeeeeerreeeeeeeaanes $63,983,000
2001 budget estimate 67,700,000
Provided in the Dill ..........coooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieecc e 67,700,000
Comparison:

2000 apPropriation .....cccceeveeeeeriieeeiiieeniteeerite et e et e e sieee e +3,717,000

2001 budget estimate ....

Under the Federal Agriculture Improvement and Reform (FAIR)
Act of 1996, Risk Management became an agency of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, known as the Risk Management Agency
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(RMA), reporting to the Under Secretary for Farm and Foreign Ag-
ricultural Services.

RMA manages program activities in support of the Federal crop
insurance program as authorized by the Federal Crop Insurance
Reform and Department of Agriculture Reorganization Act of 1994
and the FAIR Act of 1996. Functional areas of RMA are research
and development, insurance services, and compliance whose func-
tions include policy formulation and procedures and regulations de-
velopment. Reviews and evaluations are conducted for overall per-
formance to ensure the actuarial soundness of the insurance pro-
gram.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Risk Management Agency, the Committee provides an
appropriation of $67,700,000, an increase of $3,717,000 above the
amount available for fiscal year 2000 and the same as the budget
request.

CORPORATIONS
FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION FUND

2000 appropriation a$710,857,000
2001 budget estimate ... 2al1,727,671,000
Provided in the bill ...... ... 2al,727,671,000
Comparison:
2000 appropriation ...... ... +1,016,814,000
2001 budget estimate

aCurrent indefinite appropriation.

The Federal Crop Insurance Reform and Department of Agri-
culture Reorganization Act of 1994 was designed to replace the
combination of crop insurance and ad hoc disaster payment pro-
grams with a strengthened crop insurance program.

Producers of insurable crops are eligible to receive a basic level
of protection against catastrophic losses, which cover 50 percent of
the normal yield at 55 percent of the expected price. The only cost
to the producer is an administrative fee of $60 per crop per policy,
or $200 for all crops grown by the producer in a county, with a cap
of $600 regardless of the number of crops and counties involved. At
least catastrophic (CAT) coverage was required for producers who
participate in the commodity support, farm credit, and certain
other farm programs. This coverage was available either through
FSA local offices or private insurance companies. Under the Fed-
eral Agriculture Improvement and Reform (FAIR) Act of 1996, pro-
ducers have the option of waiving their eligibility for emergency
crop loss assistance instead of obtaining CAT coverage required to
meet program requirements. Emergency loss assistance does not
include emergency loans or payment under the noninsured assist-
ance program (NAP), which is administered by FSA. Beginning
with the 1997 crop, the Secretary began phasing out delivery of
CAT coverage through the FSA offices, except in those areas where
there are insufficient private insurance providers. The private com-
panies serve as the sole source for CAT coverage.

The Reform Act of 1994 also provided increased subsidies for ad-
ditional “buy-up” coverage levels which producers may obtain from
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private insurance companies. The amount of subsidy is equivalent
to the amount of premium established for catastrophic risk protec-
tion coverage and an amount for operating and administrative ex-
penses for coverage up to 65 percent at 100 percent price. For cov-
erage equal to or greater than 65 percent at 100 percent of the
price, the amount is equivalent to an amount equal to the premium
established for 50 percent loss in yield indemnified at 75 percent
of the expected market price and an amount of operating and ad-
ministrative expenses.

The reform legislation included the NAP program for producers
of crops for which there is currently no insurance available. NAP
was established to ensure that most producers of crops not yet in-
surable will have protection against crop catastrophes comparable
to protection previously provided by ad hoc disaster assistance pro-
grams. While the NAP program was established as part of the Risk
Management Agency, under the FAIR Act of 1996, the NAP pro-
gram was shifted to FSA and has been incorporated into the Com-
modity Credit Corporation program activities.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation Fund, the Com-
mittee provides an appropriation of such sums as may be nec-
essary, the same as provided in fiscal year 2000 and the same as
the budget request.

CoMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION FUND

The Corporation was organized on October 17, 1933, under the
laws of the State of Delaware, as an agency of the United States,
and was managed and operated in close affiliation with the Recon-
struction Finance Corporation. On July 1, 1939, it was transferred
to the Department of Agriculture by the President’s Reorganization
Plan No. 1. On July 1, 1948, it was established as an agency and
instrumentality of the United States under a permanent Federal
charter by Public Law 80-806, as amended. Its operations are con-
ducted pursuant to this charter and other specific legislation.

The Commodity Credit Corporation engages in buying, selling,
lending, and other activities with respect to agricultural commod-
ities, their products, food, feed, and fibers. Its purposes include sta-
bilizing, supporting, and protecting farm income and prices; main-
taining the balance and adequate supplies of selected commodities;
and facilitating the orderly distribution of such commodities. In ad-
dition, the Corporation also makes available materials and facili-
ties required in connection with the storage and distribution of
such commodities. The Corporation also disburses funds for sharing
of costs with producers for the establishment of approved conserva-
tion practices on environmentally sensitive land and subsequent
rental payments for such land for the duration of conservation re-
serve program contracts.

Activities of the Corporation are primarily governed by the fol-
lowing statutes: the Commodity Credit Corporation Charter Act, as
amended; the Federal Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of
1996, P.L. 104-127 (1996 Act), enacted April 4, 1996; the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949, as amended (1949 Act); the Agricultural Adjust-
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ment Act of 1938, as amended (1938 Act); and the Food Security
Act of 1985, as amended (1985 Act).

The 1996 Act requires that the following programs be offered for
the 1996 through 2002 crops: seven-year production flexibility con-
tracts for contract commodities (wheat, feed grains, upland cotton,
and rice); nonrecourse marketing assistance loans for contract com-
modities, extra long staple (ELS) cotton, and oilseeds; a non-
recourse loan program for peanuts; and a nonrecourse/recourse
loan program for sugar. The 1996 Act also requires a milk price
support program that begins after enactment of the Act and con-
tinues through December 31, 1999, followed by a recourse loan pro-
gram for dairy product processors. The FY 2000 Appropriations
Act, P.L.. 106-78 extends the milk price support program through
January, 2001.

The 1996 Act establishes the environmental conservation acreage
reserve program (ECARP), which encompasses the conservation re-
serve program (CRP), the wetlands reserve program (WRP), and
the environmental quality incentives program (EQIP). Each of
these programs is funded through the Corporation.

The 1996 Act also authorizes other new Corporation funded con-
servation programs, including the conservation farm option; flood
risk reduction contracts; wildlife habitat incentives, and farmland
protection programs.

The Corporation is managed by a board of directors appointed by
the President and confirmed by the Senate, subject to the general
supervision and direction of the Secretary of Agriculture, who is ex
officio, a director, and chairman of the board. The board consists
of six members, in addition to the Secretary, who are designated
according to their positions in the Department of Agriculture.

Personnel and facilities of the Farm Service Agency, FSA state
and county committees, and other USDA agencies are used to carry
out Corporation activities.

The Corporation has an authorized capital stock of $100 million
held by the United States and authority to borrow up to $30 bil-
lion. Funds are borrowed from the Federal Treasury and may also
be borrowed from private lending agencies.

The specific powers (15 U.S.C. 714c¢) of the Commodity Credit
Corporation are as follows:

In the fulfillment of its purposes and in carrying out its annual
budget programs submitted to and approved by the Congress pur-
suant to chapter 91 of title 31, the Corporation is authorized to use
its general powers only to—

(a) Support the prices of agricultural commodities through
loans, purchases, payments, and other operations.

(b) Make available materials and facilities required in con-
nection with the production and marketing of agricultural com-
modities.

(c) Procure agricultural commodities for sale to other govern-
ment agencies, foreign governments, and domestic, foreign or
international relief or rehabilitation agencies, and to meet do-
mestic requirements.

(d) Remove and dispose of or aid in the removal or disposi-
tion of surplus agricultural commodities.
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(e) Increase the domestic consumption of agricultural com-
modities by expanding or aiding in the expansion of domestic
markets or by developing or aiding in the development of new
and additional markets, marketing facilities, and uses for such
commodities.

(f) Export or cause to be exported, or aid in the development
of foreign markets for agricultural commodities.

(g) Carry out conservation or environmental programs au-
thorized by law.

(h) Carry out such other operations as the Congress may
specifically authorize or provide.

REIMBURSEMENT FOR NET REALIZED LOSSES

2000 appropriation ................. a$30,037,136,000
2001 budget estimate .. a27,771,007,000
Provided in the Dill ..........coooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 27,771,007,000
Comparison:

2000 appropriation .........ccccceeceveeeeeeereiiiiineeeeeeeseineeeeeeeenns —2,266,129,000
2001 budget eStImMAE ......ccccveieeiiiiiiiieeeciieeceeereeeriee cevee e e e eerae e e iaeeenaees

aCurrent indefinite appropriation.

If necessary to perform the functions, duties, obligations, or com-
mitments of the Commodity Credit Corporation, administrative
personnel and others serving the Corporation shall be paid from
funds on hand or from those funds received from the redemption
or sale of commodities. Such funds shall also be available to meet
program payments, commodity loans, or other obligations of the
Corporation.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For Reimbursement for Net Realized Losses to the Commodity
Credit Corporation, the Committee provides $27,771,007,000, a de-
crease of $2,266,129,000 below the amount provided in fiscal year
2000 and the same as the budget request.

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE FOR HAZARDOUS WASTE

MANAGEMENT
2000 HMILATION ..eeevviiviieiieciiieieeeee ettt eaeesaseereeeeseeenas $5,000,000
2001 budget estimate 5,000,000
Provided in the Dill ..........coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieecc e 5,000,000

Comparison:
2000 HMITALION Leouviiriiiiiiiiiiieeieee ettt ste eeesbeeereenteeeee e
2001 budget eStimAte ........ccceeeeciiiiicieeicieeeree et erre e aeeesreeeerreeeneeeeas

The Commodity Credit Corporation’s (CCC) hazardous waste
management program is intended to ensure compliance with the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Li-
ability Act, as amended, and the Resource Conservation and Recov-
ery Act, as amended.

Investigative and cleanup costs associated with the management
of CCC hazardous waste are paid from USDA’s hazardous waste
management appropriation. CCC funds operations and mainte-
nance costs only.



68

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For CCC Operations and Maintenance for Hazardous Waste
Management, the Committee provides a limitation of $5,000,000,
the same as the amount available for fiscal year 2000 and the same
as the budget request.



TITLE II—CONSERVATION PROGRAMS

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR NATURAL RESOURCES AND

ENVIRONMENT
2000 APPIOPTIALION ..cvicvicviieeierietieteetee ettt ettt reeae b s easereereereenas $693,000
2001 budget estimate 711,000
Provided in the Dill .......cccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiee et 693,000
Comparison:
PAVOTORFEY o] oo ) T2 1 o) o NS USRS
2001 budget estimate ........cocceevieeriiiiiieieeeee e —18,000

The Office of the Under Secretary for Natural Resources and En-
vironment provides direction and coordination in carrying out the
laws enacted by the Congress with respect to natural resources and
the environment. The Office has oversight and management re-
sponsibilities for the Natural Resources Conservation Service and
the Forest Service.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Office of the Under Secretary for Natural Resources and
Environment, the Committee provides an appropriation of
$693,000, the same as the amount available for fiscal year 2000
and a decrease of $18,000 below the budget request.

NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE

NRCS, formerly the Soil Conservation Service (SCS), is the lead
Federal conservation agency for private land. SCS was established
in 1935 to carry out a continuing program of soil and water con-
servation on the Nation’s private and non-Federal land. NRCS was
established by the Department of Agriculture Reorganization Act of
1994 (7 U.S.C. 6962). The agency combines the authorities of the
former SCS and directs financial or technical assistance programs
for natural resource conservation.

NRCS provides America’s private land conservation through local
conservation districts to individuals, communities, watershed
groups, tribal governments, Federal, state, and local agencies, and
others. The NRCS staff at the local level work with state and local
conservation staff and volunteers in a partnership to assist individ-
uals and communities to care for natural resources. NRCS also de-
velops technical guidance for conservation planning and assistance.
This technical guidance is tailored to local conditions and is widely
used by NRCS staff and governmental and nongovernmental orga-
nizations to ensure that conservation is based on sound science.

The benefits of these activities are multifaceted, including sus-
tained and improved agricultural productivity; cleaner, safer, and
more dependable water supplies; reduced damages caused by floods
and other natural disasters; and an enhanced natural resource
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base to support continued economic development, recreation, and
the environment.

CONSERVATION OPERATIONS

2000 apProPriation ......ccccceeeeiieeeriiieeeiiieeeieeeeitee et e et e et e e $660,812,000
2001 budget estimate . 747,243,000
Provided in the Dill .........ooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiccieeee e 676,812,000
Comparison:
2000 apPropriation ........ccccccceecceieeeeeeeieiiireeeeeeeeirreeeeeeeserreeeeeens +16,000,000
2001 budget estimate .......ccccceeeeieeiriieeiriee e —170,431,000

The purpose of conservation operations is to sustain agricultural
productivity and protect and enhance the natural resource base.
This is done through providing America’s private land conservation
to land users, communities, units of state and local government,
and other Federal agencies in planning and implementing natural
resources solutions to reduce erosion, improve soil and water quan-
tity and quality, improve and conserve wetlands, enhance fish and
wildlife habitat, improve air quality, improve pasture and range
conditions, reduce upstream flooding, and improve woodlands. As-
sistance is also provided to implement highly erodible land (HEL),
wetlands (swampbuster), wetlands reserve program (WRP), and
conservation reserve program (CRP) provisions of the 1985 Food
Security Act, as amended by the Food, Agriculture, Conservation,
and Trade Act of 1990, the 1993 Omnibus Reconciliation Act, and
the Federal Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For Conservation Operations, the Committee provides an appro-
priation of $676,812,000, an increase of $16,000,000 above the
amount available for fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of $70,431,000
below the budget request.

The Committee does not include funds for global climate change,
biomass products initiative, or the Community Federal Information
Partnerships as requested in the budget. These programs do not
support the current level of on-the-ground conservation technical
assistance.

The Committee does not concur with the request to transfer
$36,000,000 from NRCS for Common Computing Environment
(CCE)/Service Center Modernization (SCM), but rather encourages
the Chief to work with the Secretary to determine a fair and equi-
table amount to support CCE/SCM efforts.

The Committee includes legislative language prohibiting the use
of funds to carry out the urban resources partnership (URP) pro-
gram and the American heritage rivers initiative (AHRI). This pro-
hibition of the use of NRCS funds to carry out the AHRI does not
apply to the work being done on the Hudson River and the Upper
Susquehanna-Lackawanna River. The Committee notes that an
evaluation report conducted by the Office of Inspector General
found: (1) that the Under Secretary chose not to follow the normal
legislative process to initiate the URP program, and (2) good man-
agement practices were not followed in implementing an URP pro-
gram and $20.3 million in program expenditures were made with-
out proper statutory authority and funding authorities. The Com-
mittee directs that the $2,204,000, and the associated staff years
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included in the explanatory notes for URP program and AHRI be
used to fund conversation technical assistance.

The Committee includes $18,000,000 for the Grazing Lands Con-
servation Initiative, an increase of $1,000,000 above the current
funding level.

The Committee has provided for the continuation of the following
projects: $400,000 to promote pastureland management and rota-
tional grazing in Central New York; $250,000 to establish best
management practices to individual farmers to reduce the impact
of agriculture-related non-point sources of pollution in the
Skaneateles and Owasco, New York watersheds; $250,000 to ad-
dress agriculture non-point source pollution in the Onondaga Lake
Watershed; $600,000 for the Great Lakes Basin Program for Soil
and Erosion Sediment Control; $250,000 for technical assistance to
the Westchester Soil and Conservation District to address land use
and water quality issues affecting the Long Island Sound; $100,000
for the Trees Forever Program in Iowa; and, fiscal year 2000 fund-
ing and staffing levels in support of Chesapeake Bay activities.

The Committee has included additional funding for the following
projects: $100,000 to promote pastureland management and rota-
tional grazing in central New York for a total of $500,000; $100,000
for the Great Lakes Basin Program for Soil and Erosion Sediment
Control for a total of $700,000; $50,000 for technical assistance to
the Westchester Soil and Conservation District to address land use
and water quality issues affecting the Long Island Sound for a total
of $300,000; $500,000 to establish an innovative, collaborative ap-

roach to protecting the resources of the Monterey Bay Sanctuary;
5100,000 for the Trees Forever Program in Illinois; $250,000 for
technical assistance to the Lake Tahoe Basin Soil Conservation
Project; $525,000 to implement phase II of a multi-year agreement
between NRCS and the Watershed Agricultural Council in Walton,
New York, of this amount $80,000 should be for monitoring of per-
petual stewardship easements; $525,000 for a cooperative agree-
ment to build surface water retention/pond projects in Georgia;
$290,000 to expand cooperative efforts with Delaware State Uni-
versity for plant materials; $100,000 for conservation tillage and
soil quality in Alabama; $1,500,000 for a pilot program to improve
NRCS field office telecommunications capabilities in remote areas
of New Mexico serving mostly minority or disadvantaged popu-
lations; $250,000 to design and implement natural stream restora-
tion initiatives in the Mid-Atlantic Highlands of which $125,000
shall be for the Canaan Valley Institute and $125,000 for the
NRCS office in Morgantown, West Virginia; $200,000 for the soil
survey geographic database to conduct digitized soil surveys in the
Mid-Atlantic Highlands in conjunction with the Canaan Valley In-
stitute; $125,000 for a pilot AFO/CAFO project in Utah in coopera-
tion with the Utah Farm Bureau, the Utah Cattlemen Association,
and the Utah Dairymen Association; $1,600,000 for the creation
and implementation of pilot projects for innovative technology sys-
tems resulting in a 75 percent reduction in nutrients of wastewater
discharged by confined animal feeding operations through organi-
zations such as Florida Agricultural Resources Mobilization Foun-
dation, Inc. and the North Carolina Agricultural Finance Authority
to accelerate the process of selection, funding, implementing, and
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evaluating systems through pilot projects; $100,000 for the Dairy
Quality assurance program in California; and an increase of
$8,660,000 for a total of $53,670,000 for AFO/CAFO work.

The Committee encourages the NRCS to provide technical assist-
ance for the Embrass River Watershed and Shad Lake in Illinois.

The Committee directs the NRCS to use up to $600,000 in EQIP
funds for conservation measures and up to 500 acres from the wet-
lands reserve program to restore wetlands and purchase perma-
nent easements in the Illinois River Basin in Illinois.

The Committee encourages the NRCS to provide financial sup-
port to the National Agroforestry Center to the extent the Center
can provide direct benefits in support of NRCS programs.

The Committee encourages the agency to provide adequate funds
to the National Water Management Center in Lonoke, Arkansas.

The Committee encourages the NRCS to augment the tele-
communications pilot project in New Mexico from existing tele-
communications funds.

The Committee recognizes the long-term nature of the technical
assistance work associated with EQIP contracts, and recommends
that the technical assistance component be reimbursed for all costs
associated with new and existing contracts.

The Committee encourages NRCS to be reimbursed for the cost
of technical assistance needed to support EQIP and to conduct vol-
untary on-farm environmental assessments as part of the pork in-
dustry’s On-Farm Odor/Environmental Assistance Program.

The Committee encourages the NRCS to allocate EQIP funds to
the maximum extent possible to conduct voluntary on-farm assess-
ments for the pork industry’s On-Farm Odor/Environmental Assist-
ance Program.

The Committee recognizes the major difficulties created by the
encroachment of urban areas on rural areas. The Committee be-
lieves that there is a need to develop a more comprehensive and
integrated view of transportation, land use by commercial, residen-
tial, agricultural, and public entities. The Committee directs the
Service to develop a proposal for such a comprehensive view, in-
cluding consultation with entities such as the American Farmland
Trust and the Nature Conservancy. In the development of this pro-
posal, the Committee expects the Service to identify pilot projects
for this activity, including highway development in northwest Ohio,
and the pilot land use and open space program for Macomb and St.
Clair Counties, Michigan.

WATERSHED SURVEYS AND PLANNING

2000 aPPIOPTIAION ...cvecvievieveierieriereeteeteetee et e ereereeress e ereereereeseeseanens $10,368,000
2001 budget estimate . 10,368,000
Provided in the Dill .......oooooiiiiiiiiieiieeeeee e 10,868,000
Comparison:
2000 apPropriation .......cccccceeeeiieeiniiieenteeeee et +500,000
2001 budget estimate ........c.cccecveeeeciiieeeiieeeciee e e eens +500,000

The Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act, Public Law
83-566, August 4, 1954, provided for the establishment of the
Small Watershed Program (16 U.S.C. 1001-1008), and section 6 of
the Act provided for the establishment of the River Basin Surveys
and Investigations Program (16 U.S.C. 1006-1009). A separate ap-
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propriation funded the two programs until fiscal year 1996 when
they were combined into a single appropriation, Watershed Surveys
and Planning.

River Basin activities provide for cooperation with other Federal,
state, and local agencies in making investigations and surveys of
the watersheds of rivers and other waterways as a basis for the de-
velopment of coordinated programs. Reports of the investigations
and surveys are prepared to serve as a guide for the development
of agricultural, rural, and upstream watershed aspects of water
and related land resources, and as a basis of coordination of this
development with downstream and other phases of water develop-
ment.

Watershed planning activities provide for cooperation between
the Federal government and the states and their political subdivi-
sions in a program of watershed planning. Watershed plans form
the basis for installing works of improvement of floodwater retarda-
tion, erosion control, and reduction of sedimentation in the water-
shed of rivers and streams and to further the conservation, devel-
opment, utilization, and disposal of water. Watershed planning con-
sists of assisting local organizations to develop their watershed
work plan by making investigations and surveys in response to re-
quests made by sponsoring local organizations. These plans de-
scribe the soil erosion, water management, and sedimentation
problems in a watershed and works of improvement proposed to al-
leviate these problems. Plans also include estimated benefits and
costs, cost sharing and operating and maintenance arrangements,
and other appropriate information necessary to justify Federal as-
sistance for carrying out the plan.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For Watershed Surveys and Planning, the Committee provides
an appropriation of $10,868,000, an increase of $500,000 above the
amount available for fiscal year 2000 and an increase of $500,000
above the budget request.

WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION OPERATIONS

2000 appropriation ! $91,643,000
2001 budget estimate 83,423,000
Provided in the bill .......cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee e 83,423,000
Comparison:

2000 appropriation .........cc.cceeerieriiiniinieieeee e - 8,220,000

2001 budget eStIMALE ......ccceeeeerieeeiiieeciee et erree e ere e e rees ereeeesereeeeraaeenaaaaas
1Excludes $80,000,000 in emergency funding provided by P.L. 106-113.

The Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act (Public Law
566, 83d Cong.), as amended (16 U.S.C. 1001-1005, 1007-1009),
provides for cooperation among the Federal government, the states,
and local political subdivisions in a program to prevent erosion,
floodwater, and sediment damages in the watersheds or rivers and
streams, and to further the conservation, development, utilization,
and disposal of water.

The work of the Department under this item includes financial
assistance for the installation of works of improvement specified in
approved watershed work plans including structural measures,
land treatment measures, and program evaluation studies in se-
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lected watershed projects to determine the effectiveness of struc-
tural and land treatment measures installed. In addition, NRCS
makes loans to local organizations to finance the local share of the
costs of installing planned works of improvement.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For Watershed and Flood Prevention Operations, the Committee
provides an appropriation of $83,423,000, a decrease of $8,220,000
below the amount available for fiscal year 2000 and the same
amount as the budget request. Language is included which limits
the amount spent on technical assistance to not more than
$44,423,000. The Committee expects more funding to be spent on
completing ongoing projects and reducing the backlog of watershed
projects.

The Committee is aware of and expects progress to continue on
the following projects: the four pilot projects in North Florida re-
lated to dairy and poultry cleanup efforts; Glen Shoals Lake in Illi-
nois; Bexar-Medina-Atascosa Watershed Project in Texas; Little
Red River and the Big Slough Watersheds in Arkansas; Soap Creek
Watershed in Iowa; Elm Fork Watershed Structure 19 in Texas;
Sumter County, South Carolina; Upper Hocking Watershed, East
Fork Buck Creek Watershed and Rush Creek Watershed; and the
Chino Dairy Preserve Project, San Bernardino, California.

The Committee includes bill language that of the funds available
for Emergency Watershed Protection activities, $1,045,000 shall be
available for DuPage County, Illinois for financial and technical as-
sistance.

The Committee believes that dams built by the USDA are essen-
tial to the safety and livelihood of the areas they encompass, and
has earmarked $4,100,000 in subsidy budget authority for a low-
cost loan program as requested in the President’s budget. The sub-
sidy level will provide a $60,000,000 loan program level that will
provide loans to State and local governments for the rehabilitation
of aging dams built over the past 50 years. The Committee receive
numerous requests to fund dam rehabilitation. The Committee en-
courages the NRCS to identify those projects in greatest need of re-
habilitation including: Mud River Watershed and West Fork Clarks
River Watershed in Kentucky, and Calwell Lake Dam and Wolf
glﬁn Lake Dam in Guernsey, Noble and Washington Counties,

io.

The Committee is aware of continued flooding in the Devils Lake
basin in North Dakota, and notes that the lake has risen 25 feet
over the last several years. The Committee encourages, the NRCS
in cooperation with the FSA to assist in the locally coordinated
flood response and water management activities being developed
with the Federal Emergency Management Agency. NRCS and FSA
utilize conservation programs in providing water holding and stor-
age areas on private land as necessary intermediate measures in
watershed management.

The Committee recognizes that the Manatee Agriculture Water
Reuse System (MARS) may provide a model for protecting scarce
agricultural water resources in Florida’s unique watersheds and
the rest of the nation. The subcommittee therefore urges the Sec-
retary to consider providing the maximum grant allowable through
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his discretionary authority under the Watershed Protection and
Flood Prevention Act to assist farmer access to the MARS project
in Manatee County, Florida.

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT

2000 aPPTOPTIALION ...cveeviivivirereeriereereeteeteeeeereereereereeseeereereereesessennens $35,265,000
2001 budget estimate 36,265,000
Provided in the Dill .........ooooiiiiiiiiiiieiiieeieee e 41.015,000
Comparison:
2000 apPropriation .......cccceeeceeerriieiniieeeeiteeeriteeerieeeeireeeeieee e +5,750,000
2001 budget esStimate ........c.cceecvveeeeiiieeriieeeciee e e eens +4,750,000

The Natural Resources Conservation Service has general respon-
sibility under provisions of section 102, title I of the Food and Agri-
culture Act of 1962, for developing overall work plans for resource
conservation and development projects in cooperation with local
sponsors; to help develop local programs of land conservation and
utilization; to assist local groups and individuals in carrying out
such plans and programs; to conduct surveys and investigations re-
lating to the conditions and factors affecting such work on private
lands; and to make loans to project sponsors for conservation and
development purposes and to individual operators for establishing
soil and water conservation practices.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For Resource Conservation and Development, the Committee
provides an appropriation of $41,015,000, an increase of $5,750,000
above the amount available for fiscal year 2000 and an increase of
$4,750,000 above the budget request.

The Committee fully funds the President’s request of $6,492,515
for headquarters and centers/institutes. The Committee directs
that all other funds go to direct support of Resource Conservation
and Development’s area operations. The Committee recognizes that
there are 50 pending applications for the program, and expects
these applications to be funded to the maximum extent practicable.

FORESTRY INCENTIVES PROGRAM

2000 APPTOPIIALION ..cvecvieviereeeereereerieteeereereereeteeteeese e ereereereeensersereesennen $5,377,000
2001 budget estimate
Provided in the Dill ......coooiiiiiiiii e e
Comparison:
PAVTOTORE=Y o] oo ) T2 1 o) o N PR PPRUPPRN -5,377,000
2001 budget eStIMALE .....ccccveeeeiiieiiieeeee ettt srre e e aeeesreeesnaaeeenaaeens

The Forestry Incentives Program is authorized by the Coopera-
tive Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 (Public Law 95-313), as
amended by section 1214, title XII, of the Food, Agriculture, Con-
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 and the Federal Agriculture Im-
provement and Reform Act of 1996. Its purpose is to encourage the
development, management, and protection of nonindustrial private
forest lands. The program will be carried out by providing technical
assistance and long-term cost sharing agreements with private
landowners.
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COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

The Committee concurs with the President’s budget and does not
provide funding for the Forestry Incentives Program. This program
promotes timber production on private lands, and in support of the
budget these efforts will be continued through the State and Pri-
vate Forestry program in the Forest Service.



TITLE III—RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

The Federal Crop Insurance Reform and Department of Agri-
culture Reorganization Act of 1994 (Public Law 103—-354) abolished
the Farmers Home Administration, Rural Development Adminis-
tration, and Rural Electrification Administration and replaced
those agencies with the Rural Housing Service, Rural Business-Co-
operative Service, and Rural Utilities Service and placed them
under the oversight of the Under Secretary for Rural Development.
These agencies deliver a variety of programs through a network of
state, district, and county offices.

In the 1930’s and 1940’s these agencies were primarily involved
in making small loans to farmers; however, today these agencies
have a multi-billion dollar loan program throughout all America
providing loan and grant assistance for single family, multi-family,
housing, and special housing needs, as well as a variety of commu-
nity facilities, infrastructure, and business development programs.

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR RURAL DEVELOPMENT

2000 APPTOPTIALION ..eevvivieeeiereeeeeeteeeeeete et eete et et eteereere e ereereeereereeee e $588,000
2001 budget estimate . 605,000
Provided in the Dill ..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 588,000
Comparison:
2000 aPPTrOPTIALION .eeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt ettt e et eesrteessbteees eeessabeeesasaeeenreeens
2001 budget estimate .........cccceceeerriiieeiiiieeriie e —17,000

The Office of the Under Secretary for Rural Development pro-
vides direction and coordination in carrying out the laws enacted
by the Congress with respect to the Department’s rural economic
and community development activities. The Office has oversight
and management responsibilities for the Rural Housing Service,
Rural Business-Cooperative Service, and Rural Utilities Service.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Office of the Under Secretary for Rural Development, the
Committee provides an appropriation of $588,000, the same as the
amount available for fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of $17,000
below the budget request.

The Committee expects the Department to give consideration to
the following projects or organizations requesting assistance under
the Rural Community Advancement Program and other rural de-
velopment programs: grants and loans for the Southern New Mex-
ico state fair grounds buildings and infrastructure improvements;
a grant to the Pueblo of Acoma for the Baca pipeline; a grant to
the Pueblo of Laguna water development project (NM); a grant to
the New Mexico Farm and Ranch Heritage Museum; assistance for
the development and construction of the Agribusiness Center in
Statesboro (GA); funding for sewage treatment and wastewater col-
lection in the city of Blaine, WA; funds for agricultural economic
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development in the New York City Watershed; a Rural Business
Enterprise Grant for development and promotion of agritourism in
New York; the provision of water and sewer services for the city
of Jenkins, KY; improvements to the Iberville Parish (LA) Water
Project; improvements to the Livingston Parish (LA) Water Project;
the purchase and repair of the Crown Building in Craig County,
VA; construction of a shell building in the Floyd County (VA) In-
dustrial Park; a rural business enterprise grant for development of
infrastructure in the Glen Lyn (VA) Industrial Park; rural business
enterprise grants for small business incubators in Southwest Vir-
ginia including the Floyd County Jacksonville Center, the Town of
Grundy, the Virginia Highlands, the Southwest Regional Enter-
prise Center and the Dickenson County Kitchen Incubator; forgive-
ness or rescheduling for a wastewater system loan made to the
town of Grundy, VA; expansion of the farmer’s market in Duffield,
VA; a rural business opportunity grant to plan and design a cheese
processing facility in Washington County, VA; loans or grants for
farmworker housing in Hillsborough County, FL; preservation and
upgrading of the Lyles Station School in Gibson County, IN; a re-
gional employment, economic and software development center for
the Middle Georgia College in Cochran, GA; improvements to the
water and sewer system for the Satsop Development Park in Grays
Harbor, Grays Harbor County, WA; assistance to farmers’ markets
in Bath, Bourbon, Estill, Nicholas and Powell counties (KY); a
rural business enterprise grant to preserve and restore the York
(PA) Farmers’ Market; the Interpretive Plan for the Lincoln High-
way and Gettysburg Borough (PA); the Central Valley Applied Ag-
ricultural and Technology Center in Clovis, CA for a multi-use com-
munity agriculture education project; the Burlington Community
Land Trust’s proposal to construct the Vermont Public Market; the
Southern Vermont Recreation Center Foundation for a senior cen-
ter and community facility in Springfield, VT; the Community
Recreation, Exercise and Wellness organization for a multi-purpose
therapy and rehabilitation project in Morrisville, VT; a safe drink-
ing water project in Jackson and Vinton counties (OH); a commu-
nity facilities grant for the Iron County (MI) Association for repairs
to an event complex; assistance to the Rural Center of North Caro-
lina to assist rural communities with planning costs for water and
wastewater treatment projects; a project to improve facilities at the
Curry County, NM fairgrounds; a feasibility study for the construc-
tion of a regional fire fighters’ training facility in the City of Clovis,
NM; assistance to Rural Enterprises Inc. for development, mar-
keting and implementation of a rural infrastructure tax-exempt
loan pool through a bond issue in Durant, OK; the Montana Agri-
cultural Product Processing Consortium for processing higher value
products derived from Montana agricultural commodities; a cooper-
ative development grant for the Mission Valley (MT) Market
Project for a regional shared-use processing center; a value-added
cooperative center at Montana State University-Northern in Havre
for cooperative activities a rural economic development grant for
Malt Montana, Inc. to assist the manufacture of custom malt; a
feasibility study for agricultural options in Dawson County, MT; in-
frastructure improvements for the city of Scobey, MT; funding for
the construction of a straw fiberboard plant in Rudyard, MT; a
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project for repair and upgrades to the Tillamook Railroad (OR) and
the associated fiber optic telecommunication network; support for a
“Value-Added Initiative” at Western Illinois University to identify
new opportunities to produce value-added products; funding from
the Rural Community Development Initiative for the SWODA De-
velopment Corporation for investment in infrastructure in western
Oklahoma; assistance to the Greater Fleming County (KY) Re-
gional Water Commission for well drilling, connections and related
equipment and facilities; assistance to the Belvidere-Boone County
New Uses Agriculture-Technology District (IL) for continued work
on research and development of bio-based products; funding from
the community facilities account to complete the upgrading and
renovation of St. Clair Park within the city of Greensburg, West-
moreland County, PA; the Tucker County Development authority’s
Industrial Park water and sewer project in Davis, WV, the
Vandalia (WV) Heritage Foundation’s program for revitalization
through community and economic development; facilitation of eco-
nomic diversification and community development in communities
in Barbour County, WV; the Adaland Restoration Committee’s
project to increase tourism through restoration of heritage prop-
erties in Phillipi, WV; a biofuels research project at the Center for
Energy Research, Education and Service at Ball State University
(IN); assistance for the construction of a Vocational Agricultural
Complex at the Antelope Valley’s new fairgrounds and construction
of a 19,000 square foot exhibit hall for the fairgrounds in Lan-
caster, CA; a rural business enterprise grant or a community facili-
ties grant to the Western Massachusetts food processing center in
Greenfield, MA; the application of the Hampden Hampshire Hous-
ing Partnership’s application for rental subsidy assistance for 17
units at the Mountain View Apartments in Hadley, MA; funding
for the high technology University Research Park in Carbondale,
IL to promote regional economic development; forgiveness or re-
scheduling for rural development loans issued to the Green County
(KY) Sanitation District #1; funding for construction enhance-
ments, additional farm acreage, and various equipment for the
Cumberland Farm Products Association in Monticello, KY; a Rural
Business Enterprise Grant to the City of Ellington, MO, to con-
struct water and sewer lines for retail operations; a Rural Business
Enterprise Grant to the Southeast Missouri Port Authority for mo-
tive rail equipment and facilities; a grant for a Micro Rural Busi-
ness Development Center on the campus of Tougaloo College in
Jackson, MS; grants to the Village of Teutopolis (IL) for upgrading
and extending the existing sewer system; and a multipurpose facil-
ity for the Lamar County (GA) Livestock and Agricultural Expo-
sition Authority.

The Committee expects the Department to consider only those
applications judged meritorious when subjected to established re-
view procedures.

The Committee directs the Department to consider assistance for
a rent-to-own project in the town of Troy, NC.

The Committee directs the Department to work with the Town
of Ulster, NY to work out the difficulties of establishing the
Glenerie Water District under the constraints of the New York
State Department of Audit and Control.
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The Committee has provided set asides for Rural Empowerment
Area Partnership Zones in several programs in the rural develop-
ment mission area. The Committee directs that when evaluating an
application submitted by a community designated as a Rural Em-
powerment Area Partnership Zone, the Secretary shall also con-
sider the following factors when assigning points for poverty, un-
employment, and other demographic factors: local constraints to
economic growth and activity; low density settlement patterns;
stagnant or declining employment; and isolation resulting in dis-
;:_onnection from markets, suppliers, and centers of information and
inance.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES, RURAL DEVELOPMENT

Administrative

Transfers Total expenses
expenses

2000 level® .....ccccoveeeeieeenns $120,270,000 413,262,000 $533,532,000
2001 budget request .......... 130,371,000 450,589,000 580,960,000
Provided in the bill ............. 120,270,000 413,262,000 533,532,000
Comparison:

2000 appropriation ...... . s eeeeeeere e e e

2001 budget estimate .. —10,101,000 —37,327,000 —47,428,000

1In Fiscal Year 2000, Salaries and Expenses were provided in separate accounts for the Rural Utilities
Service, the Rural Housing Service and the Rural Business-Cooperative Service. In Fiscal Year 2001, a new
consolidated account is being established to administer all Rural Development programs.

These funds are used to administer the loan and grant programs
of the Rural Utilities Service, the Rural Housing Service and the
Rural Business-Cooperative Service, including reviewing applica-
tions, making and collecting loans and providing technical assist-
ance and guidance to borrowers; and to assist in extending other
Federal programs to people in rural areas.

Under credit reform, administrative costs associated with loan
programs are appropriated to the program accounts. Appropria-
tions to the salaries and expenses account will be for costs associ-
ated with grant programs.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For Salaries and Expenses of the Rural Development mission
areas, the Committee provides an appropriation of $120,270,000, a
decrease of $10,101,000 below the budget request. The Committee
agrees to the Administration request to combine three separate sal-
ary and expense accounts into one account for rural development.
In fiscal year 2000, a total of $120,270,000 was provided for these
three accounts.

RURAL COMMUNITY ADVANCEMENT PROGRAM

2000 apProPriation .......cccceeeciiieeiieerniieeeite et e et e srite e e siree e areeeeaaeeas 1$693,637,000
2001 budget estimate . 762,542,000
Provided in the Dill ..........coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiee e 775,837,000
Comparison:
PAVTOTORE:Y o] o o) ) T2 1 o) o NSRRI +82,200,000
2001 budget estimate ..........cccceeeeecieeeeiiieeere e +13,295,000

1Includes $5,000,000 for FY 2000 Supplemental pursuant to P.L. 106-113 enacted November
29, 1999.

The Rural Community Advancement Program [RCAP], author-
ized by the Federal Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of
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1996 (Public Law 104-127), consolidates funding for the following
programs: direct and guaranteed water and waste disposal loans,
water and waste disposal grants, emergency community water as-
sistance grants, solid waste management grants, direct and guar-
anteed community facility loans, community facility grants, direct
and guaranteed business and industry loans, rural business enter-
prise grants, and rural business opportunity grants. This proposal
is in accordance with the provisions set forth in the Federal Agri-
culture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996, Public Law 104-127.
Consolidating funding for these 12 rural development loan and
grant programs under RCAP will provide greater flexibility to tai-
lor financial assistance to applicant needs.

With the exception of the 10 percent in the “National office re-
serve” account, funding will be allocated to rural development State
directors for their priority setting on a State-by-State basis. State
directors are authorized to transfer not more than 25 percent of the
amount in the account that is allocated for the State for the fiscal
year to any other account in which amounts are allocated for the
State for the fiscal year, with up to 10 percent of funds allowed to
be reallocated nationwide.

Community facility loans were created by the Rural Development
Act of 1972 and finance a variety of rural community facilities.
Loans are made to organizations, including certain Indian tribes
and corporations not operated for profit and public and quasipublic
agencies, to construct, enlarge, extend, or otherwise improve com-
munity facilities providing essential services to rural residents.
Such facilities include those providing or supporting overall com-
munity development such as fire and rescue services, health care,
transportation, traffic control, and community, social, cultural, and
recreational benefits. Loans are made for facilities which primarily
serve rural residents of open country and rural towns and villages
of not more than 20,000 people. Health care and fire and rescue fa-
cilities are the priorities of the program and receive the majority
of available funds.

The Community Facility Grant Program authorized in the Fed-
eral Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 (Public Law
104-127), would be used in conjunction with the existing direct and
guaranteed loan programs for the development of community facili-
ties, such as hospitals, fire stations, and community centers.
Grants will be targeted to the lowest income communities. Commu-
nities that have lower population and income levels would receive
a higher cost-share contribution through these grants, to a max-
imum contribution of 75 percent of the cost of developing the facil-
ity.

The Rural Business and Industry Loans Program was created by
the Rural Development Act of 1972, and finances a variety of rural
industrial development loans. Loans are made for rural industrial-
ization and rural community facilities under Rural Development
Act amendments to the Consolidated Farm and Rural Development
Act authorities. Business and industrial loans are made to public,
private, or cooperative organizations organized for profit, to certain
Indian tribes, or to individuals for the purpose of improving, devel-
oping or financing business, industry, and employment or improv-
ing the economic and environmental climate in rural areas. Such



82

purposes include financing business and industrial acquisition, con-
struction, enlargement, repair or modernization, financing the pur-
chase and development of land, easements, rights-of-way, build-
ings, payment of startup costs, and supplying working capital. In-
dustrial development loans may be made in any area that is not
within the outer boundary of any city having a population of 50,000
or more and its immediately adjacent urbanized and urbanizing
areas with a population density of more than 100 persons per
square mile. Special consideration for such loans is given to rural
areas and cities having a population of less than 25,000.

Rural business enterprise grants were authorized by the Rural
Development Act of 1972. Grants are made to public bodies and
nonprofit organizations to facilitate development of small and
emerging business enterprises in rural areas, including the acquisi-
tion and development of land; the construction of buildings, plants,
equipment, access streets and roads, parking areas, and utility ex-
tensions; refinancing fees; technical assistance; and startup oper-
ating costs and working capital.

Rural business opportunity grants are authorized under section
306(a)(11) of the Consolidated Farm and Rural Development Act,
as amended. Grants may be made not to exceed $1,500,000 annu-
ally to public bodies and private nonprofit community development
corporations or entities. Grants are made to identify and analyze
business opportunities that will use local rural economic and
human resources; to identify, train, and provide technical assist-
ance to rural entrepreneurs and managers; to establish business
support centers; to conduct economic development planning and co-
ordination, and leadership development; and to establish centers
for training, technology, and trade that will provide training to
rural businesses in the utilization of interactive communications
technologies.

The water and waste disposal program is authorized by several
actions, including sections 306, 306A, 306C, 306D, 309A, and 310B
of the Consolidated Farm and Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C.
1921 et seq., as amended). This program makes loans for water and
waste development costs. Development loans are made to associa-
tions, including corporations operating on a nonprofit basis, munici-
palities and similar organizations, generally designated as public or
quasipublic agencies that propose projects for the development,
storage, treatment, purification, and distribution of domestic water
or the collection, treatment, or disposal of waste in rural areas.
Such grants may not exceed 75 percent of the development cost of
the projects and can supplement other funds borrowed or furnished
by applicants to pay development costs.

The solid waste grant program is authorized under section
310B(b) of the Consolidated Farm and Rural Development Act, as
amended. Grants are made to public bodies and private nonprofit
organizations to provide technical assistance to local and regional
governments for the purpose of reducing or eliminating pollution of
water resources and for improving the planning and management
of solid waste disposal facilities.
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COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

The following table provides the Committee’s recommendations
as compared to the budget request:

RURAL COMMUNITY ADVANCEMENT PROGRAM
[Budget authority in thousands of dollars]

FY 2000 FY 2001 Committee
level estimate provisions
Housing:
Community facility loans:
Guaranteed 0 0 s
Direct $10,150 $29,225 $10,150
Community facility grants 13,000 24,000 23,000
Subtotal, housing 23,150 53,225 33,150
Business:
Business and industry loans:
Guaranteed $26,435 $10,125 $10,125
Direct 0 2,910 2,910
Rural business enterprise grants 37,664 40,664 50,664
Rural business opportunity grants 1500 8,000 10,000
Subtotal, business 64,599 61,699 73,699
Utilities:
Water and waste disposal loans:
Guaranteed 0 0 s
Direct 73,420 140,249 75,500
Water and waste disposal grants 529,768 502,369 588,488
Solid waste management grants 2,700 5,000 5,000
Subtotal, utilities 605,888 647,618 668,988
Total, loans and grants 693,637 762,542 775,837

LExcludes $5,000,000 for FY 2000 supplemental pursuant to P.L. 106-113 enacted November 29, 1999.

The Committee notes that the house-passed fiscal year 2000 sup-
plemental legislation provides an additional $28,000,000 for water
and waste grants and an additional $15,000,000 for community fa-
cilities grants. The Committee further notes that the Administra-
tion has provided from the Fund for Rural America an additional
$28,000,000 for water and waste projects, an additional $2,000,000
for community facilities grants, an additional $1,000,000 for rural
business opportunity grants and an additional $1,300,000 to sub-
sidize business and industry loan guarantees of approximately
$40,000,000. These additional funding levels are not indicated in
the previous table.

The following earmarks are included in bill language for the
Rural Community Advancement Program: Federally Recognized
Native American Tribes, $12,000,000, of which $250,000 is for
transportation technical assistance; the Rural Community Develop-
ment Initiative, $6,000,000; hazardous weather early warning sys-
tems, $5,000,000; transportation technical assistance, $500,000;
rural partnership technical assistance grants, $5,000,000; Mis-
sissippi Delta region counties, $2,000,000; loans for marketing and
processing biobased products, $2,000,000; water and waste disposal
systems in the Colonias, $20,000,000; water and waste disposal
systems in Alaska, $20,000,000; technical assistance for rural
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waste systems, $18,515,000; $9,500,000 for a circuit rider program,;
empowerment zones, enterprise communities and Rural Area Eco-
nomic Partnership Zones, $42,574,650, of which, $30,000,000 is for
rural utilities programs.

The Committee notes that lack of transportation is among the
many economic hardships facing Native Americans. The avail-
ability of transit for persons without cars is nearly three times
worse for Native American communities than elsewhere in the
United States. The Committee has provided an earmark of
$250,000 to develop the transportation capabilities of these commu-
nities so that they can have better access to employment, education
and health care.

Of the funds provided for technical assistance for rural waste
systems, the Committee directs that $7,300,000 be designated for
the Rural Community Assistance Programs.

The Committee notes that tourism can provide substantial in-
come to economically depressed rural areas of the United States
and that communities in states such as Vermont have developed
successful programs for agritourism. The Committee has provided
$2,000,000 in the bill for agritourism and directs the Department
to cooperate closely with communities seeking assistance for such
programs.

The Committee provides $6,000,000 for the Rural Community
Development Initiative (RCDI). The fiscal year 2000 legislation also
provided $6,000,000 for this initiative but there is no indication to
date that any funds have actually been used for the benefit of rural
America. The Committee directs the Department to ensure that the
RCDI delivers positive benefit to rural communities.

Of the funds provided in the bill for the Rural Business Oppor-
tunity Grants program, the Committee directs the Department to
provide $2,000,000 for projects in communities designated by the
%ecretary of Agriculture as Rural Economic Area Partnership

ones.

The Committee supports continued efforts to provide adequate
technical service for centrally owned and managed cluster well sys-
tems. Therefore, the Committee supports the Well-Care program
and recognizes needs that can be filled through the water and
waste loan and grant programs.

RURAL HOUSING SERVICE

The Rural Housing Service (RHS) was established under Federal
Crop Insurance Reform and Department of Agriculture Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1994, dated October 13, 1994.

The mission of the Service is to improve the quality of life in
rural America by assisting rural residents and communities in ob-
taining adequate and affordable housing and access to needed com-
munity facilities. The goals and objectives of the Service are: (1) fa-
cilitate the economic revitalization of rural areas by providing di-
rect and indirect economic benefits to individual borrowers, fami-
lies, and rural communities; (2) assure that benefits are commu-
nicated to all program eligible customers with special outreach ef-
forts to target resources to underserved, impoverished, or economi-
cally declining rural areas; (3) lower the cost of programs while re-
taining the benefits by redesigning more effective programs that
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work in partnership with state and local governments and the pri-
vate sector; and (4) leverage the economic benefits through the use
of low-cost credit programs, especially guaranteed loans.

RURAL HOUSING INSURANCE FUND PROGRAM ACCOUNT

ESTIMATED LOAN LEVEL

2000 loan level ... 1$4,589,373,000
2001 budget estimate 5,385,009,000
Provided in the bill 5,073,497,000
Comparison:
2000 10an 1eVel .....cccueiiiiiiiieiie e e +484,124,000
2001 budget estimate ........c.cccccvieeeciiieeeiieeeeiee e —-311,512,000

1Excludes $70,000,000 for FY 2000 Supplemental pursuant to P.L. 106-113 enacted November 29, 1999.

This fund was established in 1965 (Public Law 89-117) pursuant
to Section 517 of Title V of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended.
This fund may be used to insure or guarantee rural housing loans
for single family homes, rental and cooperative housing, farm labor
housing, and rural housing sites. Rural housing loans are made to
construct, improve, alter, repair or replace dwellings and essential
farm service buildings that are modest in size, design, and cost.
Rental housing insured loans are made to individuals, corporations,
associations, trusts, or partnerships to provide moderate-cost rental
housing and related facilities for elderly persons in rural areas.
These loans, are repayable in not to exceed 30 years. Farm labor
housing insured loans are made either to a farm owner or to a pub-
lic or private nonprofit organization to provide modest living quar-
ters and related facilities for domestic farm labor. Loan programs
are limited to rural areas which include towns, villages, and other
places of not more than 10,000 population, which are not part of
an urban area. Loans may also be made in areas with a population
in excess of 10,000, but less than 20,000, if the area is not included
in a standard metropolitan statistical area and has a serious lack
of mortgage credit for low- and moderate-income borrowers.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

[In thousands of dollars]

FY 2000 level FY 2001 estimate Committee provisions
Rural Housing Insurance Fund Program Account:

Low-income family housing (sec. 502):
Direct 1$1,100,000 $1,300,000 $1,100,000
Unsubsidized guaranteed ..........ccccocoveveevveeiinireninnes 3,200,000 3,700,000 3,700,000
Rental housing (sec. 515) 114,321 120,000 114,321
Multi-family guaranteed (sec. 538) ......ccoovvvrrrcerrinrrnns 100,000 200,000 100,000
Housing repair (sec. 504) 232,396 40,000 32,396
Farm labor (sec. 514) 325,001 L
Credit sales of acquired property .......ccoccooeveeeverrrerinns 7,503 15,000 16,780
Site loans (sec. 524) 5,152 5,000 5,000
Self-help housing land development fund 5,000 5,009 5,000
Total, loan authorization ..........ccccooevvvcvrrenieriieieninns 4,589,373 5,385,009 5,073,497

LExcludes $50,000,000 for FY 2000 Supplemental pursuant to P.L. 106-113 enacted November 29, 1999.
2Excludes $15,000,000 for FY 2000 Supplemental pursuant to P.L. 106-113 enacted November 29, 1999.
3Excludes $5,000,000 for FY 2000 Supplemental pursuant to P.L. 106-113 enacted November 29, 1999.
4The budget requests these loans in the Farm Labor Program account.
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ESTIMATED LOAN SUBSIDY AND ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES LEVELS

Direct loan Guaranteed loan Administrative
subsidy subsidy expenses
2000 appropriation ........ 1$161,560,000 $20,000,000 $375,879,000
2001 budget estimate ... 284,811,000 47,440,000 409,233,000
Provided in the Dill ....... oot e et
Comparison:

2000 aPPrOPTIAtION ... ieverciieiiiiiieeiiiiieeiiis cerrveeesieeeesreeeasireeess teeessrreeessreeeesiseeeannnes
2001 budget eStimate  .....ccccceeiiiiiiiiiiiiis e eete eeeieenaeeaee e e tee e

1Excludes $11,099,000 for FY 2000 Supplemental pursuant to P.L. 106-113 enacted November 29, 1999.

The Federal Credit Reform Act of 2000 established the Program
Account. Appropriations to this account will be used to cover the
lifetime subsidy costs associated with the direct loans obligated and
loan guarantees committed in 2001, as well as for administrative
expenses.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

The following table reflects the costs of the loan programs under
credit reform. In many cases, changes from the fiscal year 2000
amounts reflect changes in the loan subsidy rates as set by the Of-
fice of Management and Budget.

[In thousands of dollars]

FY 2000 level FY 2001 estimate ~ Committee provisions

Loan subsidies:

Single family (sec. 502):

Direct 1$93,830 $208,780 $176,760
Unsubsidized guaranteed .........cccoovoveverrererireinnns 19,520 44,400 7,400
Housing repair (sec. 504) 29900 14,176 11,481
Farm labor (sec. 514) 311,308 W
Rental housing (sec. 515) 45,363 59,124 56,326
Multi-family guaranteed (sec. 538) ... 480 3,040 1,520
Credit sales of acquired property ... 874 2,452 874
Housing site dev. (sec. 524) 4 o L.
Self-help housing land development fund ...................... 281 279 279
Total, Loan subsidies 192,659 332,251 254,640

RHIF expenses:
Administrative expenses 375,879 409,233 375,879

LExcludes $4,265,000 for FY 2000 Supplemental pursuant to P.L. 106-113 enacted November 29, 1999.
2Excludes $4,584,000 for FY 2000 Supplemental pursuant to P.L. 106-113 enacted November 29, 1999.
3Excludes $2,250,000 for FY 2000 Supplemental pursuant to P.L. 106-113 enacted November 29, 1999.
4The budget requests these loans in the Farm Labor Program account.

The Committee notes that the House-passed fiscal year 2000 sup-
plemental legislation provides the following additional amounts:
$25,000,000 for section 502 direct loans providing for a loan level
of $296,000,000; $4,000,000 for section 504 housing repair pro-
viding for a loan level of $13,000,000 and $15,872,000 for section
515 rental housing providing for a loan level of $40,000,000. These
additional funding levels are not indicated in the previous table.

The Committee provides bill language increasing the single-fam-
ily housing loan guarantee fee from one percent to two percent.
This change was proposed in the Administration’s fiscal year 2001
budget.
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RENTAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

2000 aPProOPriatiON .....ccceeeeciieeriiieerriieeeieeeeiteessreeessereeesssreeesseessssneens $640,000,000
2001 budget estimate 680,000,000
Provided in the Dill ..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieecc e 655,900,000
Comparison:
2000 apPropriation .....cccceeeeeieriiiiiieeeeeeeiiree e e e e e e e e e e eeareeee e +15,900,000
2001 budget estimate ........ccceeeveerieeiiieiieeieee e —24,100,000

The Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 estab-
lished a rural rental assistance program to be administered
through the rural housing loans programs.

The objective of the program is to reduce rents paid by low-in-
come families living in Rural Housing Service financed rental
projects and farm labor housing projects. Under this program, low-
income tenants will contribute the higher of: (1) 30 percent of
monthly adjusted income; (2) 10 percent of monthly income; or (3)
designated housing payments from a welfare agency.

Payments from the fund are made to the project owner for the
difference between the tenant’s payment and the approved rental
rate established for the unit.

The program is administered in tandem with Rural Housing
Service Section 515 rural rental and cooperative housing programs
and the farm labor loan and grant programs. Priority is given to
existing projects for units occupied by low-income families to ex-
tend expiring contracts or provide full amounts authority to exist-
ing contracts; any remaining authority will be used for projects re-
ceiving new construction commitments under Sections 514, 515, or
516 for very low-income families with certain limitations.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Rental Assistance Program, the Committee provides a
program level of $655,900,000, an increase of $15,900,000 above
the amount available in fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of
$24,100,000 below the budget request.

The Committee notes that the House-passed fiscal year 2000 sup-
plemental legislation provides an additional $13,600,000 for the
rental assistance program that is not indicated in the previous
table.

MUTUAL AND SELF-HELP HOUSING GRANTS

2000 APPLOPTIALION .eovirvieenieiieiirieriertetettetteteeteeeeentere et stesteseneesessesseneas $28,000,000
2001 budget estimate 40,000,000
Provided in the Dill ..........coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeccceeeee e 28,000,000
Comparison:
2000 aPPTOPTIALION .eeeueiiieiiiiieiieeeeitee ettt ettt et e e eite e e sreeessbeeess eeeesreeesaraeessreeens
2001 budget estimate ........cccceevieeriieeiiienieeieee e —12,000,000

This grant program is authorized by title V of the Housing Act
of 1949, as amended. Grants are made to local organizations to pro-
mote the development of mutual or self-help programs under which
groups of usually six to ten families build their own homes by mu-
tually exchanging labor. Funds may be used to pay the cost of con-
struction supervisors who will work with families in the construc-
tion of their homes and for administrative expenses of the organi-
zations providing the self-help assistance.
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COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For Mutual and Self-Help Housing Grants, the Committee pro-
vides an appropriation of $28,000,000, the same as the amount
available in fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of $12,000,000 below
the budget request.

The Committee notes that the House-passed fiscal year 2000 sup-
plemental legislation provides an additional $6,000,000 for the mu-
tual and self-help housing grants that is not indicated in the pre-
vious table.

FARM LABOR PROGRAM ACCOUNT

Loan level Subsidy level Grants

2000 appropriation ! 0 0 0
2001 budget estimate $30,000,000 $15,777,000 $20,000,000
Provided in the bill ...oooovveeeeeecee 28,520,000 15,000,000 15,000,000
Comparison:
2000 appropriation ............ccocoeeeeeereeeereeenene. +28,520,000 +15,000,000 +15,000,000
2001 budget estimate .......cccocovvevercererrnnnns — 1,480,000 — 777,000 —5,000,000

LIn Fiscal Year 2000, farm labor housing loans were included in the Rural Housing Insurance Fund, and farm labor grants were in-
cluded in Rural Housing Assistance Grants.

This new account consolidates three farm labor programs into
one account. This consolidation will provide more flexibility for dis-
tributing rural farm labor housing assistance. The account consists
of direct farm labor housing loans, domestic farm labor housing
grants and low-income migrant and seasonal farmworker grants.

The direct farm labor housing loan program is authorized under
section 514, and the rural housing for domestic farm labor housing
grant program is authorized under section 516 of the Housing Act
of 1949, as amended. The loans, grants, and contracts are made to
public and private nonprofit organizations for low-rent housing and
related facilities for domestic farm labor. Grant assistance may not
exceed 90 percent of the cost of a project. Loans and grants may
be used for construction of new structures, site acquisition and de-
velopment, rehabilitation of existing structures, and purchase of
furnishings and equipment for dwellings, dining halls, community
rooms and infirmaries.

The low-income migrant and seasonal farmworker grants are
made to public agencies or private organizations with tax exempt
status under section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue code of 1986,
that have experience in providing services to low-income migrant
and seasonal farmworkers. The type of assistance to be provided is
determined by the Secretary of Agriculture.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Farm Labor Program Account, the Committee provides
a loan subsidy of $15,000,000 which supports a loan level of
$28,520,000 instead of a loan subsidy of 515,777,000 which sup-
ports a loan level of $30,000,000 which was the budget request.
The Committee also provides an additional $15,000,000 in grants,
a decrease of $5,000,000 below the budget request. Of the
$15,000,000 in grants, $12,000,000 is for farm labor housing grants
and $3,000,000 is for grants for migrant and seasonal farmworkers.
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The Committee notes that the House-passed fiscal year 2000 sup-
plemental legislation provides an additional $5,000,000 for grants
to low-income and migrant seasonal farm workers. The Committee
further notes that the Administration has provided from the Fund
for Rural America an additional $2,500,000 for grants for farm-
worker housing for fiscal year 2000. These additional funding levels
are not indicated in the previous table.

RURAL HOUSING ASSISTANCE GRANTS

2000 APPTOPIIALION ..cvecvieveveeeereereereereeereereereeteeterereereeseereeresensersereesennen 1$45,000,000
2001 budget estimate 239,000,000
Provided in the DIll .......cccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeecee e 39,000,000
Comparison:

2000 apPropriation .......cccccceeeeeeiiiireeeee e e e e e e e e e e e eareree e —6,000,000

2001 budget eStimate ........cccceeecieeercieieiieeecee et ere e eeeesreeeeereeenaaeeas

1Excludes $7,250,000 for farm labor housing grants and $7,250,000 for very low-income hous-
ing grants pursuant to the FY 2000 Supplemental, P.L. 106-113 enacted November 29, 1999.

2Rural housing for domestic farm labor grants are requested in the Farm Labor Program ac-
count.

The following programs are consolidated under the Rural Hous-
ing Assistance Grants: very low-income housing repair grants,
rural housing preservation grants, compensation for construction
defects, and supervisory and technical assistance grants.

The Very Low-Income Housing Repair Grants program is author-
ized under Section 504 of Title V of the Housing Act of 1949, as
amended. The program makes grants to very low-income families
to make necessary repairs to their homes in order to make such
dwellings, safe and sanitary, and remove hazards to the health of
the occupants, their families, or the community. A grant can be
made in combination with a Section 504 very low-income housing
repair loan.

Rural Housing Preservation Grants are used for home repair for
low- and very low-income people. The purpose of the preservation
program is to improve the delivery of rehabilitation assistance by
employing the expertise of housing organizations at the local level.
Eligible applicants will compete on a state-by-state basis for grants
funds. These funds may be administered as loans, loan write-
downs, or grants to finance home repair. The program is adminis-
tered by local grantees.

Compensation for Construction Defects provides funds for grants
to eligible section 502 borrowers to correct structural defects, or to
pay claims of owners arising from such defects on a newly con-
structed dwelling purchased with RHS financial assistance.

The supervisory and technical assistance grant program is car-
ried out under the provisions of section 509(f) and 525 of the Hous-
ing Act of 1949, as amended. Under section 509, grants are made
to public and private nonprofit organizations for packaging loan ap-
plications for housing under sections 502, 504, 514/516, 515, and
533 of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended. The assistance is to
be directed to underserved areas where at least 20 percent or more
of the population is at or below the poverty level, and at least 10
percent or more of the population resides in substandard housing.
Under section 525, grants are made to public and private nonprofit
organizations and other associations for the developing, conducting,
administering or coordinating of technical and supervisory assist-
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ance programs to demonstrate the benefits of Federal, State, and
local housing programs for low-income families in rural areas.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Rural Housing Assistance Grants program, the Com-
mittee provides an appropriation of $39,000,000, a decrease of
$6,000,000 below the amount provided for fiscal year 2000 and the
same as the budget request.

RURAL BUSINESS-COOPERATIVE SERVICE

The Rural Business-Cooperative Service (RBS) was established
by Public Law 103-354, Federal Crop Insurance Reform and De-
partment of Agriculture Reorganization Act of 1994, dated October
13, 1994. Its programs were previously administered by the Rural
Development Administration, the Rural Electrification Administra-
tion, and the Agricultural Cooperative Service.

The mission of the Rural Business-Cooperative Service is to en-
hance the quality of life for all rural residents by assisting new and
existing cooperatives and other businesses through partnership
with rural communities. The goals and objectives are to: (1) pro-
mote a stable business environment in rural America through fi-
nancial assistance, sound business planning, technical assistance,
appropriate research, education, and information; (2) support envi-
ronmentally-sensitive economic growth that meets the needs of the
entire community; and (3) assure that the Service benefits are
available to all segments of the rural community, with emphasis on
those most in need.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

Current economic conditions, together with the rapid changes
taking place throughout the global economy, underscore the need
for policies and programs to strengthen the ability of farmers to
join together in cooperative self-help efforts to improve their in-
come, manage their risk, move more into value-added production
and processing, and capture a larger share of the consumer dollar.
Programs carried out by Cooperative Services within the Rural
Business and Cooperative Service as authorized under the Coopera-
tive Marketing Act of 1926 (7 U.S.C. 453 (a) and (b)), including
those related to research, education and technical assistance, play
an important role in helping promote such cooperative self-help ef-
forts for the benefit of farmers. Accordingly, the Committee be-
lieves such programs should be given a high priority to ensure the
levels of funding and staffing necessary to meet their objectives.

RURAL DEVELOPMENT LOAN FUND PROGRAM ACCOUNT
ESTIMATED LOAN LEVEL

2000 108N 18VEL .....oovieerieeeeeceeeeeeeteeeee ettt $38,256,000
2001 budget estimate . 64,495,000
Provided in the Dill ......cccioiiiiiiiiiiciiccceeeeee e 38,256,000

Comparison:
2000 10an 1EVEL .....evviieiiiieeieeeciee ettt erre e e eeeeseeeeeesseeeens
2001 budget estimate ..........cccceeeevciieeeiiieecire e — 26,239,000
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The rural development (intermediary relending) loan program
was originally authorized by the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964
(Public Law 88-452). The making of rural development loans by
the Department of Agriculture was reauthorized by Public Law 99—
425, the Human Services Reauthorization Act of 1986.

Loans are made to intermediary borrowers (small investment
groups) who in turn will reloan the funds to rural businesses, com-
munity development corporations private nonprofit organizations,
public agencies, et cetera, for the purpose of improving business,
industry, community facilities, and employment opportunities and
diversification of the economy in rural areas.

The Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990 established the Program
Account. Appropriations to this account will be used to cover the
lifetime subsidy costs associated with the direct loans obligated in
2001, as well as for administrative expenses.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Rural Development Loan Fund Program Account, the
Committee provides for a loan level of $38,256,000, the same as the
amount provided in fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of $26,239,000
below as the budget request.

ESTIMATED LOAN SUBSIDY AND ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES LEVELS

Administrative

Direct loan subsidy expenses

2000 appropriation ...........ceeeveereeveveereereereenenn. $16,615,000 $3,337,000
2001 budget estimate 32,834,000 3,640,000
Provided in the bill .......cccooceviiivieiiieeeeeee 19,476,000 3,337,000
Comparison:
2000 appropriation .......c..ccceeceeeerieeennveeenns +2,861,000 ...ooiiiiiiiiiee,
2001 budget estimates .........ccccceeeeerveevernenne —13,358,000 —303,000

RURAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT LOANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT
ESTIMATED LOAN LEVEL

2000 108N 1E8VEL .....oviieiieie et $15,000,000
2001 budget estimate 15,000,000
Provided in the Dill ..........ooooiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeceeeeeee e 15,000,000

Comparison:
2000 1081 18V ... te beebt e st et e et
2001 budget eStIMALE ......cccvveieeiiieeiee e et eere e esree e erree e e rreeesereeeeraeeeaaaeens

The rural economic development loans program was established
by the Reconciliation Act of December 1987 (P.L. 100-203), which
amended the Rural Electrification Act of 1936, by establishing a
new section 313. This section of the Rural Electrification Act (7
U.S.C. 901) established a cushion of credits payment program and
created the rural economic development subaccount. The Adminis-
trator of RUS is authorized under the Act to utilize funds in this
program to provide zero interest loans to electric and telecommuni-
cations borrowers for the purpose of promoting rural economic de-
velopment and job creation projects, including funding for feasi-
bility studies, start-up costs, and other reasonable expenses for the
purpose of fostering rural economic development.
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COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Rural Economic Development Loans Program Account,
the Committee provides for a loan level of $15,000,000, the same
as provided for fiscal year 2000 and the same as the budget re-
quest.

The Committee has provided language, requested by the Admin-
istration, to use earnings generated by the interest differential on
voluntary cushion of credit payments made by Rural Utilities Serv-
ice borrowers to provide necessary loan subsidies for rural economic
development loans. By using these earnings for subsidy budget au-
thority, additional loans funds will be available to rural commu-
nities. The discretionary cost of these loans is offset by reductions
to rural economic development grants made from the cushion of
credit.

ESTIMATED LOAN SUBSIDY

Direct loan subsidy

2000 apPropriation .......ccccceeeeeeeiriiiiieeeeeeeerireeeeeeesrirrreeeeeeeserreeeeeeennns 1$3,453,000
2001 budget estimate 13,911,000
Provided in the Dill ........ccoiiiiiiiiiiie e 3,911,000
Comparison:

2000 apPropriation .....cceeeceeeeeriieeiiiieeniee ettt et eieee e +458,000

2001 budget eStimMate .......ccoceeiereriirireee e e

10Offset by a rescission from interest on the cushion of credit payments, as authorized by sec-
tion 313 of the Rural Electrification Act of 1936.

RURAL COOPERATIVE DEVELOPMENT GRANTS

2000 apPropriation .......ccccceeeeeieeiiiiiieeeeeeeeireeeeeeesirreeeeeeeenenreeeeeeennes $6,000,000
2001 budget estimate 11,500,000
Provided in the Dill ........ccoiiiiiiiioiiiiceeee e 6,500,000
Comparison:
2000 aPPrOPIIAtION ..eccvveeeeeieeeeiieeerrieeeireeeeieeeesreeeeareeesaeeesssreeenns +500,000
2001 budget estimate ..........ccccceeeeeiiieeriiieeeiee e —5,000,000

Rural Cooperative Development Grants are authorized under sec-
tion 310B(e) of the Consolidated Farm and Rural Development Act,
as amended. Grants are made to fund the establishment and oper-
ation centers for rural cooperative development with their primary
purpose being the improvement of economic conditions in rural
areas. Grants may be made to nonprofit institutions or institutions
of higher education. Grants may be used to pay up to 75 percent
of the cost of the project and associated administrative costs. The
applicant must contribute at least 25 percent from non-federal
sources. Grants are competitive and are awarded based on specific
selection criteria.

The Appropriate Technology Transfer to Rural Areas (ATTRA)
program was first authorized by the Food Security Act of 1985. The
program provides information and technical assistance to agricul-
tural producers to adopt sustainable agricultural practices that are
environmentally friendly and lower production costs.

Cooperative agreements are authorized under 7 U.S.C. 2201 to
any qualified State department of agriculture, university, and other
State entity to conduct research that will strengthen and enhance
the operations of agricultural marketing cooperatives in rural
areas.
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Cooperative Research Agreements are authorized by 7 U.S.C.
2204. The funds are used for Cooperative Research Agreements,
primarily with colleges and universities to address critical oper-
ational, organizational and structural issues facing cooperatives.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For Rural Cooperative Development Grants, the Committee pro-
vides an appropriation of $6,500,000, an increase of $500,000 above
the amount available in fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of
$5,000,000 below the budget request.

Of the funds provided, not to exceed $2,000,000 is provided for
a cooperative agreement for the Appropriate Technology Transfer
for Rural Areas (ATTRA) program.

NATIONAL SHEEP INDUSTRY IMPROVEMENT CENTER REVOLVING FUND

2000 apPropriation ......cc..ccocceciiirienieenieniteeee e 0
2001 budget eStIMALe .......cceevveeeeeieieceeceeeeeeee e $5,000,000
Provided in the bill .......cooiiiiiiiiiiiiieieieceeeeeee e 5,000,000
Comparison:

2000 appropriation ...... . +5,000,000
2001 budget estimate .

The National Sheep Industry Improvement Center was estab-
lished by the Federal Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of
1996 to promote activities to strengthen and enhance production or
marketing of sheep and goat products in the United States. The
Center may provide loans or grants to eligible entities to provide
assistance to the industry for infrastructure development, business
development, production, resource development, and market and
environmental research. The 1996 Act provided $20,000,000 in
mandatory funding for the establishment and operation of the Cen-
ter and authorized additional discretionary appropriations of
$30,000,000.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the National Sheep Industry Improvement Center Revolving
Fund the Committee provides an appropriation of $5,000,000, the
same as the budget request. No funds were provided for this ac-
count in fiscal year 2000.

RURAL UTILITIES SERVICE

The Rural Utilities Service (RUS) was established under the Fed-
eral Crop Insurance Reform and Department of Agriculture Reor-
ganization Act of 1994 (Public Law 103-354), October 13, 1994.
RUS administers the electric and telephone programs of the former
Rural Electrification Administration and the water and waste pro-
grams of the former Rural Development Administration.

The mission of the RUS is to serve a leading role in improving
the quality of life in rural America by administering its electric,
telecommunications, and water and waste programs in a service
oriented, forward looking, and financially responsible manner. All
three programs have the common goal of modernizing and revital-
izing rural communities. RUS provides funding and support service
for utilities serving rural areas. The public-private partnerships es-
tablished by RUS and local utilities assist rural communities in



94

modernizing local infrastructure. RUS programs are also character-
ized by the substantial amount of private investment which is le-
veraged by the public funds invested into infrastructure and tech-
nology, resulting in the creation of new sources of employment.

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION AND TELECOMMUNICATIONS LOANS PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

ESTIMATED LOAN LEVEL

2000 10AN 18VEL ...ooieiiiiieiiieceeeeee e e $2,611,500,000
2001 budget estimate 2,045,000,000
Provided in the Dill .......cccoociiieiiiieeceeeceeeeee e 2,040,000,000
Comparison:
2000 1080 1EVEL ....eoeiiiiiiiiiiteieeeeee s -571,500,000
2001 budget estimate .... —5,000,000

The Rural Electrification Act of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 901 et seq.), as
amended provides the statutory authority for the electric and tele-
communications programs.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

The following table reflects the loan levels for the rural elec-
trification and telecommunications loan program account:

) Committ
FY 2000 enacted  FY 2001 estimate p‘:m;on‘f
Loan authorizations:
Electric:
Direct, 5% $121,500,000 $50,000,000 $50,000,000
Direct, Municipal rate 295,000,000 300,000,000 295,000,000
Direct, FFB 1,700,000,000 800,000,000 800,000,000
Private Sector Guarantee 400,000,000 400,000,000
Subtotal 2,116,500,000 1,550,000,000 1,545,000,000
Telecommunications:
Direct, 5% 75,000,000 75,000,000 75,000,000
Direct, Treasury rate 300,000,000 300,000,000 300,000,000
Direct, FFB 120,000,000 120,000,000 120,000,000
Subtotal 495,000,000 495,000,000 495,000,000
Total, Loan authorizations ...........ccccceevvveerererennne 2,611,500,000 2,045,000,000 2,040,000,000

ESTIMATED LOAN SUBSIDY AND ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES LEVEL

: Committee
FY 2000 enacted FY 2001 estimate provis;ons
Loan subsidies:
Electric:
Direct, 5% $1,095,000 $4,980,000 $4,980,000
Direct, Municipal rate 10,827,000 20,850,000 20,480,000
Direct, FFB
Private Sector Guarantee 40,000 40,000
Subtotal 11,922,000 25,870,000 25,500,000
Telecommunications:
Direct, 5% 840,000 7,770,000 7,770,000
Direct, Treasury rate 2,370,000

Direct, FFB
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- Committee
FY 2000 enacted FY 2001 estimate provisions

Subtotal 3,210,000 7,770,000 7,770,000

Total, Loan SUBSIdIES .....c.oovvvervvrrrerirciiserieeiins 15,132,000 33,640,000 33,270,000

The Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990 established the Program
Account. An appropriation to this account will be used to cover the
lifetime subsidy costs associated with the direct loans obligated and
loan guarantees committed in 2001, as well as for administrative
expenses.

The Committee notes that the House-passed fiscal year 2000 sup-
plemental legislation provides an additional $1,021,000 for rural
utilities 5 percent hardship loans providing for a loan level of
$113,250,000. These additional amounts are not indicated in the
previous table.

RURAL TELEPHONE BANK PROGRAM ACCOUNT

ESTIMATED LOAN LEVEL

2000 10aN 1EVEL ...cceviiiiieiiiiiiceece e e $175,000,000
2001 budget estimate . 175,000,000
Provided in the Dill ..........ccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 175,000,000

Comparison:
2000 10a1 18VEL ... ee e ettt
2001 budget eStIMALE .....cccceiieiiiiiiieeeee ettt et e errre e e reeeesreeeeaaeeenaaeens

The Rural Telephone Bank (RTB) was required by law to begin
privatization (repurchase of Federally owned stock) in fiscal year
1996. RTB borrowers are able to borrow at private market rates
and no longer require Federal assistance.

The Rural Telephone Bank is managed by a 13-member board of
directors. The Administrator of RUS serves as Governor of the
Bank until conversion to private ownership, control, and operation.
This will take place when 51 percent of the Class A stock issued
to the United States and outstanding at any time after September
30, 1996, has been fully redeemed and retired. Activities of the
Bank are carried out by RUS employees and the Office of the Gen-
eral Counsel of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Rural Telephone Bank, the Committee provides for a
loan level of $175,000,000, the same as the level for fiscal year
2000 and the same as the budget request.

The Committee includes the same provision from the fiscal year
2000 bill which limits the retirement of the Class A stock of the
Rural Telephone Bank.

The Committee does not concur with proposed bill language
using unobligated balances of the Rural Telephone Bank Liqui-
dating Account to pay for loan subsidies or administrative expenses
of the Rural Telephone Bank.
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ESTIMATED LOAN SUBSIDY AND ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES LEVELS

Direct loan Administrative
subsidy expenses
2000 appropriation $3,290,000 $3,000,000
2001 budget estimate . 2,590,000 3,000,000
Provided in the bill ..... . 2,590,000 3,000,000
Comparison:
2000 appropriation ...... . —700,000

2001 budget estimate ..

The Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990 established the Program
Account. Appropriations to this account will be used to cover the
lifetime subsidy costs associated with the direct loans obligated in
2001, as well as for administrative expenses.

DISTANCE LEARNING AND TELEMEDICINE PROGRAM

Loan level Subsidy level Grants
2000 appropriation ...................... $200,000,000 $700,000 $20,000,000
2001 budget estimate 400,000,000 0 27,000,000
Provided in the bill ..................... 400,000,000 0 19,500,000
Comparison:
2000 appropriation .............. +200,000,000 —700,000 —-500,000
2001 budget estimates .........  .coveviieiiiiieeces e -17,500,000

The Distance Learning and Telemedicine Program was author-
ized by the Food Agriculture, Conservation and Trade Act of 1990,
as amended by the Federal Agriculture Improvement and Reform
Act of 1996. This program provides incentives to improve the qual-
ity of phone services, provide access to advanced telecommuni-
cations services and computer networks, and to improve rural op-
portunities.

This program provides the facilities and equipment to link rural
education and medical facilities with more urban centers and other
facilities providing rural residents access to better health care
through technology and increasing educational opportunities for
rural students. These funds are available for loans and grants.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Distance Learning and Telemedicine Program, the Com-
mittee provides an appropriation of $19,500,000, a decrease of
$1,200,000 below the amount available for fiscal year 2000 and a
decrease of $7,500,000 below the budget request.

The Committee expects the Department to give consideration to
the following projects or organizations requesting assistance under
the Distance Learning and Telemedicine Program: The aquaculture
education, training and technical support initiative at the Harbor
Branch Oceanographic Institution at Ft. Pierce, FL and Florida
State University; development of the Telecommunications Center
for Education by the University Colleges of Technology at the State
University of New York; establishment of a distance learning site
at the Appalachian School of Law in Grundy, VA; a distance learn-
ing and telemedicine program for the Southwest Virginia Edu-
cation and Training Network; the distance learning program at
Peirce College in Philadelphia, PA; development of a rural outreach
and telemedicine network for Community Medical Centers based in
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Fresno, CA; a project of the Southwestern Indian Polytechnic Insti-
tute (NM) to provide geospatial technology transfer to tribal na-
tions; funding for a distance learning laboratory to supplement ag-
ricultural training for the Foothills Technical Institute (AR); and a
partnership between the Wheeling (WV) Jesuit University Center
of Educational Technologies with the Thomas Education Center to
provide distance learning for local communities.

The Committee expects the Department to consider only those
applications judged meritorious when subjected to established re-
view procedures.



TITLE IV—DOMESTIC FOOD PROGRAMS

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD, NUTRITION AND
CONSUMER SERVICES

2000 appropriation .... $554,000
2001 budget estimat 570,000
Provided in the bill 554,000
Comparison:
PAVOTORFEY o] oo ) T2 1 o) o NS USRS
2001 budget estimate ........cocceevieeriiiiiieieeeee e —16,000

The Office of the Under Secretary for Food, Nutrition and Con-
sumer Services provides direction and coordination in carrying out
the laws enacted by the Congress with respect to the Department’s
food, nutrition and consumer activities. The Office has oversight
and management responsibilities for the Food and Nutrition Serv-
ice.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Office of the Under Secretary for Food, Nutrition and
Consumer Services the Committee provides $554,000, the same
amount as provided in fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of $16,000
below the budget request.

The Committee recommends that the Secretary of Agriculture
consider a pilot program with the Alisal Union School District in
Salinas, California to combine the administration of the Summer
food service program and the School lunch program.

Foop AND NUTRITION SERVICE

The Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) represents an organiza-
tional effort to eliminate hunger and malnutrition in this country.
Nutrition assistance programs are intended to provide access to a
nutritionally adequate diet for families and persons with low-in-
comes, and encourage better eating patterns among the Nation’s
children. These programs include:

Child Nutrition Programs.—Federal assistance is provided to the
50 States, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands,
and Guam for use in serving nutritious lunches and breakfasts to
children attending schools of high school grades or under, to chil-
dren of preschool age in child care centers and homes, and to chil-
dren in other institutions in order to improve the health and well-
being of the Nation’s children, and broaden the markets for agricul-
tural food commodities. Through the special milk program, assist-
ance is provided to the States for making reimbursement payments
to eligible schools and child care institutions which institute or ex-
pand milk service in order to increase the consumption of fluid
milk by children.

(98)
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Food Stamp Program.—This program is aimed at making more
effective use of the Nation’s food supply and at improving nutri-
tional standards of needy persons and families, in most cases,
through the issuance of food coupons which may be used in retail
stores for the purchase of food. The program also includes Nutri-
tion Assistance for Puerto Rico. The Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1981 (Public Law 97-35) authorized a block grant for
Nutrition Assistance for Puerto Rico which gives the Common-
wealth broad flexibility in establishing a nutrition assistance pro-
gram that is specifically tailored to the needs of its low-income
households.

The program includes the Food Distribution Program on Indian
Reservations which provides nutritious agricultural commodities to
low-income persons living on or near Indian reservations who
choose not to participate in the Food Stamp Program. The program
also includes $100,000,000 for commodity purchases under the
Emergency Food Assistance Program.

Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants,
and Children (WIC).—This program helps to safeguard the health
of pregnant, postpartum, and breastfeeding women, and infants,
and children up to age five who are at nutritional risk by providing
food packages designed to supplement each participant’s diet with
foods that are typically lacking. Delivery of supplemental foods
may be done through health clinics, vouchers redeemable at retail
food stores, or other approved methods which a cooperating State
health agency may select.

The Farmers Market Nutrition Program provides (WIC or WIC-
eligible) participants with coupons to purchase fresh, nutritious,
unprepared food, such as fruits and vegetables, from farmers mar-
kets. The program is designed to accomplish two major goals: (1)
improve the diets of WIC or WIC-eligible participants and (2) in-
crease the awareness and use of farmers’ markets by low-income
households.

The Commodity Assistance Programs (CAP).—This program com-
bines funding for the Commodity Supplemental Food Program
(CSFP) and administrative expenses for The Emergency Food As-
sistance Program (TEFAP).

CSFP provides supplemental foods to infants and children up to
age six, and to pregnant, postpartum, and breastfeeding women
with low-incomes who reside in approved project areas. In addition,
this program operates commodity distribution projects directed at
low-income elderly persons.

TEFAP provides grant funds to State agencies to assist in the
cost of storage and distribution of donated commodities for needy
individuals.

Food Donations Programs.—Nutritious agricultural commodities
are provided to residents of the Federated States of Micronesia and
the Marshall Islands. Cash assistance is provided to distributing
agencies to assist them in meeting administrative expenses in-
curred. Funding is provided for use in non-Presidentially declared
disasters and for FNS administrative costs in connection with dis-
aster relief for all disasters. Commodities or cash-in-lieu of com-
modities are provided to assist nutrition programs for the elderly.
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Food Program Administration.—This account represents most
salaries and Federal operating expenses of the Food and Nutrition
Service and the Center for Nutrition Policy and Promotion (CNPP).
As of September 30, 1999, there were 1,539 full-time permanent
and 105 part-time and temporary employees in the agency. There
were 539 in the Washington headquarters and 1,000 in the field,
which includes 613 in seven regional offices and the balance in four
food stamp compliance offices; one computer support center in Min-
neapolis, Minnesota; one administrative review office; and 69 field
offices. The Center oversees improvements in and revisions to the
nutrition guidance systems. CNPP is the focal point for advancing
and coordinating nutrition promotion and education policy to im-
prove the health of all Americans.

Funds for Strengthening Markets, Income, and Supply (Section
32).—This program includes the donation of commodities pur-
chased under the surplus removal activities of the Agricultural
Marketing Service. Special programs provide food to needy children
and adults who are suffering from general and continued hunger.

CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS

Transfer from

section 32 Total program level

Direct appropriation

2000 appropriation ........ $4,611,829,000 $4,935,199,000 $9,554,028,000
2001 budget estimate ... 4,578,482,000 4,967,574,000 9,546,056,000
Provided in the bill ....... 4,407,460,000 5,127,579,000 9,535,039,000
Comparison:
2000 appropriation —204,369,000 +192,380,000 —18,989,000
2001 budget esti-
mate ...occeceeeeeenene —171,022,000 +160,005,000 —11,017,000

Working through State agencies, the Food and Nutrition Service
(FNS) provides Federal assistance in cash and commodities for use
in preparing and serving nutritious meals to children while they
are attending school, residing in service institutions, or partici-
pating in other organized activities away from home. The purpose
of this program is to help maintain the health and proper physical
development of America’s children. The child nutrition account in-
cludes the School Lunch Program; the School Breakfast Program,;
the Summer Food Service Program; and Child and Adult Care Food
Programs. In addition, the Special Milk Program provides funding
for milk service in some kindergartens, as well as in schools, non-
profit child care centers, and camps which have no other Federally
assisted food programs. Milk is provided to children either free or
at a low cost depending on their family income level. FNS provides
cash subsidies to State administered programs and directly admin-
isters the program in the States which have chosen not to do so.
Funds for this program are provided by direct appropriation and
transfer from section 32. Grants are also made for nutritional
training and surveys and for State administrative expenses. Under
current legislation, most of these payments are made on the basis
of reimbursement rates established by law and applied to lunches
and breakfasts actually served by the States.

The William F. Goodling Child Nutrition Reauthorization Act of
1998, Public Law 105-336, contains a number of child nutrition
provisions. These include:
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Summer Food Service Program (SFSP).—Reauthorizes the pro-
gram through 2003 and relaxes the site limitations for private non-
profit sponsors in SFSP.

School Breakfast Program (SBP).—(1) Authorizes a pilot project
to study the effects of providing free breakfasts to all students
without regard to family income; and (2) requires participating
schools to obtain a food safety inspection conducted by a State or
local agency.

Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP).—Authorizes pay-
ments for snacks provided to children through age 18 in after-
school programs. Permanently authorizes and provides funds for
demonstration projects to expand services to homeless children and
family day care homes in low-income areas. Beginning on July 1,
1999, the Homeless Child Nutrition Program and the Homeless
Summer Food Service Program transfer into CACFP.

National School Lunch Program (NSLP).—(1) Significantly ex-
pands reimbursement for snacks for children up to age 18 in after-
school care programs; (2) provides for free snacks in needy areas;
and (3) requires participating schools to obtain a food safety inspec-
tion conducted by a State or local agency.

Special Milk Program.—Through the Special Milk Program,
funds are provided to State agencies to reimburse eligible partici-
pants for all or part of the cost of fluid milk consumed. Under Pub-
lic Law 97-35, participation in the Special Milk Program is re-
stricted to schools and institutions that do not participate in an-
other meal service program authorized by the Child Nutrition or
School Lunch Acts. Effective October 1, 1986, based on authority
in Public Law 99-661, children in split session kindergarten pro-
grams in nonprofit schools who do not have access to the meal
service programs operating in those schools may participate in the
program.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Child Nutrition Programs, the Committee provides a
total of $9,535,039,000, a decrease of $18,989,000 below the
amount available for fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of $11,017,000
below the budget request. Of the total amount provided,
$4,407,460,000 is by direct appropriation and $5,127,579,000 is by
transfer from Section 32.

Child Nutrition Programs:

School lunch program .....................
School breakfast program ..............

$5,387,523,000
1,495,684,000

Child and adult care food program .. 1,807,435,000
Summer food Service Program .........c.cccceeeeeeeesiveeessveeessueeessveeesnns 323,499,000
Special milk Program ........c.ccoccceeiieerieniiienieeeee e 16,843,000
State administrative eXPenses .........ccceecveeeieerieenieenieenveeneeseeennnns 127,321,000
Commodity procurement and computer support ...........ccccceeenes 360,223,000
School meals INItIAtIVE ......cccccviieeeiiieciieeecee e 10,000,000
Food safety education ..........cccoeevereenienenneniinieneneceeeseeee 2,000,000
Coordinated review effort ............ccceevvvieeeieeiiiiiiieeec e, 4,511,000

TOLAL oot $9,535,039,000

The Committee provides $10,000,000 for the School Meals Initia-
tive. Included in this amount is $4,000,000 for food service training
rants to States; $1,600,000 for technical assistance materials;
%800,000 for the National Food Service Management Institute coop-
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erative agreement for food service; $400,000 for print and electronic
food service resource systems; and $3,200,000 for other activities.

The Department invests a significant amount of money in the
school nutrition programs. The Committee is concerned about the
effect foods sold in competition with the school meal programs may
be having on the integrity of the program. Specifically, the Depart-
ment should review, and include in a report information on any
statutory limits or judicial rulings that restrict the ability of the
Department to regulate these competitive foods. The Committee
urges the Department to review the effect that competitive foods
may have on the school meal programs and to report back to the
Committee on this subject.

The Committee has included language that allows the Secretary
to transfer $6,000,000 from the WIC account to the Child Nutrition
Program, to complete the funding for the school breakfast pilot
project, once the fiscal year 2000 carryover is determined to be in
excess of $100,000,000.

The Committee has consolidated all funding for studies and eval-
uations under the Economic Research Service.

SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION PROGRAM FOR WOMEN, INFANTS,
AND CHILDREN (WIC)

2000 apProPriation ......ccccccvveeeereeriiiiieeeeeeerireeeeeeerrrreeeeeeeserreeeeeeennes $4,032,000,000
2001 budget estimate . 4,148,100,000
Provided in the Dill ..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 4,067,000,000
Comparison:
2000 apPropriation ....ccceeeveeeeeeiieeeiiieenitee et ee et et +35,000,000
2001 budget estimate .........cccceceeerriiieeiiiieeriie e —81,100,000

The Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, In-
fants, and Children (WIC) safeguards the health of pregnant,
breastfeeding, and postpartum women and infants, and children up
to age five who are at nutritional risk because of inadequate nutri-
tion and inadequate income.

The William F. Goodling Child Nutrition Reauthorization Act of
1998, Public Law 105-336, reauthorizes the program through 2003
and added several provisions to the program. The act requires that
an individual seeking certification or recertification in the program
must provide documentation of family income.

Infant Formula Rebate Contracts.—The act permits State agen-
cies to award infant formula rebate contracts to the bidder offering
the lowest net wholesale price, unless the State agency dem-
onstrates to the satisfaction of the Secretary that the weighted av-
erage retail price for different brands of formula in that State does
not vary by more than 5 percent.

The Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program (FMNP) is designed to
accomplish two major goals: (1) to improve the diets of WIC partici-
pants by providing them with coupons to purchase fresh, nutri-
tious, unprepared food, such as fruits and vegetables, from farmers’
markets; and (2) to increase the awareness and use of farmers’
markets by low-income households.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, In-
fants, and Children (WIC) the Committee provides an appropria-
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tion of $4,067,000,000, an increase of $35,000,000 above the
amount available in fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of $81,100,000
below the budget request.

The Committee notes that WIC participation has decreased dra-
matically. Since October 1999 when WIC participation was 7.449
million, the number of monthly participants has dropped to 7.117
million as of February 2000. That is a decrease of more than
332,000 participants.

This Committee believes that WIC is one of the best programs
government has to offer to address the vulnerabilities that at-risk
pregnant and post partum women, infants and children have avail-
able to them. Accordingly, the Committee has provided consistent,
bipartisan support for the WIC program. But at a time when par-
ticipation in the program is showing a precipitous drop-off, the
Committee is in a position to continue to help the WIC program as
well as other important programs in this bill.

The President’s fiscal year 2001 budget request estimates that
WIC participation will average 7.4 million during fiscal 2001 and
end fiscal year 2001 with 7.5 million participants. There is nothing
in the WIC participation data that indicates such a participation
level can be reached. The current projected WIC carry over ranges
from $160,000,000 to over $200,000,000 based on current average

articipation levels. The Committee recommendation provides a
535,000,000 increase over the fiscal year 2000 appropriation, and
allows for average monthly participation of at least 7.4 million
throughout fiscal year 2001. Even then, the WIC program will still
carry over more then $100,000,000 at the end of fiscal year 2001.

The Committee recommendation includes language to allow
funds to be used for WIC electronic benefit transfer systems and
raises the authorized level of infrastructure funding to accommo-
date the funding level needed to develop EBT systems.

The Committee maintains language regarding the Farmers Mar-
ket Nutrition Program that makes the first $10 million available
for that program within 45 days of the enactment of this Act with
the balance becoming available upon the determination that funds
are not needed to maintain caseload.

The Committee understands that the Food and Nutrition Service
is considering a proposed regulation that would broaden the variety
of produce available for purchase under the WIC program. We un-
derstand that this action is based on the recent FNS report titled
Review of the Nutritional Status of WIC Participants which con-
cluded that participating WIC mothers and children were deficient
in vital nutrients found in fruits and vegetables. The committee
strongly supports this proposal and expects USDA to expeditiously
move forward to ensure that WIC vouchers are broadened to en-
sure that a variety of fresh fruits and vegetables are available for
purchase by WIC participants.

The Committee is concerned that when our Nation’s military per-
sonnel are transferred to overseas posts they are no longer eligible
for WIC benefits. The Committee encourages the Secretary of Agri-
culture to work with the Secretary of Defense to provide a solution
to this problem.

The Committee includes language that permits the Secretary to
transfer any carryover funds in excess of $100,000,000 to fund the
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remaining piece of the school breakfast pilot project; an additional
$5,000,000 for the commodity supplemental food program; and
$10,000,000 for the elderly feeding program with prior notification
to the Committee on Appropriations.

While the Committee supports and encourages state and local
agency efforts to utilize WIC as an important means of participant
referral to other health care services, it recognizes the tremendous
constraints that WIC programs are experiencing as a result of ex-
panding health care priorities. The Committee also recognizes that
the Department’s broad interpretation of the Child Nutrition Act of
1966, with respect to the delivery of screening, assessment and re-
ferral services, on behalf of other federal agencies or departments.
The delivery of which may jeopardize WIC agencies’ ability to de-
liver the core mission of WIC program services—quality nutrition
education and counseling, breast-feeding promotion and support,
and related health care services. The Committee wishes to clarify
that while WIC plays an important role in screening and referral
to other health care services, it was never the Committee’s inten-
tion that WIC should perform aggressive screening, referral and as-
sessment functions on behalf of other programs, nor was it the
Committee’s intention that WIC State and Local agencies should
assume the full burden of entering into and negotiating appropriate
cost sharing agreements. The Committee again includes bill lan-
guage to preserve WIC funding for authorized WIC services and
again directs the Secretary to work with other Federal departments
and agencies to ensure that except for basic education and referral
purposes, WIC funds are not used to pay the administrative ex-
penses or to coordinate operations or activities of other Federal
agency services, activities or programs not authorized by section 17
of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, unless fully reimbursed by those
agencies.

The Committee is concerned about the Department’s failure to
publish a final rule on WIC Food Delivery Systems. This rule was
first published for public comment in December 1990, and repub-
lished for public comment in June 1999. State and local WIC agen-
cies have done their best to protect the integrity of the WIC pro-
gram; however, they have been hampered in their efforts to ensure
full compliance because of a lack of adequate federal regulation.
The needs of WIC participants to receive the supplementary foods
that are essential to their overall health and nutritional well-being
and the interests of the American people to be protected from fraud
and abuse require that a final rule be published. The Committee
directs the Secretary to release the final rule on WIC Food Delivery
Systems no later than October 31, 2000.

The Committee has consolidated all funding for studies and eval-
uations under the Economic Research Service.

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

2000 apProPriation .......cccceeecieeeriieerniieeeiee ettt eree et e e eaeeas $21,071,751,000
2001 budget estimate . 22,131,993,000
Provided in the Dill ..........coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 21,231,993,000
Comparison:

2000 apPropriation ..occceeeeeceeeeiiiieieiieeeniiee ettt et +160,242,000
2001 budget estimate ..........ccccceeeevciieeeiieiecire e —900,000,000
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The Food Stamp Program, authorized by the Food Stamp Act of
1964, attempts to alleviate hunger and malnutrition among low-in-
come persons by increasing their food purchasing power. Eligible
households receive food stamps with which they can purchase food
through regular retail stores. They are thus enabled to obtain a
more nutritious diet than would be possible without food stamp as-
sistance.

Participating households receive free food stamps in amounts de-
termined by household size and income. Since March 1975, food
stamp projects have been established throughout the country. State
social service agencies assume responsibility for certifying eligible
households and issuing the stamps through suitable outlets. The
Food and Nutrition Service establishes a range of household food
stamp allotments which are updated annually.

Authorized grocery stores accept the stamps as payment for food
purchases and forward them to commercial banks for cash or cred-
it. The stamps flow through the banking system to a Federal Re-
serve Bank for redemption out of a special account maintained by
the U.S. Treasury Department. A major alternative to the paper
food stamp system is Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT). By the end
of fiscal year 1999, thirty-two systems (Alabama, Alaska, Arizona,
Arkansas, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho,
Illinois, Kansas, Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota,
Missouri, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mexico, North Caro-
lina, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Is-
land, South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Utah,
Vermont) and the District of Columbia are Statewide and eight sys-
tems (California, Iowa, Kentucky, New York, Ohio, Washington,
Wisconsin and Wyoming) are in some stage of planning or imple-
menting their EBT systems.

The program also includes the Food Distribution Program on In-
dian Reservations which provides nutritious agricultural commod-
ities to low-income persons living on or near Indian reservations
who choose not to participate in the Food Stamp Program.

ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS

All direct and indirect administrative costs incurred for certifi-
cation of households, issuance of food coupons, quality control, out-
reach, and fair hearing efforts are shared by the Federal Govern-
ment and the States on a 50-50 basis.

In addition, State agencies which reduce quality control error
rates below 6 percent receive up to a maximum match of 60 per-
cent of their administrative expenses. Also, State agencies are paid
up to 100 percent of the costs of administering the program on In-
dian reservations. The Food Stamp Program is in operation in all
50 States, the Virgin Islands, Guam, and the District of Columbia.

The Food Stamp Act Amendments of 1982 provided for the estab-
lishment of a system for levying fiscal sanctions on States which
fail to reduce high error rates below a prescribed target.

Nutrition Assistance for Puerto Rico.—The Omnibus Budget Rec-
onciliation Act of 1981, Public Law 97-35, authorized a block grant
for nutrition assistance to Puerto Rico which gives the Common-
wealth broad flexibility in establishing a nutrition assistance pro-
gram which is specifically tailored to the needs of its low-income
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households. Beginning in fiscal year 1987, funding for this block
grant program was included under the food stamp appropriation
account.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Food Stamp Program, the Committee provides
$21,231,993,000, an increase of $160,242,000 above the amount
available in fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of $900,000,000 below
the budget request. The total amount includes $100,000,000 for a
contingency reserve in fiscal year 2001; $1,301,000,000 for nutri-
tion assistance for Puerto Rico; and $100,000,000 for the emergency
food assistance program.

The Committee does not concur with the budget request for a
$1,000,000,000 reserve for the food stamp program, but provides
$100,000,000, the same amount as fiscal year 2000.

Pursuant to 7 U.S.C. 2028, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico
must submit a yearly plan to the Secretary of Agriculture that con-
tains information regarding how food and assistance benefits under
the Nutrition Assistance Program (NAP) for Puerto Rico are to be
provided during the following fiscal year. The Secretary must ap-
prove or disapprove this plan by August 1 of the fiscal year that
it is submitted. The Committee strongly urges the Secretary not to
approve any NAP plan that does not require at least 75 percent of
NAP funds to be spent on food at businesses where staple foods
make up more than 50 percent of eligible food sales. Such a re-
quirement will help to ensure that benefits distributed under NAP
are used for their congressionally-intended purpose: to provide food
assistance to needy persons.

The Committee has consolidated all funding for studies and eval-
uations under the Economic Research Service.

The Committee is encouraged by the implementation of EBT sys-
tems around the country and supports the goal that all States must
be operating an EBT system by 2002. The Committee directs the
Secretary to report to the Committee, no later than 120 days after
enactment of this Act, on efforts by the Food and Nutrition Service
to ensure that all States will be operating an EBT system by 2002.

The Committee believes the agency should focus more on preven-
tive strategies to combat retailer trafficking of food stamps. Two
years ago, the Committee urged the Food and Nutrition Service,
FNS, to require preauthorization visits for all high risk stores. The
Committee is disappointed that more preauthorization visits have
not been required and directs the agency to work with its field of-
fices to ensure that all new high risk retailer applicants are visited
before they are authorized to participate in the program.

The Committee also agrees with a previous Inspector General
recommendation that the National office needs to provide more di-
rection and oversight to regional and field offices and that half of
all field offices should be reviewed each year. FNS established new
oversight procedures as a result of an OIG 1992 retailer audit, but
does not enforce them.

The Committee includes $194,000,000 for the Food Stamp Em-
ployment and Training Program. The budget estimate for this pro-
gram include a projected end-of-year carryover of $166,000,000 at
the end of fiscal year 2000, and a projected end-of-year carryover
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of $210,000,000 at the end of fiscal year 2001. The fiscal year 2001
recommended appropriation for Employment and Training has the
effect of reducing the projected fiscal year 2001 end-of-year carry-
over to $185,000,000. There are no outlay savings associated with
this recommended funding level.

COMMODITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

2000 appropriation .... $133,300,000
2001 budget estimate 158,300,000
Provided in the bill .... 138,300,000
Comparison:
2000 appropriation ..ot +5,000,000
2001 budget estimate ..........cccceveeeviieeeiiieeeire e e —20,000,000

The Commodity Assistance Program provides funding for the
Commodity Supplemental Food Program (CSFP) and administra-
tive expenses for The Emergency Food Assistance Program
(TEFAP).

Commodity Supplemental Food Program.—The CSFP provides
supplemental food to infants and children up to age six, and to
pregnant, postpartum, and breast-feeding women who have low-in-
comes, and reside in approved project areas. In addition, this pro-
gram operates commodity distribution projects directed at low-in-
come elderly persons 60 years of age or older.

The 1996 FAIR Act (P.L. 104-127) reauthorized CSFP through
fiscal year 2002. In addition, this law requires CCC to donate 4
million pounds of nonfat dry milk and 9 million pounds of cheese
to the program annually, subject to availability.

TEFAP provides grant funds to State agencies to assist in the
cost of storage and distribution of donated commodities for needy
individuals.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

The Committee provides an appropriation of $138,300,000 for the
commodity assistance program, an increase of $5,000,000 above the
amount available for fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of $20,000,000
below the budget request.

The Committee has included $45,000,000 for administration of
the emergency food assistance program. These funds may be used
for administration purposes or for food costs at the discretion of the
states.

The Committee has included language that allows the Secretary
to transfer $5,000,000 from the WIC account to the Commodity
Supplemental Food Program once the fiscal year 2000 carryover is
determined to be in excess of $100,000,000.

The Committee supports the modification of administrative fund-
ing formula of the Commodity Supplemental Food Program to be
certain that per participant administrative funds are not reduced
as a result of declining food costs.

The Committee does not concur with the budget request to fund
the Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program in this account.

The Committee has included language providing $20,781,000 for
administrative expenses for the Commodity Supplemental Food
Program.



108

FOOD DONATIONS PROGRAMS

2000 apPrOPriation ....ccccccceveieeererriiiieeeeeeeriireeeeeeeserereeeeeessaenreeeeeeennns $141,081,000
2001 budget estimate . 151,081,000
Provided in the Dill ..........ccooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 141,081,000
Comparison:
2000 APPTrOPTIALION .eeviviieeiiiieeeiiieeriee ettt e erteeeeribeeestteeesbaeessneeess eeessaseessssseesssseeens
2001 budget eStimate ........cccceeeveerieeiiieiieeieeee e —10,000,000

Nutrition Program for the Elderly.—The Nutrition Program for
the Elderly (NPE) provides cash and commodities to States for dis-
tribution to local organizations that prepare meals served to elderly
persons in congregate settings or delivered to their homes. The pro-
gram promotes good health through nutrition assistance by reduc-
ing the isolation experienced by the elderly. This program is a sup-
plement to the Department of Health and Human Services’
(DHHS) funding for programs for the elderly with cash commod-
ities on a per meal basis for each meal served to an elderly person.

Pacific Island Assistance.—This program provides for a directly
funded food distribution program for low-income individuals in the
nuclear-affected islands. This program attempts to alleviate hunger
and malnutrition in low-income households by providing nutritious
agricultural commodities to eligible persons. It also provides fund-
ing for use in non-presidentially declared disasters and for FNS’
administrative costs in connection with disaster relief.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Food Donations Programs the Committee provides an ap-
propriation of $141,081,000, the same amount as the amount avail-
able for fiscal year 2000, and a decrease of $10,000,000 below the
budget request. Included in this amount is $140,000,000 for the nu-
trition program for the elderly.

The Committee has included language that allows the Secretary
to transfer $10,000,000 from the WIC account to the Nutrition Pro-
gram for the Elderly once the fiscal year 2000 carryover is deter-
mined to be in excess of $100,000,000.

FOOD PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

2000 APPLOPTIALION .ovivireuieiieiirieriertetetteteetestesteeenteree e stesteseeneesessesseneas 1$111,392,000
2001 budget estimate . 128,558,000
Provided in the Dill .......cccoiiiiiiiiiiiiicee e 116,392,000
Comparison:
2000 apProPriation ..cccceeeeeeeeeeeiiieeeiieeniee et et e et eaeee e +5,000,000
2001 budget estimate ..........cccccveeeivieeeiieeeeie e e eree e —12,166,000

1Does not reflect a transfer from the Economic Research Service of $1,000,000 (P.L. 106-78)
for studies and evaluations.

The Food Program Administration appropriation provides for
most of the Federal operating expenses of the Food and Nutrition
Service, which includes the Child Nutrition Programs; Special Sup-
plemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children
(WIC); the Commodity Assistance Program, including the Com-
modity Supplemental Food Program, administrative expenses of
The Emergency Food Assistance Program and the Farmers’ Market
Nutrition Program; the Food Donations Programs, including the
Nutrition Program for the Elderly, Pacific Island Assistance and
Disaster Feeding; the Food Stamp Program and the Center for Nu-
trition Policy and Promotion.
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The major objective of food program administration is to effi-
ciently and effectively carry out the nutrition assistance programs
mandated by law. This is to be accomplished by the following: (1)
giving clear and consistent guidance and supervision to State agen-
cies and other cooperators; (2) assisting the States and other co-
operators by providing program, managerial, financial, and other
advice and expertise; (3) measuring, reviewing, and analyzing
progress toward program objectives; and (4) carrying out regular
staff support functions.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For Food Program Administration, the Committee has provided
$116,392,000, an increase of $5,000,000 above the amount available
for fiscal year 2000, and a decrease of $12,166,000 below the budg-
et request.

The Committee has maintained all funding for studies and eval-
uations under the Economic Research Service’s Food and Consumer
Economics Division. The Committee does not reduce the funding
available for studies and evaluations. Full discretion on how these
funds are to be spent has been left to the Department. The Com-
mittee continues to believe that consolidating these funds under
ERS is prudent and fiscally responsible. It is expected that FNS
staff, as well as staff from other agencies, will provide input and
continue to work with ERS staff to assure that all program and
policy needs of the Department are being met.

The Committee understands that small farmers may be pre-
cluded from bidding on contracts with school food service authori-
ties by virtue of state efforts to require multi-item bidding. The
Committee expects the Food and Nutrition Service to work with
the Agricultural Marketing Service to identify cases in which such
restrictions might exist, evaluate the impact of such restrictions,
and take such action as necessary to facilitate sales by small pro-
ducers to school food service authorities.

The Committee includes language that no funds shall be used for
the Colonias initiative included in the budget request or any other
initiative related to the Colonias without the prior approval of the
Committee on Appropriations.

The Committee encourages the Food and Nutrition Service to ac-
quire commodities from local farmer’s markets and cooperatives for
nutrition programs to the maximum extent possible.



TITLE V—FOREIGN ASSISTANCE AND RELATED PROGRAMS
FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICE AND GENERAL SALES MANAGER

Transfer from loan Total, FAS

Appropriation accounts

$109,186,000  ($4,266,000)  ($113,452,000)
113,587,000 (4,266.,000) (117.853.000)

2000 appropriation .....
2001 budget estimate

Provided in the bill ..................... 109,186,000 (4,266,000) (113,452,000)
Comparison:
2000 apPropriation ....ccccccccee cevvrviiiiieee i rreeeeeee e ees eeeenerreeeeeeeeanneaaaees
2001 budget estimate .......... —4,401,000 ..oooieeiieiene —4,401,000

The Foreign Agricultural Service (FAS) was established March
10, 1953, by Secretary’s Memorandum No. 1320, Supplement 1.
Public Law 83-690, approved August 28, 1954, transferred the ag-
ricultural attaches from the Department of State to the Foreign Ag-
ricultural Service.

The primary function of this organization is to help American ag-
riculture in maintaining and expanding foreign markets for agri-
culture products vital to the economic well-being of the nation. It
maintains a worldwide agricultural intelligence and reporting serv-
ice to assist the U.S. agricultural industry in its export operations
through a continuous program of analyzing and reporting foreign
agricultural production, markets, and policies. It attempts to de-
velop foreign markets for U.S. farm products through administra-
tion of special export programs and through helping to secure
international trade conditions that are favorable toward American
products. FAS is also responsible for coordinating, planning, and
directing the Department’s programs in international development
and technical cooperation in food and agriculture formerly carried
out by the Office of International Cooperation and Development.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Foreign Agricultural Service, the Committee provides an
appropriation of $109,186,000 and transfers of $4,266,000, for a
total program level of $113,452,000, the same as the amount avail-
able for fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of $4,401,000 below the
budget request.

The Committee provides bill language permitting the Depart-
ment to maintain up to $2,000,000 solely for the purpose of offset-
ting international currency fluctuations.

The Committee also provides bill language allowing the Depart-
ment more flexibility in hiring employees overseas so that it can
compete effectively in hiring with other U.S. Government agencies.

The Department has informed the Committee that restrictions on
additional funding for the FAS imagery program have been lifted.
The Committee believes that the imagery program provides an es-
sential service to American agriculture while also serving as an im-
portant source of information on natural disasters in foreign coun-
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tries which allows the Administration to make decisions on foreign
assistance. The Committee supports more flexibility in funding
from the Commodity Credit Corporation and directs the Depart-
ment to report on the FAS imagery program in its next annual
budget request to Congress.

The Committee is concerned that the Department does not hold
the lead position in the federal government on international agri-
cultural development activities. Without sufficient personnel
trained in agricultural matters, it is unlikely that other agencies
can provide better assistance than can the Department of Agri-
culture. The Committee directs the Department to provide a report
on international development activities by location, identifying and
quantifying the federal resources in use at each location. In par-
ticular, the Committee expects the report to include specific identi-
fication of whether personnel are assigned for short term or long
term presence, or if they may be in an area only as temporary con-
sultants.

The Committee continues to believe that U.S. commodities are
among the most powerful tools in our nation’s arsenal. The Com-
mittee compliments the Department for its efforts to maximize the
use of U.S. commodities around the world and encourages the De-
partment to maintain this effort as a priority. In particular, the
Committee remains strongly supportive of the monetization of com-
modities where the proceeds of such monetization are used to re-
spond to the needs of the people of the recipient nations.

The Committee expects that no appropriated funds will be used
to pay for travel and other expenses of non-U.S. Government em-
ployees participating in the Reverse Trade Mission Program.

The Secretary of Agriculture shall use currently available au-
thorities to ensure that all forms of rice (rough, brown and milled)
are fairly represented in all Department of Agriculture food aid, ex-
port market development, export promotion and other export re-
lated programs.

The Committee expects that the Quality Samples Program (QSP)
administered by the Foreign Agricultural Service will be continued
to help develop new markets and expand existing markets for
United States agricultural products. Funds made available through
CCC to carry out activities under the QSP shall be no less than
$2,500,000, the same level as in fiscal year 2000.

PuBLIic LAaw 480
PROGRAM AND GRANT ACCOUNTS
PUBLIC LAW 480 TITLE I PROGRAM ACCOUNT

The Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990 established the Program
Account. Appropriations to this account are used to cover the life-
time subsidy cost associated with direct loans obligated in 2000 and
beyond, as well as for administrative expenses.

Financing sales of agricultural commodities to developing coun-
tries and private entities for dollars on credit terms, or for local cur-
rencies (including for local currencies on credit terms) for use under
section 104; and for furnishing commodities to carry out the Food
for Progress Act of 1985, as amended (title I).—Title I of the legisla-
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tion authorizes financing of sales to developing countries for local
currencies and for dollars on credit terms. Sales for dollars or local
currency may be made to foreign governments. The legislation pro-
vides for repayment terms either in local currencies or U.S. dollars
on credit terms of up to 30 years, with a grace period of up to 5
years.

Local currencies under title I sales agreements may be used in
carrying out activities under section 104 of the Agricultural Trade
Development and Assistance Act of 1954, as amended. Activities in
the recipient country for which these local currencies may be used
include developing new markets for U.S. agricultural commodities,
paying U.S. obligations, and supporting agricultural development
and research.

Title I appropriated funds may also be used under the Food for
Progress Act of 1985, as amended, to furnish commodities on credit
terms or on a grant basis to assist developing countries and coun-
tries that are emerging democracies that have a commitment to in-
troduce and expand free enterprise elements in their agricultural
economies.

Ocean freight differential costs in connection with commodities
sales financed for local currencies or U.S. dollars (title I).—The
Commodity Credit Corporation pays ocean freight differential costs
on shipments under this title. These costs are the difference be-
tween foreign flag and U.S. flag shipping costs.

Commeodities supplied in connection with dispositions abroad
(title I) (7 U.S.C. 1721-1726).—Commodities are supplied without
cost through foreign governments to combat malnutrition and to
meet famine and other emergency requirements. Commodities are
also supplied for nonemergencies through public and private agen-
cies, including intergovernmental organizations. The Commodity
Credit Corporation pays ocean freight on shipments under this
title, and may also pay overland transportation costs to a land-
locked country, as well as internal distribution costs in emergency
situations. The funds appropriated for title II are made available
to private voluntary organizations and cooperatives to assist these
organizations in meeting administrative and related costs.

Commodities supplied in connection with dispositions abroad
(title I1I).—Commodities are supplied without cost to least devel-
oped countries through foreign governments for direct feeding, de-
velopment of emergency food reserves, or may be sold with the pro-
ceeds of such sale used by the recipient country for specific eco-
nomic development purposes. The Commodity Credit Corporation
may pay ocean freight on shipments under this title, and may also
pay overland transportation costs to a landlocked country, as well
as internal distribution costs.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

The following table reflects the loan levels, subsidy levels, and
administrative costs for all Public Law 480 programs:

FY 2000 enacted ~ FY 2001 estimate CO"‘mistigenestOVi-

Public Law 480 Program Account:
Title —Credit sales:
Program level ($166,298,000)  ($180,000,000)  ($180,000,000)
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FY 2000 enacted  FY 2001 estimate CUmmiS‘igEnestovi-

Direct loans (145,298,000) (159,678,000) (159,678,000)
Ocean freight differential ... 21,000,000 20,322,000 20,322,000
Loan subsidies 119,813,000 114,186,000 114,686,000
Title I—Commodities for disposition abroad:
Program level (800,000,000) (837,000,000) (800,000,000)
Appropriation 800,000,000 837,000,000 800,000,000
Title lll—Commodity grants:
Program level (-0-) (-0-) (-0-)
Appropriation -0- -0- -0-
Salaries and expenses:
General Sales Manag 1,035,000 1,035,000 1,035,000
FSA 815,000 815,000 815,000
Subtotal 1,850,000 1,850,000 1,850,000
Total, Public Law 480:
Program level (966,298,000)  (1,017,000,000) (980,000,000)
Appropriation 942,663,000 973,358,000 936,358,000

The Committee has provided bill language allowing transfer au-
thority, not to exceed 15 percent, among titles I, II, and III of PL
480.

The Committee expects that monetized funds from food aid ship-
ments to the Newly Independent States be used only for agricul-
tural privatization and reform.

CCC EXPORT LOANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT
ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

2000 aPPIOPTIAtION ...cecviiviereieererieteeteetetee et ereereereere et e ereereereesesseanens $3,820,000
2001 budget estimate ... 3,820,000
Provided in the Dill .........cooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieeee e 3,820,000

Comparison:
2000 APPTOPTIALION ..eeiiiiiiiiiiiiieeniiee et et e ette ettt e ettt e et eesie eesbteeesaraeessieeeennees
2001 budget eStIMALE ......ccceeeeeiieeeiiieieee e e esees vreeesereeeeeaeeenaaeeas

Under the export credit programs, guarantees are provided by
CCC for the repayment of commercial credit extended to finance
U.S. agricultural export sales. The GSM-102 program covers ex-
port credit with repayment terms of up to three years. The GSM-
103 program provides intermediate-term credit with repayment
terms of three to ten years. The Agricultural Trade Act of 1978, as
amended, requires that not less than $5.5 billion be made available
annually from 1996 through 2002 for GSM-102 and GSM-103. The
FAIR Act provides $200,000,000 for the Emerging Markets Export
Credit Program.

The Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990 established the Program
Account. Appropriations to this account will be used to cover the
lifetime subsidy costs associated with the loan guarantees com-
mitted in 2000 and beyond, as well as for administrative expenses.

Funding for the loan subsidy costs of CCC export credit is pro-
vided through a permanent, indefinite appropriation and not by an-
nual appropriation.
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COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For administrative expenses of the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion Export Loans Program Account, the Committee provides an
appropriation of $3,820,000, the same as the amount available for
fiscal year 2000 and the same as the budget request.



TITLE VI—RELATED AGENCIES AND FOOD AND DRUG
ADMINISTRATION

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

Foop AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Appropriation Presc;lsgiu}gedrug Total, FDA, S&E
2000 appropriation ............ $1,037,661,000 $145,434,000 $1,183,095,000
2001 budget estimate ....... 1,156,905,000 149,273,000 1,306,178,000
Provided in the bill ........... 11,090,905,000 149,273,000 1,240,178,000
Comparison:
2000 appropriation .... +53,244,000 +3,839,000 +57,083,000
2001 budget estimate —66,000,000 ....oocvveiiieiieins —66,000,000

1$1,117,905,000 (appropriation) minus $27,000,000 (rescission) equals $1,090,905,000 (net).

The Food and Drug Administration (FDA) is the principal con-
sumer protection agency of the Federal Government. The agency’s
mission and sole objective is to protect and promote the public
health through its science-based core activities of premarket review
and postmarket assurance. FDA has jurisdiction over a wide vari-
ety of products that affect every person, every day: foods and cos-
metics; human and animal drugs; biologics including blood and vac-
cines; medical devices; and radiological products. FDA activities as-
iv,u];“el t(lilat these products are safe and effective, as well as properly
abeled.

FDA works extensively with stakeholders—industry, consumers,
and other interested parties—to: (1) set food and product stand-
ards; (2) evaluate the safety and efficacy of new drugs and medical
devices before they are marketed; (3) conduct and sponsor research
studies to detect health hazards and violations of laws or regula-
tions, and improve the agency’s base of scientific knowledge to
allow for better regulatory decision-making; (4) inform business
firms and consumers about FDA-related topics; (5) work with state
and local agencies to develop programs that will supplement or
complement those of FDA; (6) maintain surveillance over foods,
drugs, medical devices and electronic products to ensure that they
are safe, effective, and honestly labeled; and (7) take legal action
when necessary to remove violative products from the marketplace
and to prosecute firms or individuals that violate the law.

FDA must respond to fulfill several challenges in order to meet
statutory requirements and its mission: research and development-
fueled pressures on regulatory responsibilities; greater product
complexity driven by breakthroughs in technology; growth in the
recognized adverse effects associated with product use; unpredict-
able new health and safety threats; emerging challenges in the
international arena; and the increased volume and diversity of
imports.
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COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Food and Drug Administration, the Committee provides
a total direct appropriation of $1,117,905,000 for salaries and ex-
penses, rescinds $27,000,000 from prior appropriations, and makes
available an additional $149,273,000 in fees collected under the
Prescription Drug User Fee Act, for a total of $1,240,178,000. This
is an increase of $57,083,000 above the total amount available in
fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of $66,000,000 below the budget re-
quest.

Agricultural Products Testing Laboratory.—Within sums pro-
vided for food safety, the Committee directs the FDA to provide
$1,500,000 for a contract with the New Mexico State University’s
Physical Science Laboratory to establish a laboratory in Dona Ana
County, New Mexico. The laboratory will conduct rapid screening
analyses of fresh fruits and vegetables (imported and domestic) for
microbiological contamination of products sampled by FDA in the
Texas, New Mexico, Arizona area. The laboratory will augment
FDA’s capabilities and facilitate rapid testing of these perishable
products.

Competitive Exclusion Products.—The Committee finds that com-
petitive exclusion products offer an innovative and valuable ap-
proach to reducing Salmonella and other harmful bacteria in poul-
try and livestock. The Committee is concerned, however, that only
one competitive exclusion product has been approved to date de-
spite public statements by FDA, USDA, and the President’s Food
Safety Council supporting this emerging technology. In view of sig-
nificant public health benefits of competitive exclusion products,
the FDA should review new animal drug applications for these
products on an expedited basis.

Contact dermatitis.—The Committee is aware that contact der-
matitis is the most common occupational illness in the United
States costing the U.S. economy over $1 billion annually. The
American Academy of Dermatology and the American Contact Der-
matitis Society estimate that nearly 3,000 chemicals and other ma-
terials can induce allergic contact dermatitis and over 50,000
chemicals are capable of producing skin irritation. The Committee
grows increasingly concerned that U.S. physicians lag behind their
counterparts in other countries in their ability to effectively diag-
nose, treat and train future physicians to care for this epidemic.
Only 24 allergens have been approved by the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration for use in patch test kits, the only available test for
this skin disease. European, Canadian, and South American physi-
cians have over 400 allergens available for testing. The Committee
directs the FDA to return regulatory authority for patch test kits
and their allergens to the Center for Devices and Radiological
Health, and further directs the Center to reinstate those allergens
that were available to U.S. physicians prior to 1986, and expedite
the approval of all other allergens in use in Europe and Canada,
but which have not been approved for use in the United States.

Dietary supplements.—The Committee directs the Food and Drug
Administration to report on the implementation of the decision in
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit in Pearson v. Shalala
regarding dietary supplement health claims. This report is to in-
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clude the specific steps the agency plans to follow to carry out the
decision with regard to dietary supplements, as well as the agen-
cy’s basis for treating dietary supplements differently from conven-
tional foods.

The Committee instructs the Food and Drug Administration to
report to the Committee within 6 months of enactment of the bill,
a summary of the total dollar amount spent in fiscal year 2000 in
assessing the safety of dietary supplements, and in meeting the
legal statutory burden under the Dietary Supplement Health and
Education Act of 1994 for demonstrating safety problems with die-
tary supplements.

The Committee instructs the Food and Drug Administration to
report to the Committee, within 6 months of enactment of the bill,
on the dollar cost to implement the Dietary Supplement Strategy
10 Year Plan.

Food Irradiation.—The Conference Report accompanying the
FDA Modernization Act of 1997 directed FDA to complete a final
rule by November 1998 revising its regulations regarding the label-
ing of foods treated with ionizing radiation. To date, the FDA has
not completed this requirement. The Committee believes that any
required disclosure should not be perceived as a warning or give
rise to inappropriate consumer anxiety. The Committee expects
FDA to make final by September 30, 2001 regulations that pre-
scribe alternative truthful and non-misleading labeling disclosures
that may be used on foods treated by ionizing radiation in lieu of
the existing FDA-required disclosure. The Committee expects a re-
port on the status of the proposed regulation by November 15,
2000.

Generic Drugs.—It is the view of the Committee that one of the
most effective and immediate means to address the rising cost of
prescription drugs is to ensure that the American consumer has
timely access to more affordable generic medicines. In recent years
Congress has provided increased appropriations for the Office of
Generic Drugs to hire more reviewers to reduce the backlog of ge-
neric applications and to accelerate generic drug approval. Despite
such increases, current approval times for generic drugs are three
times the statutory requirements. In an effort to continue to reduce
approval times, the Committee directs that an increase of
$1,500,000 (from within funds provided) shall be used for the up-
grade of information technology systems that allow for the elec-
tronic submission of generic drug applications.

Genetically modified foods.—The Committee expects the Food
and Drug Administration to develop a unified effort to respond to
consumer safety and environmental concerns while providing suffi-
cient information that would allow consumers to make informed
choices about the production and consumption of bioengineered
foods. Any regulatory decision should be based on sound, verifiable
science. The Committee also expects FDA to coordinate its activi-
ties with those of the Department of Agriculture to provide a uni-
fied approach across agency jurisdictions.

Medical Devices.—The Committee notes that advances in re-
search and development in the medical device industry are likely
to increase the number of new technologies submitted for review by
the Center for Devices and Radiological Health (CDRH) and the
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Center for Biologics, Evaluation and Research (CBER). Therefore,
the Committee requests the FDA to dedicate a level of funds in the
fiscal year 2002 budget request to meet statutory review times for
medical devices. Further, the Committee urges the Center to con-
tinue its work to expand the list of eligible devices so as to improve
the success of the third-party review program for medical devices,
and to actively utilize its authority to contract with outside tech-
nical expertise when such expertise is needed to assist in the
prompt and efficient review of breakthrough technologies.

Mutual Recognition Activities/International Harmonization.—
The Committee is concerned about the world-wide proliferation of
regulatory regimes for medical devices and pharmaceutical prod-
ucts. In order to ensure that patients around the world receive the
latest technology promptly, it is critical that the regulatory systems
of the various nations of the world coordinate activities in such a
way as to ensure the safety and efficacy of products, while limiting
the burden of regulatory barriers to innovation and manufacture.
The Committee is particularly concerned about the potential for
barriers to the global marketing of products that are approved for
use in the United States. Therefore, the Committee directs the
Food and Drug Administration to report on the nature and scope
of its activities to promote mutual recognition and international
harmonization, aimed at approval systems as well as product sur-
veillance. This report is to be submitted to the Committee by Janu-
ary 1, 2001.

National Center for Food Safety and Technology.—Within the
amounts provided for food safety, the Committee recommends
$3,000,000 for the National Center for Food Safety and Technology
in Summit-Argo, Illinois, to continue collaborative research in food
safety among government, academia, and private industry.

Orphan drugs—The Committee is concerned that the current
method of review for biologics that are substantially equivalent to
orphan drugs may be creating a competitive disadvantage for bio-
logics. While concern for efficacy and safety remain paramount, the
Committee expects the FDA to develop a system to treat biologics
and chemical-based substances on a more equal basis when these
alternatives to protected orphan drugs are developed.

Radiopharmaceuticals.—The Committee believes that there is a
need to have the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) clarify its
existing enforcement authority and position on the compounding of
radiopharmaceuticals. Radiopharmaceuticals are excluded from the
exemptions provided by section 127 the Food and Drug Administra-
tion Modernization Act of 1997 (FDAMA) (see 21 USC 353a(e)(21)).
With respect to radiopharmaceuticals, FDAMA was not intended to
change the law that was in effect at the time of its enactment (H.
Rep. No. 105-399, 105th Cong., 1st Sess. 95 1997). Furthermore,
the law at the time FDAMA was enacted did not exempt radio-
pharmaceuticals from the adulteration, misbranding, and new drug
requirements of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. There-
fore, FDA should clarify its enforcement policy on the compounding
of radiopharmaceuticals to stop the compounding of radiopharma-
ceuticals that are essentially copies of approved and commercially
available drug products. The Committee urges the agency to
promptly issue guidance setting forth its enforcement policy with
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regard to the compounding of radiopharmaceuticals, but nothing
herein shall preclude the agency from taking enforcement action
under current law prior to issuance of such guidance.

Seafood Inspection.—The appropriations request included de-
tailed authorization language which would transfer seafood inspec-
tion activities from the National Marine Fisheries Service to the
Food and Drug Administration. The Committee feels strongly that
this is a matter to be addressed by the authorization committee,
and therefore has not included the requested authorization lan-
guage.

Secondary Market for Prescription Drugs.—The Committee sup-
ports the recent FDA action to delay the effective date for imple-
menting certain requirements of the Prescription Drug Marketing
Act until October 1, 2001 and reopen the administrative record in
order to receive additional comments. The Committee believes the
agency should thoroughly review the potential impact of the pro-
posed provisions on the secondary wholesale pharmaceutical indus-
try. The Committee directs the FDA to provide a report to the
Committee by January 15, 2001 summarizing the comments and
issues raised and agency plans to address the concerns.

Shellfish Safety.—FDA’s Office of Seafood has a memorandum of
understanding with the Interstate Shellfish Sanitation Commission
(ISSC) to develop shellfish safety regulations. The Committee un-
derstands that the agency funds this agreement at a level of
$200,000, and directs that this level of effort is to continue in fiscal
year 2001.

Tobacco.—On March 21, 2000, the U.S. Supreme Court affirmed
the decision of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit
that FDA lacks jurisdiction under the Food, Drug, and Cosmetics
Act to regulate tobacco products. Subsequent to this decision, the
Food and Drug Administration has taken steps to terminate con-
tracts with State agencies regarding age and picture identification
provisions that have been in effect, and the Agency is in the proc-
ess of terminating the enforcement program. Therefore, the budget
request of $39,000,000 to carry out these activities in fiscal year
2001 is no longer required, and the Committee recommends reduc-
ing the budget request accordingly. In addition, the Committee rec-
ommends rescinding $27,000,000 of the funds provided for fiscal
year 2000, which are no longer required under current law.

Vibrio Vulnificus.—The Committee expects that FDA will con-
tinue its work with the Interstate Shellfish Sanitation Commission
(ISSC) to promote educational and research activities related to
Vibrio Vulnificus. The Committee directs the use of $250,000 for
this effort, within the amounts appropriated for the Food Safety
Initiative.

Waste-management Education and Research Consortium.—With-
in sums provided for food safety, the Committee directs the Food
and Drug Administration to provide not less than $100,000 for the
Waste-management Education and Research Consortium (WERC)
to continue its work in minimizing microbial hazards.

Recommendations by activity.—The Committee recommends that
of the total amount provided: (1) $302,557,000 shall be for the Cen-
ter for Food Safety and Applied Nutrition and related field activi-
ties in the Office of Regulatory Affairs; (2) $329,797,000 shall be for
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the Center for Drug Evaluation and Research and related field ac-
tivities in the Office of Regulatory Affairs; (3) $153,479,000 shall be
for the Center for Biologics Evaluation and Research and for re-
lated field activities in the Office of Regulatory Affairs; (4)
$62,761,000 shall be for the Center for Veterinary Medicine and for
related field activities in the Office of Regulatory Affairs; (5)
$171,677,000 shall be for the Center for Devices and Radiological
Health and for related field activities in the Office of Regulatory
Affairs; (6) $37,868,000 shall be for the National Center for Toxi-
cological Research; (7) $25,855,000 shall be for Rent and Related
activities, other than the amounts paid to the General Services Ad-
ministration; (8) $104,954,000 shall be for payments to the General
Services Administration for rent and related costs; and (9)
$78,230,000 shall be for other activities, including the Office of the
Commissioner, the Office of Senior Associate Commissioner, the Of-
fice of International and Constituent Relations, the Office of Policy,
Planning, and Legislation, the Office of Management and Systems,
and central services for these offices. Funds may be transferred
from one specified activity to another with the prior approval of the
Committee.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

2000 appropriation .... $11,350,000
2001 budget estimate 31,350,000
Provided in the bill 11,350,000
Comparison:
2000 aPPTrOPTIALION .eeiiiiiiiiiiiieiiie ettt ette et et eesrteessbteees eeessaseeesaraeessireeens
2001 budget estimate .........cccceceeerriiieeiiiieeriie e —20,000,000

The Buildings and Facilities account was established for repair
and improvement of existing facilities, as well as for construction
of new facilities when needed.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For Buildings and Facilities of the Food and Drug Administra-
tion, the Committee provides an appropriation of $11,350,000, the
same as the amount available for fiscal year 2000 and a decrease
of $20,000,000 below the budget request.

The Committee recommends $8,350,000 for repairs and improve-
ments to existing facilities, and $3,000,000 for continuing construc-
tion of phase III at the Arkansas Regional Laboratory. The Com-
mittee does not recommend the request for $20,000,000 for the first
phase of construction of the replacement Los Angeles laboratory.
This funding has been provided in House action on the bill H.R.
3908. While the Committee supports replacement of this labora-
tory, it does not recommend the request for advanced appropriation
of $23,000,000 for the second phase of Los Angeles construction.
Such funds are not required at this time, and the Committee will
consider this item in the future. The Committee is concerned about
the impact the transfer of the FDA laboratories to Irvine will have
on FDA employees who currently work at the FDA laboratories in
Los Angeles. The Committee expects the FDA to retain these expe-
rienced employees and to take steps to minimize the impact on em-
ployees throughout the planning and implementation of the move
to Irvine.
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Arkansas Regional Laboratory.—The Committee approves the
full amount of the budget request of $3,000,000 which will go to-
wards a portion of the third and final phase of the overall Arkan-
sas Regional Laboratory project at Jefferson, Arkansas. This phase
will provide for the renovation of the existing Building 50 in its en-
tirety for joint Office of Regulatory Affairs and National Center for
Toxicological Research administrative support space and the res-
toration of the laboratory project site.

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

CoMMODITY FUTURES TRADING COMMISSION

2000 apProPriation .....cccccceveeiereiiiiiiieeeeeeerireeeeeeesirreeeeeeeeserreeeeeeennnns $63,000,000
2001 budget estimate . 72,000,000
Provided in the Dill ..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiieecc e 69,000,000
Comparison:
2000 apPropriation .....ccceeeveeeeeiiieeeiiieenitee ettt +6,000,000
2001 budget estimate .........cccoeceeerriiieeriiieerie e —-3,000,000

The Commodity Futures Trading Commission (CFTC) admin-
isters the Commodity Exchange Act of 1936, as amended. The pur-
pose of the Commission is to further the economic utility of futures
and option markets by encouraging their efficiency, assuring their
integrity, and protecting participants against abusive trade prac-
tices, fraud, and deceit. The objective is to enable the markets to
better serve their designated function in providing a price discovery
mechanism and as a means of offsetting price risk. In properly
serving these functions, the futures markets contribute toward bet-
ter planning, more efficient distribution and consumption, and
more economical marketing.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For the Commodity Futures Trading Commission, the Committee
provides an appropriation of $69,000,000, an increase of $6,000,000
above the amount available for fiscal year 2000 and a decrease of
$3,000,000 below the budget request.

FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION
LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

2000 HMILATION .vveviieieieeiieieeeeieete et sre e sae et e ereesae s e eaesaeesenes ($35,800,000)
2001 budget eStIMALE ....c.ceecvieiiiiiiieieeieee ettt ste e eebeeneeeeteesaeeaee s
Provided in the Dill .........coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieee e (36,800,000)
Comparison:
2000 HMItAtioN ....ccceeverieeierieeieieeceie e se e e e eeas (+1,000,000)
2001 budget estimate .......cccceeeveieeiriieeieiee e (+36,800,000)

The Farm Credit Administration (FCA) originally created by Ex-
ecutive Order No. 6084 on May 27, 1933, was transferred to the
Department of Agriculture on July 1, 1939, by Reorganization Plan
No. 1. From December 4, 1953 to January 23, 1986, the Adminis-
tration was an independent agency under the direction of a Federal
Farm Credit Board (12 U.S.C. 636). The Farm Credit Amendments
Act of 1985 (P.L. 99-205) clarified the FCA’s role as an arm’s-
length financial regulator, granting it the same intermediate en-
forcement powers as other Federal financial regulatory agencies.
The Act also replaced the Federal Farm Credit Board of 13 Presi-
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dentially appointed part- time Board members with the FCA
Board, comprised of a Chairman and two other Board members, all
serving in a full-time capacity. Not more than two members of the
Board shall be members of the same political party.

The FCA is responsible for regulating, supervising, and exam-
ining the institutions of the Farm Credit System (System). The
FCA and the System institutions operate under the authority of
the Farm Credit Act of 1971 (12 U.S.C. 2001 et seq.). The institu-
tions of the System are the Farm Credit banks, Federal land bank
associations, Federal intermediate credit banks, production credit
associations, Federal land credit associations, agricultural credit
associations, and banks for cooperatives. The combined lending ac-
tivities in the System institutions provided short- and long-term
credit to the nation’s farmers, ranchers, and producers and har-
vesters of aquatic products, and their cooperatives. System institu-
tions are owned by their member borrowers. The operation of the
System is funded through the sale of systemwide consolidated
bonds and discount notes in the public money markets, and the in-
stitutions are fully liable for the payment of these securities. The
operating expenses of the FCA are paid by the System institutions
and by the Federal Agricultural Mortgage Corporation through as-
sessments, which are deposited in a special fund in the Treasury
which is available for the use of the FCA.

COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

For a limitation on the expenses of the Farm Credit Administra-
tion, the Committee provides $36,800,000, an increase of
$1,000,000 above the amount available for fiscal year 2000 and an
increase of $36,800,000 above the budget request. The fiscal year
2001 budget proposed no limitation on the expenses of the Farm
Credit Administration.



TITLE VII—GENERAL PROVISIONS

The General Provisions contained in the accompanying bill for
fiscal year 2001 are fundamentally the same as those included in
last year’s appropriations bill.

Section 724: Language is included to prohibit funds from being
used to carry out programs under the Fund for Rural America.

Section 725: Language is included to limit the amount of funds
available for the Environmental Quality Incentives Program to
$174,000,000.

Section 727: Language is included to prohibit funds from being
used to carry out the Initiative for Future Agriculture and Food
Systems.

Section 728: Language is included that funds in this Act shall
not be used to carry out any commodity purchase program that
would prohibit eligibility or participation by farmer-owned coopera-
tives.

Section 729: Language is included that prohibits funds from
being used to carry out the Conservation Farm Option program.

Section 730: Language is included prohibiting the use of funds to
carry out certain activities unless the Secretary of Agriculture in-
spects and certifies agricultural processing equipment and charges
a fees for those activities.

Section 734: The Committee reminds the Administration of the
Constitutional power of the Senate to advise and consent to trea-
ties. The Committee notes with disapproval that this Administra-
tion exhibited disdain for the will of the Senate when the Adminis-
tration signed the Kyoto Protocol in contravention of Senate Reso-
lution 105-98, known as the Byrd-Hagel Resolution, which was ap-
proved by a vote of 95 ayes and 0 nays.

The Committee notes with disapproval that nearly three years
after the Kyoto Protocol was adopted on December 11, 1997, it still
has not been submitted to the Senate for advice and consent as to
ratification. The Committee is concerned that such protracted re-
fusal to make submission to the Senate flouts the powers and pre-
rogatives of the Congress as a whole. The Committee directs that
within three years of the date of adoption, the Kyoto Protocol shall
be submitted by the Administration to the Senate for advice and
consent as to ratification. The Committee also notes that the Kyoto
Protocol has not yet entered into force pursuant to Article 25 of the
Protocol.

This year the Committee has clarified that funds shall not be
spent for items found solely in the Kyoto Protocol and nowhere in
the laws of the United States. These items include carbon emis-
sions trading schemes and the Clean Development Mechanism. The
Committee has taken keen note of the Administration’s comments
that there has been confusion regarding this funding limitation.
The Committee notes with disapproval dozens of expenditures by

(123)



124

the Administration for the Kyoto Protocol mechanisms. The Com-
mittee encourages United States exports to improve the environ-
ment of foreign nations and does so with express reference to the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
(UNFCCC). Likewise all other provisions of the UNFCCC which
have legislative enactment are encouraged.

Section 735: Language is included requiring the Secretary of Ag-
riculture to compensate wheat producers and handlers for losses
due to karnal bunt not later than 45 days after the receipt of a
valid claim.

Section 736: This provision makes the towns of Lloyd, New York
and Harris, New York eligible for rural development loans and
grants.

Section 737: This provision increases the fee on single family
guaranteed loans from one percent to two percent.

Section 738: This provision conforms the contracting authority
for persons overseas employed by the Foreign Agricultural Service
to the authority provided to the Department of State.

Section 739: Language is included that extends the dairy price
support program and delays the dairy recourse loan program.

Section 740: Language is included that provides $4,000,000 for a
hunger fellowship program.

Section 741: This bill includes language that supersedes Section
718 of Public Law 105-277, as amended, and provides that on a
permanent basis beginning with fiscal year 2001, funds made avail-
able through the annual appropriations process for the market ac-
cess program, or any program that replaces the market access pro-
gram, may be used to promote any agricultural commodity as de-
fined in section 102 of the Agricultural Trade Act of 1978, as
amended, except for products that have been specifically excluded
from the market access program by Section 1302, Title I of Public
Law 103-66, the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993.

Section 742: Language is included prohibiting the use of funds
regarding certain floodplains in Arkansas.

Section 743: Language is included that enhances the ability of
the Friends of the National Arboretum to provide additional sup-
port for the National Arboretum.

Section 744: Language is included that the Secretary shall in-
clude the value of lost production when compensating owners of
trees destroyed as part of the Citrus Canker Eradication program
in Florida.

Section 745: The Committee is aware that USDA has recently
issued a final rule regarding the use of Alternate Protein Products
in the National School Lunch Program, School Breakfast Program,
Summer Food Service Program, and Child and Adult Care Food
Program. The Committee is also aware that prior to promulgating
this rule, USDA asked meat and vegetable protein industry groups
to work together to build consensus on the use of alternative pro-
tein products in USDA’s feeding program and is aware USDA’s
final rule does not reflect this consensus. The Committee believes
that these comments have merit and warranted careful consider-
ation by the USDA. The Committee therefore instructs USDA to
reinstate fortification requirements and to disclose to program par-
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ticipants meat and poultry products containing greater than 30%
Alternative Protein Products.

Section 746: This section provides that ratites and squab slaugh-
tered for human consumption be subject to the poultry Products In-
spection Act.

Section 747: Language is included that provides for compensa-
tion, out of available funds, to nursery stock producers for losses
caused by Hurricane Irene in October 1999.

Section 748: The Committee has studied the Action Plan to
Eliminate Salmonella Enteritidis Illnesses Due to Eggs, published
on December 10, 1999. The Committee applauds and shares the
commitment to egg safety evidenced by the plan. The Committee
also expects that a thorough economic impact analysis of the action
plan will be completed prior to the issuance of any proposed rule
pursuant to the plan, in order to prevent any undue adverse impact
on producers.

In preparing regulations to implement the action plan, the Com-
mittee expects that the Food and Drug Administration and other
relevant agencies will (1) combine proposed rules on Salmonella
Enteritidis testing and HACCP-based prerequisite programs for
shell egg producers, in order to expedite the implementation of
quality assurance programs; (2) strongly consider including in their
rulemaking a ban on the repackaging of eggs returned from retail
establishments, as well as nationwide standards for “sell-by” or
“best-by” dates; (3) modify the egg warning label proposed by the
agency on July 6, 1999, to ensure that the label is consistent with
equivalent labels on meat and poultry products, and to take into
account additional protective measures in the action plan; (4) to the
extent funds are available, consider a program to indemnify pro-
ducers who may be required to divert eggs to pasteurization, based
on the difference in price received for diverted eggs and shell eggs
sold in retail markets; and (5) report to the Committee on the pro-
cedures it will use to assure that any functions assigned to state
agencies under the action plan will be implemented in a consistent
manner in all jurisdictions. The Committee expects that where pos-
sible, the agency will utilize the services of personnel of the Agri-
cultural Marketing Service (as well as state agency personnel co-
operating with AMS under existing agreements) who already per-
form inspection or other functions in shell egg packing plants,
under a cooperative agreement or similar arrangement whereby
the Service’s costs would be reimbursed by the agency.

Section 749: Language is included that allows the USDA to make
loans to poultry farmers who have incurred losses due to disasters.

Section 750: Language is included that extends the time within
which to compensate cotton producers in Georgia out of available
funds.

Section 751: Language is included that provides emergency funds
for market/quality loss payments for apples and potatoes.

Section 752: Language is included prohibiting the use of funds to
reimburse crop insurance providers and agents for administrative
and operating costs that exceed 20 percent of the premium.



TITLE VIII—TRADE SANCTIONS REFORM AND EXPORT
ENHANCEMENT

Language is included providing for Trade Sanctions Reform and
Export Enhancement.

TRANSFER OF UNEXPENDED BALANCES

Pursuant to clause 3(f)(2) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, the following statement is submitted describing
the transfer of unexpended balances provided in the accompanying
bill. Transfers of unexpended balances are assigned to the jurisdic-
tion of the Committee on Appropriations by clause 1(b)(3) of rule
X.

1. Office of the Secretary.—The bill allows the transfer of unobli-
gated balances of representation funds in the Foreign Agricultural
Service to the Office of the Secretary.

2. Agriculture Buildings and Facilities and Rental Payments.—
The bill allows transfers to or from the rental payments account
based on changing space requirements.

3. Hazardous Materials Management.—The bill allows the funds
appropriated to the Department for hazardous materials manage-
ment to be transferred to agencies of the Department as required.

4. Departmental Administration.—The bill requires reimburse-
ment for expenses related to certain hearings.

5. Office of the Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations.—
The bill requires a portion of the funds appropriated to the Office
of the Assistant Secretary to be transferred to agencies.

6. Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service.—Authority is in-
cluded to enable the Secretary of Agriculture to transfer from other
appropriations or funds of the Department such sums as may be
necessary to combat emergency outbreaks of certain diseases of
animals, plants, and poultry.

7. Agricultural Marketing Service.—The bill limits the transfer of
section 32 funds to purposes specified in the bill.

8. Farm Service Agency.—The bill provides that funds provided
to other accounts in the agency may be merged with the salaries
and expenses account of the Farm Service Agency.

9. Dairy Indemnity Program.—The bill authorizes the transfer of
funds to the Commodity Credit Corporation.

10. Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund.—The bill provides that
funds from the account shall be transferred to the Farm Service
Agency salaries and expenses account.

11. Watershed and Flood Prevention Operations.—The bill pro-
vides that funds for administering loans shall be transferred to the
Rural Development Salaries and Expenses account.

12. Rural Community Advancement Program.—The bill provides
that funds for certain administrative expenses may be transferred
to the Rural Development Salaries and Expenses account.

(126)
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13. Rural Housing Insurance Fund Program Account; Rural De-
velopment Loan Program Account; Rural Electrification and Tele-
commaunications Loans Program Account and Rural Telephone
Bank Program Account.—The bill provides that administrative
funds may be transferred to the Rural Development Salaries and
Expenses Account.

14. Rural Housing Assistance Program; Rural Business-Coopera-
tive Assistance Program; and Rural Utilities Assistance Program.—
The bill allows funds to be transferred between authorized pro-
grams within the account.

15. Rural Economic Development Loans Program Account.—Lan-
guage is included that allows for transfer of cushion of credit pay-
ments to this account.

16. Child Nutrition Programs.—The bill includes authority to
transfer section 32 funds to these programs.

17. Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants,
and Children (WIC).—The bill permits transfer of funds to other
programs under certain conditions.

18. Foreign Agricultural Service.—The bill allows for the transfer
of funds from the Commodity Credit Corporation Export Loan Pro-
gram Account and Public Law 480 Program Account.

19. Public Law 480.—The bill allows for the transfer of up to 15
percent of the funds between title II and title III, and provides that
funds made available for the cost of title I agreements and for title
I ocean freight differential may be used interchangeably.

20. Commodity Credit Corporation Export Loans Program.—The
bill provides for transfer of funds to the Foreign Agricultural Serv-
ice and to the Farm Service Agency for overhead expenses associ-
ated with credit reform.

CHANGES IN THE APPLICATION OF EXISTING LAw

Pursuant to clause 3(f)(1)(A) of rule XIII of the Rules of the
House of Representatives, the following statements are submitted
describing the effect of provisions in the accompanying bill which
directly or indirectly change the application of existing law. In most
instances, these provisions have been included in prior appropria-
tions bills, often at the request of or with the knowledge and con-
sent of the responsible legislative committees.

Language is included in various parts of the bill to continue on-
going activities of those Federal agencies which require annual au-
thorization or additional legislation which to date has not been en-
acted.

Language is included in the bill in several accounts that ear-
marks funds for empowerment zones and enterprise communities
as authorized by title XIII of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1993.

The bill includes a number of provisions which place limitations
on the use of funds in the bill or change existing limitations and
which might, under some circumstances, be construed as changing
the application of existing law:

1. Office of the Secretary.—Language is included to limit the
amount of funds for official reception and representation expenses,
as determined by the Secretary.
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2. Agriculture Buildings and Facilities and Rental Payments.—
Language is included which allows the transfer of limited amounts
to and from this account.

3. Departmental Administration.—Language is included to reim-
burse the agency for travel expenses incident to the holding of
hearings.

4. Agricultural Research Service.—The bill includes language
that prohibits funds from being used to carry out research related
to the production, processing or marketing of tobacco or tobacco
products. Language is included that allows the Agricultural Re-
search Service to grant an easement at the Beltsville, MD agricul-
tural research center, and language is included that authorizes the
Agricultural Research Service to charge fees for any permit, ease-
ment, lease or other special use authorization for the occupancy or
use of land and facilities issued by the agency and such fees shall
be credited to the Agricultural Research Service and remain avail-
able until expended.

5. Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension Serv-
ice.—The bill includes language that prohibits funds from being
used to carry out research related to the production, processing or
marketing of tobacco or tobacco products.

6. Native American Institutions Endowment Fund.—Language is
included which provides that funds may be used to support facility
renovation, repair, construction, and maintenance.

7. Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service.—A provision car-
ried in the bill since fiscal year 1973 regarding state matching
funds has been continued to assure more effective operation of the
brucellosis control program through state cost sharing, with result-
ing savings to the Federal budget.

Language is included to allow APHIS to recoup expenses in-
curred from providing training to non-APHIS personnel.

8. Grain Inspection, Packers and Stockyards Administration, In-
spection and Weighing Services.—The bill includes authority to ex-
ceed the limitation on inspection and weighing services by 10 per-
cent with notification to the Appropriations Committees. This al-
lows for flexibility if export activities require additional supervision
and oversight, or other uncontrollable factors occur.

9. Agricultural Marketing Service—The bill includes language
that allows the Secretary to charge user fees for AMS activity re-
lated to preparation of standards.

10. Agricultural Marketing Service, Limitation on Administrative
Expenses.—The bill includes language to allow AMS to exceed the
limitation on administrative expenses by 10 percent with notifica-
tion to the Appropriations Committees. This allows flexibility in
case crop size is understated and/or other uncontrollable events
occur.

11. Dairy Indemnity Program.—Language is included that allows
the Secretary to utilize the services of the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration for the purpose of making dairy indemnity payments.

12. Commodity Credit Corporation Fund, Reimbursement for Net
Realized Losses.—Language is included to provide for the reim-
bursement appropriation. Language is also included which limits
the amount of funds that can be spent on operation and mainte-
nance costs of CCC hazardous waste sites.
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13. Risk Management Agency.—Language is included to limit the
amount of funds for official reception and representation expenses.

14. Natural Resources Conservation Service—Conservation Oper-
ations.—This language, which has been included in the bill since
1938, prohibits construction of buildings on land not owned by the
government, although construction on land owned by states and
counties is authorized by basic law. This paragraph also includes
language carried in the bill since 1950, which prohibits the use of
funds for demonstration projects authorized by the Act of April 27,
1935.

15. Watershed and Flood Prevention Operations.—Language,
which was also included in the Emergency Jobs Bill of 1983 (P.L.
98-8) and all bills since 1984, provides that funds may be used for
rehabilitation of existing works.

16. Rural Housing Service—Rental Assistance Program.—Lan-
guage is included which provides that agreements entered into dur-
ing the current fiscal year be funded for a five-year period.

17. Rural Electrification and Telecommunications Loan Program
Account.—Language is included to allow borrowers’ interest rates
for loans to exceed seven percent.

18. Rural Economic Development Loans Program Account.—Lan-
guage is included that allows for transfer of cushion of credit pay-
ments to this account.

19. Child Nutrition Programs.—Language is included to prohibit
funds from being used for studies and evaluations.

20. Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants,
and Children (WIC).—Language is included to prohibit funds from
being used for studies and evaluations, and to allow certain trans-
fers of funds.

21. Food Stamp Program.—Language is included to prohibit
funds from being used for studies and evaluations, and to limit
funds available for employment and training.

22. Commodity Assistance Program.—Language is included that
allows a specific funding level for Commodity Supplemental Food
Program administrative expenses.

23. Foreign Agricultural Service—Language carried since 1979
enables this organizational unit to utilize funds received by an ad-
vance or by reimbursement to carry out its activities involving
international development and technical cooperation. The bill in-
cludes language that prohibits funds from being used to promote
the sale or export of tobacco or tobacco products. Language is in-
cluded to limit the amount of funds for official reception and rep-
resentation expenses.

24. Commodity Futures Trading Commission.—Language is in-
cluded to allow CFTC to recoup expenses incurred from providing
training to non-CFTC personnel.

25. General Provisions.—

Section 704: This provision permits the Secretary to transfer
funds made available by this Act, as well as other available un-
obligated balances of the Department of Agriculture, to the
Working Capital fund for the acquisition of plant and capital
equipment, and provides that no funds appropriated to an
agency shall be transferred to the Working Capital Fund with-
out the approval of the agency administrator.
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Section 705: This provision, carried since 1976, is again in-
cluded which provides that certain appropriations in this Act
shall remain available until expended where the programs or
projects involved are continuing in nature under the provisions
of authorizing legislation, but for which such legislation does
not specifically provide for extended availability. This authority
tends to result in savings by preventing the wasteful practice
often found in government of rushing to commit funds at the
end of the fiscal year without due regard to the value of the
purpose for which the funds are used. Such extended avail-
ability is also essential in view of the long lead time frequently
required to negotiate agreements or contracts which normally
extend over a period of more than one year. Under these condi-
tions such authority is commonly provided in Appropriations
Acts where omitted from basic law. These provisions have been
carried through the years in this Act to facilitate efficient and
effective program execution and to assure maximum savings.
They involve the following items: Animal and Plant Health In-
spection Service, the contingency fund to meet emergency con-
ditions, fruit fly program, the integrated systems acquisition
project, the boll weevil program, up to 10 percent of the
screwworm program, and up to $2,000,000 for costs associated
with colocating regional offices; Food Safety and Inspection
Service, field automation and information management project;
funds appropriated for rental payments; Cooperative State Re-
search, Education, and Extension Service, funds for competi-
tive research grants, and funds for the Native American Insti-
tutions Endowment Fund; Farm Service Agency, salaries and
expenses to county committees; Foreign Agricultural Service,
middle-income country training program and up to $2,000,000
for foreign currency fluctuations.

Section 708: This provision, included since fiscal year 1981,
limits the overhead that can be charged on cooperative agree-
ments to a maximum of 10 percent. This provision is necessary
because many universities attempted to apply the same over-
head rates to cooperative agreements as was being applied to
grants and contracts, without giving consideration to the co-
operator’s contributions as an offset to the overhead charges.

Section 710: This provision, added in 1987, provides that
none of the funds in this Act may be used to restrict the au-
thority of CCC to lease space. This provision allows CCC to
g)élginue to lease space at a lower cost than space leased by

Section 711: This provision provides that none of the funds
in this Act may be made available to pay indirect costs charged
against agricultural research, education, or extension grants
awarded by the Cooperative State Research, Education, and
Extension Service in excess of 19 percent of total direct costs,
except for grants available under the Small Business Innova-
tion and Development Act.

Section 712: This provision clarifies that loan levels provided
in the Act are to be considered estimates and not limitations.
The Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990 provides that the ap-
propriated subsidy is the controlling factor for the amount of
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loans made and that as lifetime costs and interest rates
change, the amount of loan authority will fluctuate.

Section 713: This provision allows funds made available in
the current fiscal year for the Rural Development Loan Fund
Program Account; Rural Telephone Bank Program Account; the
Rural Electrification and Telecommunications Loans Program
Account; and the Rural Housing Insurance Fund Program Ac-
count to remain available until expended. The Credit Reform
Act requires that the lifetime costs of loans be appropriated.
Current law requires that funds unobligated after five years
expire. The life of some loans extends well beyond the five-
year period and this provision allows funds appropriated to re-
main available until the loans are closed out.

Section 714: This provision provides that sums necessary for
the current fiscal year pay raises shall be absorbed within the
levels appropriated in this Act.

Section 715: This provision provides that the Agricultural
Marketing Service; Grain Inspection, Packers and Stockyards
Administration; and the Animal and Plant Health Inspection
Service; and the food safety activities of the Food Safety and
Inspection Service may use cooperative agreements.

Section 716: This provision provides that the Natural Re-
sources Conservation Service may use cooperative agreements.

Section 717: Provides that not more than 5 percent of Class
A stock of the Rural Telephone Bank may be retired in fiscal
year 2001. The provision also prohibits the maintenance of any
account or subaccount which has not been specifically author-
ized by law. The provision also prohibits a transfer of any un-
obligated funds of the Rural Telephone Bank telephone liqui-
dating account to the Treasury or the Federal Financing Bank
that are in excess of current requirements.

Section 718: Provides that of the funds made available, not
more than $1,500,000 shall be used to cover expenses of activi-
ties related to all advisory committees, panels, commissions,
and task forces of the Department of Agriculture except for
panels used to comply with negotiated rule makings and pan-
els used to evaluate competitive award grants.

Section 719: Provides that none of the funds may be used to
carry out certain provisions of meat and poultry inspection
acts.

Section 720: This provision prohibits any employee of the De-
partment of Agriculture from being detailed or assigned to any
other agency or office of the Department for more than 30 days
unless the individual’s employing agency or office is fully reim-
bursed by the receiving agency or office for the salary and ex-
penses of the employee for the period of assignment.

Section 721: This provision prohibits the Department of Agri-
culture from transmitting or making available to any non-De-
partment of Agriculture employee questions or responses to
questions that are a result of information requested for the ap-
propriations hearing process.

Section 722: Language is included that requires approval of
the Chief Information Officer and the concurrence of the Exec-
utive Information Technology Investment Review Board for ac-
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quisition of new information technology systems or significant
upgrades.

Section 723: Language is included that requires certain re-
Rrogramming procedures of funds provided in Appropriations

cts.

Section 724: Language is included to prohibit funds from
being used to carry out programs under the Fund for Rural
America.

Section 725: Language is included to limit the amount of
funds available for the Environmental Quality Incentives Pro-
gram to $174,000,000.

Section 726: Language is included to prohibit contract acre-
age payments to a producer who plants wild rice on contract
acreage unless the contract payment is reduced by an acre for
each acre planted to wild rice.

Section 727: Language is included to prohibit funds from
being used to carry out the Initiative for Future Agriculture
and Food Systems.

Section 728: Language is included that funds in this Act
shall not be used to carry out any commodity purchase pro-
gram that would prohibit eligibility or participation by farmer-
owned cooperatives.

Section 729: Language is included that prohibits funds from
being used to carry out the Conservation Farm Option pro-
gram.

Section 730: Language is included prohibiting the use of
funds to carry out certain activities unless the Secretary of Ag-
riculture inspects and certifies agricultural processing equip-
ment and charges a fees for those activities.

Section 731: Language is included that prohibits funds from
being used to prepare a budget submission to Congress that as-
sumes reductions from the previous year’s budget due to user
fee proposals unless the submission also identifies spending re-
ductions which should occur if the user fees are not enacted.

Section 732: Language is included that prohibits the use of
funds to carry out a Community Food Security program or any
similar activity without the prior approval of the Committees
on Appropriations of both Houses of Congress.

Section 733: Language is included that prohibits the use of
the funds made available by this Act or any other Act for the
National Swine Research Center.

Section 734: Language is included that provides that here-
after no funds shall be used for the Kyoto Protocol, including
such Kyoto mechanisms as carbon emissions trading schemes
and the Clean Development Mechanism that are found solely
iSn the Kyoto Protocol and nowhere in the laws of the United

tates.

Section 735: Language is included requiring the Secretary of
Agriculture to compensate wheat producers and handlers for
losses due to karnal bunt not later than 45 days after the re-
ceipt of a valid claim.

Section 736: This provision makes the towns of Lloyd, New
York and Harris, New York eligible for rural development
loans and grants.
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Section 737: This provision increases the fee on single family
guaranteed loans from one percent to two percent.

Section 738: This provision conforms the contracting author-
ity for persons overseas employed by the Foreign Agricultural
Service to the authority provided to the Department of State.

Section 739: Language is included that extends the dairy
price support program and delays the dairy recourse loan pro-
gram.

Section 740: Language is included that provides $4,000,000
for a hunger fellowship program.

Section 741: This bill includes language that supersedes Sec-
tion 718 of Public Law 105-277, as amended, and provides that
on a permanent basis beginning with fiscal year 2001, funds
made available through the annual appropriations process for
the market access program, or any program that replaces the
market access program, may be used to promote any agricul-
tural commodity as defined in section 102 of the Agricultural
Trade Act of 1978, as amended, except for products that have
been specifically excluded from the market access program by
Section 1302, Title I of Public Law 103-66, the Omnibus Budg-
et Reconciliation Act of 1993.

Section 742: Language is included prohibiting the use of
funds regarding certain floodplains in Arkansas.

Section 743: Language is included that enhances the ability
of the Friends of the National Arboretum to provide additional
support for the National Arboretum.

Section 744: Language is included that the Secretary shall
include the value of lost production when compensating owners
of trees destroyed as part of the Citrus Canker Eradication
program in Florida.

Section 745: Language is included that instructs USDA to re-
instate fortification requirements and to disclose to federal nu-
trition program participants meat and poultry products con-
taining greater than 30 percent alternative protein products.

Section 746: This section provides that ratites and squab
slaughtered for human consumption be subject to the Poultry
Products Inspection Act.

Section 747: Language is included that provides for com-
pensation, out of available funds, to nursery stock producers
for losses caused by Hurricane Irene in October 1999.

Section 748: Language is included that any regulation which
establishes requirements for producers/packers to conduct Sal-
monella Enteritidis tests shall defray or reimburse such costs
to producers/packers.

Section 749: Language is included that allows the USDA to
make loans to poultry farmers who have incurred losses due to
disasters.

Section 750: Language is included that extends the time
within which to compensate cotton producers in Georgia out of
available funds.

Section 751: Language is included that provides emergency
funds for market/quality loss payments for apples and pota-
toes.
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Section 752: Language is included prohibiting the use of
funds to reimburse crop insurance providers and agents for ad-
ministrative and operating costs that exceed 20 percent of the
premium.

26. Title VIII—Trade Sanctions Reform and Export Enhance-
ment.—Language is included providing for Trade Sanctions Reform
and Export Enhancement.

CoMPLIANCE WITH CLAUSE 3 OF RULE XIII (RAMSEYER RULE)

In compliance with clause 3(e) of rule XIII of the Rules of the
House of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill,
as reported, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omit-
ted is enclosed in black brackets, new matter printed in italic, ex-
isting law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman):

AGRICULTURE MARKET TRANSITION ACT

* * & & * * &

Subtitle D—Other Commodities

CHAPTER 1—DAIRY

SEC. 141. MILK PRICE SUPPORT PROGRAM.

(a) kock ok

(b) RATE.—The price of milk shall be supported at the following
rates per hundredweight for milk containing 3.67 percent butterfat:

* * & * * * &

(4) During each of calendar years 1999 [and 20001 through
2001, $9.90.

* * * * * * *

(h) PERIOD OF EFFECTIVENESS.—This section (other than sub-
section (g)) shall be effective only during the period beginning on
the first day of the first month beginning after the date of enact-
ment of this title and ending on December 31, [2000] 2001. The
program authorized by this section shall terminate on December
31, [2000] 2001, and shall be considered to have expired notwith-
standing section 257 of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 907).

* * & * * * &

SEC. 142. RECOURSE LOAN PROGRAM FOR COMMERCIAL PROC-
ESSORS OF DAIRY PRODUCTS.

(a) koskosk
% * * * % * *
(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall be effective beginning
January 1, [2001] 2002.

SECTION 321 OF THE CONSOLIDATED FARM AND RURAL
DEVELOPMENT ACT

SEC. 321. (a) * * *
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(b) HAZARD INSURANCE REQUIREMENT.—

*

* & * * * &

(3) LOANS TO POULTRY FARMERS.—

(A) INABILITY TO OBTAIN INSURANCE.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other provi-

sion of this subtitle, the Secretary may make a loan to
a poultry farmer under this subtitle to cover the loss of
a chicken house for which the farmer did not have haz-
ard insurance at the time of the loss, if the farmer—

(D) applied for, but was unable, to obtain hazard
insurance for the chicken house;

(I1) uses the loan to rebuild the chicken house in
accordance with industry standards in effect on
the date the farmer submits an application for the
loan (referred to in this paragraph as “current in-
dustry standards”);

(III) obtains, for the term of the loan, hazard in-
surance for the full market value of the chicken
house; and

(IV) meets the other requirements for the loan
under this subtitle, other than (if the Secretary
finds that the applicant’s farming operations have
been substantially affected by a major disaster or
emergency designated by the President under the
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency
Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.)) the re-
quirement that an applicant not be able to obtain
sufficient credit elsewhere.

(it) AMOUNT.—The amount of a loan made to a poul-

try farmer under clause (i) shall be an amount that
will allow the farmer to rebuild the chicken house in
accordance with current industry standards.

(B) LOANS TO COMPLY WITH CURRENT INDUSTRY STAND-

ARDS.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other prouvi-

sion of this subtitle, the Secretary may make a loan to
a poultry farmer under this subtitle to cover the loss of
a chicken house for which the farmer had hazard in-
surance at the time of the loss, if—

() the amount of the hazard insurance is less
than the cost of rebuilding the chicken house in ac-
cordance with current industry standards;

(II) the farmer uses the loan to rebuild the chick-
en house in accordance with current industry
standards;

(IID) the farmer obtains, for the term of the loan,
hazard insurance for the full market value of the
chicken house; and

(IV) the farmer meets the other requirements for
the loan under this subtitle, other than (if the Sec-
retary finds that the applicant’s farming oper-
ations have been substantially affected by a major
disaster or emergency designated by the President
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under the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and
Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.))
the requirement that an applicant not be able to
obtain sufficient credit elsewhere.

(it) AMOUNT.—The amount of a loan made to a poul-
try farmer under clause (i) shall be the difference
between—

(I) the amount of the hazard insurance obtained
by the farmer; and

(I) the cost of rebuilding the chicken house in
accordance with current industry standards.

* * *k & * k *k

SECTION 1121 OF THE ACT OF OCTOBER 21, 1998

AN ACT Making omnibus consolidated and emergency appropriations for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1999, and for other purposes.

SEC. 1121. INDEMNITY PAYMENTS FOR COTTON PRODUCERS.

(a) kockok

(b) CONDITIONS ON PAYMENT TO STATE.—The Secretary of Agri-
culture shall make the payment to the State of Georgia under sub-
section (a) only if the State also contributes $5,000,000 to the in-
demnity fund and agrees to expend all amounts in the indemnity
fund by I[not later than January 1, 20001 not later than January
1, 2001, to provide compensation to cotton producers as provided in
such subsection. If the State of Georgia fails to make its contribu-
tion of $5,000,000 to the indemnity fund by July 1, 1999, the funds
that would otherwise be paid to the State shall be available to the
Secretary for the purpose of providing partial compensation to cot-
ton producers as provided in such subsection.

* * * * * * *

(d) ADDITIONAL DISBURSEMENT.—

(1) COTTON STORED IN GEORGIA.—The State of Georgia shall
use funds remaining in the indemnity fund established in ac-
cordance with this section to compensate cotton producers in
other States who stored cotton in the State of Georgia and in-
curred losses in 1998 or 1999 as a result of the events described
in subsection (a).

(2) GINNERS AND OTHERS.—The State of Georgia may also
use funds remaining in the indemnity fund established in ac-
cordance with this section to compensate cotton ginners and
others in the business of producing, ginning, warehousing, buy-
ing, or selling cotton for losses they incurred in 1998 or 1999
as the result of the events described in subsection (a), if—

(A) as of March 1, 2000, the indemnity fund has not been
exhausted;

(B) the State of Georgia provides cotton producers (in-
cluding cotton producers described in paragraph (1)) an
additional time period prior to May 1, 2000, in which to es-
tablish eligibility for compensation under this section;

(C) the State of Georgia determines during calendar year
2000 that all cotton producers in that State and cotton pro-
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ducers in other States as described in paragraph (1) have
been appropriately compensated for losses incurred in 1998
or 1999 as described in subsection (a); and

(D) such additional compensation is not made available
until May 1, 2000.

APPROPRIATIONS NOT AUTHORIZED By LAw

Pursuant to clause 3(f)(1) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, the following table lists the appropriations in
the accompanying bill which are not authorized by law:

State Mediation Grants

Dairy Indemnity Program

Elderly Feeding Program
Emerson-Leland Hunger Fellowships

RESCISSIONS

Pursuant to clause 3(f)(2) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, the following information is submitted describ-
ing the rescissions recommended in the accompanying bill:

The bill proposes rescission of $3,911,000 of funds derived from
interest on the cushion of credit payments in fiscal year 2001 under
the Rural Economic Development Loans Program Account, which is
an annual technical adjustment contained in the budget estimates.

The bill proposes rescission of $27,000,000 appropriated for “Food
and Drug Administration Salaries and Expenses” for fiscal year
2000 in Public Law 106-78. These funds are no longer required due
to the March 21, 2000 Supreme Court decision that FDA lacks ju-
risdiction to regulate tobacco products.

COMPARISON WITH BUDGET RESOLUTION

Clause 3(c)(2) of Rule XIII of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives requires an explanation of compliance with section
308(a)(1)(A) of the Congressional Budget and Impoundment Control
Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-344), as amended, which requires that
the report accompanying a bill providing new budget authority con-
tain a statement detailing how that authority compares with the
reports submitted under section 302 of the Act for the most re-
cently agreed to concurrent resolution on the budget for the fiscal
year from the Committee’s section 302(a) allocation. This informa-
tion follows:

[In millions of dollars]

302(b) allocation This bill

Full committee data Budget

authority

Budget

Outlays authority

Outlays

Comparison with Budget Resolution:

Discretionary $14,376 $14,861 $14,491 $14,867
Mandatory 48,128 31,061 60,884 31,061
Total 62,504 45,922 75,375 45,928

NOTE.—The amounts in this bill are technically in excess of the
subcommittee section 302(b) suballocation. However, pursuant to
section 314 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, as amended,
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increases to the Committee’s section 302(a) allocation are author-
ized for funding designated as emergency requirements. After the
bill is reported to the House, the Chairman of the Committee on
the Budget will provide an increased section 302(a) allocation con-
sistent with the funding provided in the bill. That new allocation
will eliminate the technical difference prior to floor consideration.

F1iveE-YEAR OUTLAY PROJECTIONS

In compliance with section 308(a)(1)(B) of the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 (Public Law 93—
344), as amended, the following table contains five-year projections
ﬁslslociated with the budget authority provided in the accompanying

ill:

[Five year projections, in millions of dollars]

Budget AUthority .....ooceeiiiiiiiiiieiee e 75,375
Outlays:
2 00 TSRS 39,628
2002 .....cceeevenene 4,786
2003 ....ooooieene 548
2004 .....oovveeennee 320
2005 and beyond 507

The bill provides no new revenues or tax expenditures, and will
have no effect on budget authority, budget outlays, spending au-
thority, revenues, tax expenditures, direct loan obligations, or pri-
mary loan guarantee commitments available under existing law for
fiscal year 2001 and beyond.

ASSISTANCE TO STATE AND LOoCAL GOVERNMENTS

In accordance with section 308(a)(1)(C) of the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 (Public Law 93—
344), as amended, the financial assistance to state and local gov-
ernments is as follows:

[In millions of dollars]

New budget authority .........cccccoceeeiiiieiiiieeeeeeee e 18,810
Fiscal year 2001 outlays resulting therefrom ..........cccccceevierinnen. 15,461

PROGRAM, PROJECT, AND ACTIVITY

During fiscal year 2001, for purposes of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (Public Law 99-177), the
following information provides the definition of the term “program,
project, and activity” for departments and agencies under the juris-
diction of the Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, and Related Agencies Subcommittee. The term “pro-
gram, project, and activity” shall include the most specific level of
budget items identified in the Agriculture, Rural Development,
Food and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies Appropria-
tions Act of 2001, the House and Senate Committee reports, and
the conference report and accompanying joint explanatory state-
ment of the managers of the committee of conference.

If a Sequestration Order is necessary, in implementing the re-
quired Presidential Order, departments and agencies shall apply
any percentage reduction for fiscal year 2001 pursuant to the provi-
sions of Public Law 99-177 to all items specified in the explanatory
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notes submitted to the Committees on Appropriations of the House
and Senate in support of the fiscal year 2001 budget estimates, as
amended, for such departments and agencies, as modified by con-
gressional action, and in addition:

For the Agricultural Research Service the definition shall include
specific research locations as identified in the explanatory notes
and lines of research specifically identified in the reports of the
House and Senate Appropriations Committees.

For the Natural Resources Conservation Service the definition
shall include individual flood prevention projects as identified in
the explanatory notes and individual operational watershed
projects as summarized in the notes.

For the Farm Service Agency the definition shall include indi-
vidual state, district, and county offices.

FuLL COMMITTEE VOTES

Pursuant to the provisions of clause 3(b) of rule XIII of the Rules
of the House of Representatives, the results of each rollcall vote on
an amendment or on the motion to report, together with the names
of those voting for and those voting against, are printed below:

ROLLCALL NO. 1

Date: May 10, 2000.

Measure: Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, and Related Agencies Appropriations Bill, FY 2001.

Motion by: Mr. Obey.

Description of motion: To provide an additional $13.7 million in
emergency appropriations for investigation and follow-up legal ac-
tions related to market concentrations and anti-competitive behav-
ior in agriculture.

Results: Rejected 21 yeas to 28 nays.

Members Voting Yea Members Voting Nay
Mr. Boyd Mr. Aderholt
Mr. Cramer Mr. Bonilla
Ms. DeLauro Mr. Callahan
Mr. Dicks Mr. DelLay
Mr. Edwards Mr. Dickey
Mr. Farr Mrs. Emerson
Mr. Hinchey Mr. Frelinghuysen
Mr. Hoyer Mr. Goode
Ms. Kaptur Ms. Granger
Ms. Kilpatrick Mr. Hobson
Mrs. Lowey Mr. Kingston
Mr. Mollohan Mr. Knollenberg
Mr. Obey Mr. Kolbe
Mr. Olver Mr. Latham
Mr. Pastor Mr. Lewis
Ms. Pelosi Mr. Nethercutt
Mr. Price Mr. Packard
Ms. Roybal-Allard Mr. Peterson
Mr. Sabo Mr. Porter

Mr. Serrano Mr. Regula
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Mr. Visclosky Mr. Isiﬁgers
Mr. Skeen
Mr. Sununu
Mr. Tiahrt
Mr. Walsh
Mr. Wamp
Mr. Wolf
Mr. Young

ROLLCALL NO. 2

Date: May 10, 2000.

Measure: Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, and Related Agencies Appropriations Bill, FY 2001.

Motion by: Mr. Delay.

Description of motion: To strike title VIII of the bill that would
implement a process to lift agricultural or medical sanctions
against any foreign country unless the President justifies any pro-
posed sanction and the imposition of any proposed sanction is ap-
proved in law. Title VIII also includes exceptions for imposing sanc-
tions.

Results: Rejected 24 yeas to 35 nays.

Members Voting Yea Members Voting Nay
Mr. Bonilla Mr. Aderholt
Mr. Cunningham Mr. Boyd
Mr. DeLay Mr. Callahan
Mr. Forbes Mr. Cramer
Mr. Frelinghuysen Ms. DeLauro
Ms. Granger Mr. Dickey
Mr. Hobson Mr. Dicks
Mr. Hoyer Mr. Dixon
Mr. Kingston Mr. Edwards
Mr. Lewis Mrs. Emerson
Mrs. Lowey Mr. Farr
Mr. Miller Mr. Goode
Mr. Mollohan Mr. Hinchey
Mr. Murtha Mr. Istook
Mrs. Northup Mr. Jackson
Mr. Packard Ms. Kaptur
Mr. Porter Ms. Kilpatrick
Mr. Regula Mr. Knollenberg
Mr. Rogers Mr. Kolbe
Mr. Skeen Mr. Latham
Mr. Taylor Mr. Nethercutt
Mr. Wicker Mr. Obey

Mr. Wolf Mr. Olver



141

Mr. Young Mr. Pastor
Ms. Pelosi
Mr. Peterson
Mr. Price
Ms. Roybal-Allard
Mr. Sabo
Mr. Serrano
Mr. Sununu
Mr. Tiahrt
Mr. Visclosky
Mr. Walsh
Mr. Wamp

ROLLCALL NO. 3

Date: May 10, 2000.

Measure: Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, and Related Agencies Appropriations Bill, FY 2001.

Motion by: Ms. Kaptur.

Description of motion: To provide $53,100,000 of emergency ap-
propriations to prevent, control, and eradicate pests and plant and
animal diseases.

Results: Rejected 22 yeas to 28 nays.

Members Voting Yea Members Voting Nay

Mr. Boyd Mr. Aderholt
Mr. Cramer Mr. Bonilla
Ms. DeLauro Mr. Callahan
Mr. Dicks Mr. DelLay
Mr. Edwards Mr. Dickey
Mr. Farr Mrs. Emerson
Mr. Forbes Mr. Frelinghuysen
Mr. Hinchey Mr. Goode
Mr. Hoyer Ms. Granger
Ms. Kaptur Mr. Hobson
Ms. Kilpatrick Mr. Kingston
Mrs. Lowey Mr. Knollenberg
Mr. Mollohan Mr. Kolbe
Mr. Obey Mr. Latham
Mr. Olver Mr. Miller
Mr. Pastor Mrs. Northup
Ms. Pelosi Mr. Packard
Mr. Price Mr. Porter
Ms. Roybal-Allard Mr. Regula
Mr. Sabo Mr. Rogers
Mr. Serrano Mr. Skeen
Mr. Visclosky Mr. Taylor
Mr. Tiahrt
Mr. Walsh
Mr. Wamp
Mr. Wicker
Mr. Wolf
Mr. Young
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ROLLCALL NO. 4

Date: May 10, 2000.

Measure: Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, and Related Agencies Appropriations Bill, FY 2001.

Motion by: Mr. Hinchey.

Description of motion: To provide $115,000,000 in emergency ap-
propriations for apple market loss assistance and for quality loss
payments for apples and potatoes.

Results: Adopted 26 yeas to 22 nays.

Members Voting Yea Members Voting Nay
Mr. Boyd Mr. Aderholt
Mr. Cramer Mr. Bonilla
Ms. DeLauro Mr. Callahan
Mr. Dickey Mr. Cunningham
Mr. Edwards Mr. Frelinghuysen
Mrs. Emerson Mr. Goode
Mr. Farr Mr. Hobson
Mr. Forbes Mr. Kingston
Mr. Hinchey Mr. Knollenberg
Mr. Hoyer Mr. Kolbe
Ms. Kaptur Mr. Latham
Ms. Kilpatrick Mr. Miller
Mrs. Lowey Mrs. Northup
Mr. Mollohan Mr. Packard
Mr. Nethercutt Mr. Rogers
Mr. Obey Mr. Skeen
Mr. Olver Mr. Sununu
Mr. Pastor Mr. Tiahrt
Mr. Peterson Mr. Wamp
Mr. Price Mr. Wicker
Mr. Regula Mr. Wolf
Ms. Roybal-Allard Mr. Young
Mr. Sabo

Mr. Serrano
Mr. Visclosky
Mr. Walsh

ROLLCALL NO. 5

Date: May 10, 2000.

Measure: Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, and Related Agencies Appropriations Bill, FY 2001.

Motion by: Mr. Edwards.

Description of motion: To provide $284 million in emergency ap-
propriations for crop loss assistance authorized by section 801 of
Public Law 106-78.

Results: Rejected 18 yeas to 27 nays.

Members Voting Yes Members Voting Nay
Mr. Boyd Mr. Aderholt
Mr. Cramer Mr. Bonilla
Mr. Dixon Mr. Callahan
Mr. Edwards Mr. Cunningham

Mr. Forbes Mr. Dickey
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Mr. Hinchey Mrs. Emerson
Mr. Hoyer Mr. Frelinghuysen
Mr. Jackson Ms. Granger
Ms. Kaptur Mr. Hobson
Mrs. Lowey Mr. Kingston
Mr. Mollohan Mr. Knollenberg
Mr. Obey Mr. Kolbe
Mr. Olver Mr. Lewis
Mr. Pastor Mr. Miller
Ms. Roybal-Allard Mr. Nethercutt
Mr. Sabo Mr. Packard
Mr. Serrano Mr. Peterson
Mr. Visclosky Mr. Porter

Mr. Rogers

Mr. Skeen

Mr. Sununu

Mr. Tiahrt

Mr. Walsh

Mr. Wamp

Mr. Wicker

Mr. Wolf

Mr. Young

ROLLCALL NO. 6

Date: May 10, 2000.

Measure: Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, and Related Agencies Appropriations Bill, FY 2001.

Motion by: Ms. Kaptur.

Description of motion: To provide $80 million in emergency ap-
propriations for equity capital and grants to establish farmer-
owned cooperatives for the processing and marketing of agricul-
tural commodities (including livestock).

Results: Rejected 19 yeas to 26 nays.

Members Voting Yea Members Voting Nay
Mr. Boyd Mr. Aderholt
Mr. Cramer Bonilla
Mr. Dixon Mr. Cunningham
Mr. Edwards Mr. Dickey
Mr. Farr Mr. Emerson
Mr. Forbes Mr. Frelinghuysen
Mr. Hinchey Ms. Granger
Mr. Hoyer Mr. Hobson
Mr. Jackson Mr. Kingston
Ms. Kaptur Mr. Knollenberg
Mrs. Lowey Mr. Kolbe
Mr. Mollohan Mr. Latham
Mr. Moran Mr. Lewis
Mr. Obey Mr. Miller
Mr. Olver Mr. Nethercutt
Mr. Pastor Mr. Packard
Ms. Roybal-Allard Mr. Porter

Mr. Sabo Mr. Rogers
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Mr. Visclosky Mr. Skeen
Mr. Sununu
Mr. Tiahrt
Mr. Walsh
Mr. Wamp
Mr. Wicker
Mr. Wolf
Mr. Young

ROLLCALL NO. 7

Date: May 10, 2000.

Measure: Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, and Related Agencies Appropriations Bill, FY 2001.

Motion by: Mr. Hinchey.

Description of motion: to increase appropriations for Community
facility grants by $10,000,000, Rural business enterprise grants by
$10,000,000, Rural business opportunity grants by $2,000,000,
Water and waste disposal grants by $34,000, and Solid waste man-
agement grants by $1,000,000, and reduce the commission on crop
insurance policies from 24.5 percent of the premium to 20.0 per-
cent.

Results: Adopted 25 yeas to 23 nays.

Members Voting Yea Members Voting Nay
Mr. Boyd Mr. Bonilla
Mr. Cramer Mr. Callahan
Mr. Cunningham Mr. Frelinghuysen
Ms. DeLauro Ms. Granger
Mr. Dixon Mr. Hobson
Mr. Edwards Mr. Istook
Mrs. Emerson Mr. Knollenberg
Mr. Farr Mr. Kolbe
Mr. Forbes Mr. Latham
Mr. Hinchey Mr. Lewis
Mr. Hoyer Mr. Miller
Mr. Jackson Mr. Nethercutt
Ms. Kaptur Mr. Packard
Ms. Kilpatrick Mr. Porter
Mrs. Lowey Mr. Rogers
Mr. Mollohan Mr. Skeen
Mr. Moran Mr. Sununu
Mr. Obey Mr. Taylor
Mr. Olver Mr. Tiahrt
Mr. Pastor Mr. Wamp
Mr. Price Mr. Wicker
Ms. Roybal-Allard Mr. Wolf
Mr. Sabo Mr. Young

Mr. Serrano
Mr. Visclosky

FULL COMMITTEE VOTES

Pursuant to the provisions of clause 3(a)(1)(b) of rule XIII of the
House of Representatives, the results of each roll call vote on an
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amendment or on the motion to report, together with the names of
those voting for and those voting against, are printed below:

ROLLCALL NO. 8

Date: May 10, 2000.

Measure: Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, and Related Agencies Appropriations Bill, FY 2001.

Motion by: Ms. DeLauro.

Description of motion: To provide $14,400,000 in emergency ap-
propriations for services authorized by the Federal Meat Inspection
Act, the Poultry Products Inspection Act, and the Egg Products In-
spection Act.

Results: Rejected 20 yeas to 24 nays.

Members Voting Yea Members Voting Nay

Mr. Boyd Mr. Bonilla
Mr. Cramer Mr. Callahan
Ms. DeLauro Mr. Dickey
Mr. Dixon Mrs. Emerson
Mr. Edwards Mr. Frelinghuysen
Mr. Farr Mr. Goode
Mr. Forbes Mr. Hobson
Mr. Hinchey Mr. Kingston
Mr. Jackson Mr. Knollenberg
Ms. Kaptur Mr. Kolbe
Ms. Kilpatrick Mr. Latham
Mrs. Lowey Mr. Lewis
Mr. Mollohan Mr. Miller
Mr. Obey Mr. Nethercutt
Mr. Olver Mr. Porter
Mr. Pastor Mr. Rogers
Mr. Price Mr. Skeen
Ms. Roybal-Allard Mr. Sununu
Mr. Serrano Mr. Taylor
Mr. Visclosky Mr. Walsh

Mr. Wamp

Mr. Wicker

Mr. Wolf

Mr. Young



146

bﬁﬁ“mn \\mchwo _VMN«OB bmoﬁmc Jerouan) HOuuomwc— U3 Jo 921130
mawl eresesesacartiecsteureiene wMﬂmw Mmonm MMH.w WGO_hNUMF—:EEOU .wo UUM.«.HO
o1z- seressserisssrirassssanees 296'€ sLLE 895'c s SUORIOY [RUOISSIIZUOY) JOJ A1RIDID0G JURISISSY oY) JO 2010
OOORH cesrerersresaresarsserens OOO.M OOO«OH DOO.M srouLiey Uo&&ﬁ.—g@wmﬁu %:m_oOw I0] yoeannQ
ch@: sreesesretnisesstienininne wOb.vm Ovb.ov wch.vm uonENSIUIWpE —N:-OE?—NQDQ
M\\mnVﬂn sessncssassantsessasasrene OON\»Mﬁ MN\OhOM OON\mﬁ wﬂOEOMQﬁNE S[RLIZ]RW SNOPIBZEL]
(000'92-) (000'92) uonINIISU0d pue ‘suonesousr ‘siedoy
AgVaWAV venresesererersrsisiessere AMOQ»\NV AWON«H&V Aﬁow.VNv QLCNGOQG_NE vﬁm wﬂomuﬂhonmo ME_H:—BMM
AOOO“O~+V ANVMNWNC ANVWWNHV ANww«w:”v VSO 01 Wucoiwm
VO.VNNmY OOO“OM + vaKOWﬂ hvb.Nw,ﬁ mvmdvﬂ ceraessrrensrrreressaraatnae muﬁ_ogwﬁ [IUSI puE SORIIOE] pUR uM-EU——:D 0H5a~50_.mw<
oI e I 0 629 €19 st ONRTSTUTWPY 10J bm«ohuow JURISISSY 93U} JO 3dJO)
165'65- 910'6¢+ 59 TEIWTL $TS'sE suoneradQ 2aNNdaXH ‘B10],
000°05- 0006+ 000°6T 000°SL, JuswuoIAus Sunndwod vowwo))
Nww.ﬁl serssesaeseresersnenrntene Mwhh? WOQRO mwbmw\. HDQM«.«O —Nmuﬁw—u_ﬁ— .«O—SU Oﬁ—u .«0 DO—.«.«O
629t~ S00'v+ 15001 0891 90'9 19013 UOHEBWIOIU] JOIYD) Y3 JO YO
¥81- 1869 S9L'9 1859 sisf[euy weidorg pue 193png Jo 50430
768- 11+ STLTT 01971 LOLTT uorsiAl( sjeaddy euoneN
L AA 80¥'9 7198 80F'9 ISIWOUOTY JA1UD)

suoperad() sAlNOIXg
8L- 6651~ 9€8'T Y16 SEV'ST £¥e35135G 313 JO 20O

Sunoyre pue ‘Suissadorg ‘uopdnpoly
SINVIOO0Y TVINLINONOV - 1 41LLL
jsonboy papeur e jsanboy pajrug
‘sA g Sa g 1007 Ad 000Z X4

(Sspuesnoy) ur sjunoumry)
1002 YOI TTI9 AHL NI GAANAWNOITY SINNOIY NV SLSANOMI LADANg ANV
0002 404 ALIMOHLNY (TVNOLILVOI'TO) La3DANI MAN A0 INAWALVLS FALLVIVANOD



147

T ETTE+ 00C'sLy Ho'LIS 896°CHY
00Z's 00T's 00Z°‘s
(000°L8) (000°28) (000°L8)
YT TETIE+ 000°0LY LS S9L'LEY
L1~ 819 $€9 819
€61~ 9ET+ 438471 $67'596 96556
MWOAOMI aeaesesesesssictititicerer H?M&@M ?@H,WF .HVW.QM
$0S+ 996y + 0bL'8Th 9€Z'8TY YLIYCY
[ AOOW.N.TV Agﬁ“hv AOOH.NV AOO@»?V
989'9T + 0EE'y 1SS'LLY $9809Y 188°18Y
YLY'E 0089+ 89688 86S'¢E6 ¥88°788
sonsssasararerarrisasaseer OON“MMv Oommmm Oomdm OOW.NW
PLY'Er 000°'02+ ¥8£°058 85T'v68 ¥8€°0€8
Aomv.ﬁuv AOOOWC Aogam.ﬁv Aom*\c._”v
9€T+ SIS T+ 158001 ST9°001 £€E'66
$66°01 + 950'T + 61+'99 yer'ss £9€'69
hw@»ml wevesaerevasarrriereenenes V@MtQN H@W«Nﬂ V@ﬂhaN

Teeressrssetaniresitinttretres UQEvm :o_aOUQMGM F—Q—N0= HF—N—&H GGN —NEM=< A—NH—OrH;

sanIIoe) pue sfuIpjing
$99] J9sn OV

sosuadxa pue satrejes

:90IATaG uonoadsuy yijesy Jueld pue [eWUy

swerford £rorenday pue Sunayrep 1oy £rejo1de§ 1apup) oyl Jo YO

olAzdg
UOISULIXE] puk ‘uoneInpyy ‘Yoreasay a1eis saneradoo) ‘eioy,

sonIAIR pajeidoju]
SOMIAIOR UOISUIXT
pun,J JUSWAOPUL SUOHNINISU] UBILAWY JANBN
SAIIIAIOE UOLIBINDI PUR YOIBosoy
1921AT0S UOISUDIXE PUE ‘BOIRINpH ‘Yoreasdy 21eig aaperadoo)

IATDG Yoreassy Jernynouldy qeio],

saljlj1oey pue surpjing
90IATIS YOreassy [eImnoudy

2rn3noudy Jo snsua))
201ATDS SOISHEIS [RININOLIZY [EUOBEN]
9IIAIAG Y2IBISIYY JWOU0IT
*SOIBOUODT] PUE BOPRINPH ‘YoIeasay J0j AIejordag Iopur) dy3 Jo 90130
JosUno)) [eIsuar) Y3 Jo MO




148

- R——— 685 716 SOtATEG
Jeanynoudy uSioro,] pue wie,] J0j A1)0159§ Iopur) Y3 JO MUJO
sweIdorJ 2ourISISSY WIg]
90£'SST- LEY'00T + £81°0€9'e 68Y'688E 9bL'6TSE = JuroNIey pue ‘Sussoooxd ‘wogonpold ‘eiol,
1454458 1L9'YT+ 06L€L9 $0T'889 611°619 901A195 uopdadsu] pue £19Jes poo ‘[BIOL
(000') (000'T) (000'T) /1 599§ uonEIpa1E qE]
yIv'pI- L9+ 06L°€L9 $0T'889 611619 901a19§ uonaadsug pue £1ajeg poog
¥I1- ot 09S ot .bo.«wm pooy 30§ bﬁo.uuow J9pUQ) 9Y1 JO PO
QWW.N‘VV pmwaNVv pmm“va ..mOOEOw Mﬂ:ﬁm-vg UEN ﬁomuc&wﬂm uo GO—uNu-E—WM
8hL's- 89E'T+ 108'L2 6¥SEE €EV'9T sasuadxa pue souefes
TUOHEBISIUIWPY SPIeAyd01§ % s1oyoed ‘uopdadsu] ureln
901~ 6ET°9+ ¥9TIL 01S'18 STI'S9 901A19G SungeyIey [ermnoudy ‘eI,
resersssasataststsesnrnny OOM.* OOW»ﬁ 8W»H OON»H V—‘_C_wwvwwnwnw Uﬁ& WOMM«M Oa w:uDE-NAH
eversrsasrerassrarerastees O—HOJ‘. + wM#&Mﬂ me»MM wNn\NM ANM ﬁOﬁoOw EO.—M HQ.«WGN..;V
Kiddns pue ‘swoour ‘syayrewr SuuayiBuans 103 spung
(oeL'09) (oeL'09) (oeL'o9) | e = (Pa3I310 $99) WioJ ‘sasuadxa SANBNSIUTUPE UO UONEIIII])
(000t) (000't) (000't) $00J 195N UONEZIPIEPUEIS
9%T0l- 6787 + 97€'9S LS99 L6Y'TS 2011198 SunojIey
:001AT9G FunjoNzey [ernymoudy
1sonbay poweug g 1sanboy patoeuy
'SA g sA g 1007 X4 0007 Ad

(Spuesnoy) ul SHUNOUEY)
panunuo)—Y00Z YOI TTd AHL NI GAANAINIWOITA SINQOWYV ANV SLSANOTA LADANG ANV
000Z OJI ALIMOHLAYV (TVNOLLVOI'I40) LaHANG MAN 40 INFWILVLS FJALLVIVANOD



149

[e103g0g

PIZIpisqns paajueienn

pazIpisqnsun pasjueiens)

RET T
:sueof Sunerado wiey

[ej03qng

pasdjueiens)

wan(]
:sugo] dIysIaumo weg
SUONJRZIIOYINE UBO]
JUNo00Y WeiSoId pund 2oueInsu] 3Ipar) [eIn)noudy

Aouady 901AT0G WIRY ‘[RIOIgNS

wexdoxd Luwopus Lire(

sjueId uopeIpow eI

asuadxa pue sowre|es qeio],

i (9z0‘08L+) (898°LL1E) (898°LL1'E) (Tr8'L6e'e)
seterensssvesereasssrerene AgnbbN + v AW@M»N\PVV AW@MNN\N\VV AOOO;OONV
s | (QETT0E+) (000°0007) (000°000°7) (@r8'L69'T)
(000°00Z +) (000°00£) (000‘00L) (000‘00S)
s | (Q/.CB9G +) (000'8z1‘T) (000°8TT‘T) (zev'655)
s | (170°996 +) (000‘000'T) (000°000D) (eLeiey)
mressrasmenssasasnsasesnss AmVlv ASO,%NHV AOOO»WNMV AQBNWNHV
000°T- T66°€E+ SE8°1€8 S€8°7€8 PP8L6L
osy osy osy
envasnssensssan svssessene Awgnmw.*.v ASMNWQO.MV ASMNWQOAHV AQWW“WOO“ﬁV
(Fsp'ss+) (61L°9927) (61L'997) (s9z‘112)
et N C S (s1£592) (s1€'597) (198'607)
(s18) (s18) (s18)
(685) (689) (685)
seesesrevessactassesorrnan Mg-mmnf mwmanw mwmn%w Vamuvmh

syunodoe werford woxy stajsuei], ‘reloqng

(JIDV wozj J0jsueI])

(08 “Td wo1j 12jsue1])

(sueoy 130dxo woIy 39JSULI])

sasuadxo pue sourejes
£ousdy 901a10g WIe]



| GhS'E0L + 2333 $s's8l 90078 seIpisqns ueo] ‘EI0L
.......................... 67675+ 118'9¢ 1189 788'c sueoj 1aysesip LHusirowyg
cenmsssessisnsssssons | oy €€ €7¢ 1z uonisiboe pue| oquy veipu]
aerevasssererererarereters »ubc.wm.* VMWNGNM me«QNH Oww.Ob wNuOuDJW
................ TYTTYPYTOPY vN\MKHN.T vahwm Vmanwm ONONN\H ttbmtmvpsw QOOﬂQﬁHNSO
Sesavevacsssesvassrererese °$»m+ 8V.FN ccvth O?QNMN qumcmwa=w== UQUM—&NHN—.—O
seseusererssesesearesnres varmm+ OV#.MO O?ﬁnmo OommmN ttumﬁm
sueol Sunerado wirey
4svessacanneresesteriacans mgfﬂﬁ + owwawﬁ owwhwﬂ MVNR“ —N&O&D-ﬂm
EYITTTTY TR TR PRI R PR YY %»N-—x OOHAW 8Hhm @Hw\ﬂ vouaﬁﬂhﬁﬂ-o
.......................... mmm»w + 98 bhmH 98 hhmﬁ wa,v 1211(J
:sueo] diysioumo wireJ
1SIpISqNS UBO'|
.......................... (ro'y'i+) | (see'Lss'y) | (8e6'Lss'y) | (T6T'es0'€) suonezEoyne UBo ‘TEIOL
(000'001) (000‘00T) (000‘001) SUBO] UOHEJIPERIA [1A39M [jOg
.......................... b90'szT +) r90°osT) #90°0ST) (000's2) sueo] xossesyp Lousdrowg]
......................... . Aw L6 +v AOOO”NV AOOOANV AwNOJV sueoj :Oﬁ_w_s—uum pue| 2qu1} ueIpu]
1sanboy paeug mg jsanbay paeuyg
“SA g sa g 100C Ad 000Z A

(spuesnoy} ul sjuNowy)

panunuo)—J00Z YOA TTI9 AHL NI GHANAINWOITI SINNOIWY ANV SLSANOTI La9ANd ANV

- 0007 JOA ALNIOHLNYV (TVNOLLVOI'IO) L3HANG MIAN 40 INAWALVLS JALLVEVAINOD



151

(sasuadxa 2AIRIISIUNUPE UO UOPeIIWYT)

(uonezuoyine ueo|)

(aa3suen) £q)

swerdo1 [exn)noudy 1 opn eIo],

suopezodio)) ‘o],

(sosuadxa sanenswiwpe uo uoreIwy|)
JuswaZeurw o)sesm SNOPILZEY JOJ 0URUIUIEW pue suonerad(

S2SSO[ PIZI[B2I AU I0J JUSWISINGUISY
:pun,] uonerodio) yipor) Aypowwio)

punj uonerodiod ssueinsur doxo [erapay
:uonerodio) adueinsuf dox) [erapay

suonerodro)

swerfo1] 90ouURISISSY W] ‘1oL,

Kouofy JuswoBeuey ysng

Aouadyy ao1a1ag wRy ‘RIoL,

(uonezuoyine ueoy)

punyj S0URINSUT JIPoI)) Jern)ndudy ‘eo],

(L8z‘s01) (Lsc'son) (Lsz'so1)

e | (0pQ'pr ' T+) | (8€6°LSS) (8€6'LSS'Y) (T6Z'€80°c)

* | (bSH'SS+) (61L'992) (61L°997) (s9z'112)

€2€'95T- 62€CS6” 9L6'CSYVE 66C0VLYE SOE‘9Ep'SE

sresaserisatacnancesanase WHM.QVNJ| Wanhwmvth wm\whwmvrQN mgthh“Om
(000°) (000°s) (000°¢)

s | 6Z199°T- LOOTLLLT LOOTLL'LT 9€TL£0°'0E
tesssstesssrasastusenasnse VHwaOHOTM + H\.«OK‘NF“H ,—”N\O«N\NN\«N N\WW»OHN\

L107- 6VS961 + STT'SSET TET'9SE’T 9968ST‘T
L LT T T T T T Y PT YT O T Y T N..thm.f OON..“N\W OON\F@ mwmamc

0001~ E8T6L+ £V8'98C°T €¥8'L8T'T 110°v60'T

(Ov9'vLt'1+) | (8€6'LSS'Y) (8¢6'LsS) (z6T'c80°c)
wessesescessstannersanene Hg»wWH + wcowmmwu woohmﬂv FOHACQN
4sssssstasnscnnntererranen MQNNWW.—. *W.VKQON VWV»@ON H@H«?HN

eisraretarsresirsrateraras ﬁ@ﬁn OMH.V @Mﬁ.? Ocmrv

PSY'SS+ SIE'S9T SIE'S9T 198'60T

dxo JIOV ‘0L,

sasuadxa sanenSIUIUPY

(vSd 01 ¥ojsuexy) osuadxs pue soue[es
sasuadxa JIDV



(oL9'e) (9r0°'1E+) (910°1€) 1'% (411 woiy sojsueL])
(e0g-) (zeg’e+) (Lee'e) (ov9'e) (&1 wosy 32jsueI])
(rse'ee-) (6L8'sLE+) (6L8'sLE) (ecT'60r) (d1HY wosy 3o5sues])
101°01- 0LT°0CT + 0LZ'0Z1 TLE0ET sasuadxa pue saLre[eg
:sasuadxa (T4
S6TET+ 00278+ LES'SLL TWS'TIL LEY'E69 werdord juswasueape Aunwwod [erny
guswidopaas(g 1eIny
LT~ 88¢ S09 88¢ wawdojaaa(] [eIny 10J £1819109G Iapun] Y1 JO DIO
SNVIDOUd INHWNJOTHAHA TVINA - 1T 1LIL
661°59- €598+ 118°CI8 010'8L8 8ST'408 wexSo1d UoNeAIdSUOD ‘I 9N ‘TeI0L
ﬁwﬂag meaw.T wﬁH»NMw gNme anmow .................................... QUEDW —.—OMaEQWF—QU WUUH:OWOM ~QH=HMZ r—WHO'H.
.......................... hhm.wn \k.m.w weidoxd SOATIUDOUI h.n_mo.«om
0SL'y + 0SL‘S+ STO‘TH §9z9¢ §97‘se 1wowdoaA3p pUE UOTIRAIISUOD 92IN0SIY
.......................... ONthn MNV,mw va«mw MS.HQ wcomumu&o EO:ﬁ?VOhQ POO]J pue paysrajem
00S+ 00S + 898°01 89¢°01 89¢°01 Suruuerd pue sfoalns poysiolem
1ev'oL- 000'9T + 71899 EYT'LYL ZI8099 suonerado uoHeAIdSUO)
19JIAISG UOHRAIISUO)) S90INOSY [eINJBN
o) N €69 11L €69 “JUSWIUOIIAUG PUR SIINOSY [eInjeN 10j AT1812109G Japur) oY1 JO IO
SNVIODOUd NOLLVAYHSNOD - I HLLLL
jsonboy pajoeuyg g jsonboy pajoeuyg
saqig saqg 100T Ad 000C Ad

(spuesnoy) up syunowry)
panunuo)—100Z YOI TTI9 FHL NI FIANFWNOITE SINNOWY ANV SLSANOTI LADANI ANV
0007 404 ALIMOHLAV (TVNOLLVOI'TH0) LIADANT MAN 40 INTWALVLS JALLVIVAINOD



153

8LS'T- 08€+ vL8 AN & 4 safes 1pa1d Suisnoy A[rue-ninA
i v (¥zs 09s) sueo] s
ONWuﬁl Og»ﬂ.*- ONW*M oghm va ...................................... Awmm .UUMV MUUﬁCNhNﬁM WE_W_JOS %——EN&A&——.—E
86L°T £96°01 + 97¢'9S AN €9¢'sh (STS "995) Suisnoy fejuay
sessstesessnstsavarsansnes wgaﬂﬂu wcm.ﬁﬁ AV#W .OUWV 10qe| Ehﬁﬁm
S69'T 18§+ 18111 9LTVL 0066 (0 -295) apedas Sursnoy
000°L€- irakAN 00+'L 00r' v 0Ts'61 pasjuerend pazipisqnsup)
020'TE- 0€6'78+ 09L'9LT 08L'80Z 0£8°€6 (z0g *295) Ay 2j8urs
uwomvmwnﬂ:w ﬂ&O\H
(z1s'11€-) (er'vsr+) (Lev'cLo’s) (600°s8¢‘S) (€LE685Y) suoljepzZUOYIne Ueo] ‘TR0,
(67 Rl I (111 X9 (600°5) (000°s) punj Juswrdofasap puey 3uisnoy djoy-jjos
(000's+) (vi'g+) (o00‘sT) (o00°01) (€s7'9) sofes J1pa1d uisnoy Ajrwey s(3uIg
(ozz’e-) (ogs+) (08D (000°s) (osz'D) sofes 31pald Suisnoy A[rwey-HBny
.......................... ANWﬁ!V Agmmv ﬁgrmv ANmﬁ.mv fVNW .QOWV Wﬁ—g— Ua—w
Ag.gﬁtv serrerssarierssssrertiens A§.8Hv A§»8Nv AOOO‘SHV ......................................Awmm .UUWV wovaﬁﬂhﬂﬂ—w wﬂ_m_)o: %——Eﬁ,«l—:SE
(6L9c-) e | ([RETT) (000‘0zD) (ze'vin) (ST *295) Buzsnoy [ejuay
sesssssaarersarsessssarans AﬁS‘WNIV AMS»WNV AVHW .QUMV HOD&— E.«Nry—
(09 s | (96E7E) (000°0%) (96¢°26) (¥0s "29s) aredar Buisnoy
wesnessstasuenssnasrensany ASQ“OOW.TV AS%OON\MV A§.SNNMV ASO‘SNAMV vOOuENHN—dM QON—mﬁmD—.—w—.—D
(000°002-) : (o00‘001‘T) (000°00€°1) (000'001°D) (zos +09s) Apweg o[Burg
‘suonezioyine ueo|
AUNONY Ewuwo.u.m pun,j 20ueInsuj wEwSOE Jeanmyf
1901A15G SuIsnoj Jerny
por'c+ oLY'ToT + LOT‘968 €16'768 LE9'E69 juswdopars(y femy ‘[eIoL
(8Tv'L) (zes'ees+) (zes'ees) (096°085) sasuadxo (1Y ‘jeI0L
severssrrsserasnrersaresne AOOO.M.TV AOOQMV A§.MV Anm.H.Mm EO&.« uo.«wﬁﬂk,ﬁv




154

LLLLT- 0004+ 000°L6 LLL'YLT 000°€L syuswied pue syuerd ‘reroiqng
LLL'S- 000°0E + 000°0€ LLL'SE junodoe werford 1oqe) wieg
.......................... OOO“OM OOO“GM OOO«WV m:-ﬂhw OQGNummwmﬁ Mﬂwwscﬂ— —&ksx
000°T1- 000'8Z 0000t 000°8T sjued Suisnoy djay-3jas pue [erinjy
(@1s11€”) er'sr+) (Let'eL0‘s) (600°s8¢°S) (gLE'68S'Y) (uonezuoyine uroT)
$90°SET- 08688+ 6119871 Y ITY'L 6EVL6T'T puny souernsuf SursnoH [eany ‘[RI0L
00172~ 006'ST+ 006'SS9 000089 000°0¥9 weidord souesisse [BIUy ‘[BI0T,
006'S 006'S 006'S (@) E)z0s 295)
001've- 006°ST + 000059 001'vL9 001'¥E9 (126 *098)
‘wexford aouejsisse jejuay
pSe'ee- 6LY'SLE+ 6L8'SLE €ET'60Y (g 01 rojsueny) sasusdxa aapensuiwpe JIHY
. mbwﬁwhmu mhm,mhm ............................... Ammv— o3 uo.uwﬁﬁ.ﬂv sasuadxa SALRIISIUIWPE JIIY
T19°LL- 080°¢L + 0P9'vST 1$T'TEE 095181 SaIpIsqns weo| ‘€10,
.............. S 6LT 6LC 187 puny EOEQO_Q A9 puE[ Mﬁ_mson m—osn.ﬁum
cesereserrresesarieervesas 08g- 08E so[es 3IpaId mc_wso: h::‘_& o_wc_m
1sonboy pajoeuyg mdg 1sanboy pareuyg
'sA g sA g 1007 A4 000T X4

(spuesnoy} u1 sjUNOWY)
panunuo) 1007 YOI 1119 AHL NI AAANIWINOITA SINAOWY ANV SISANOIY LADANG ANV
0007 YO4 ALIIOHLAY (TVYNOLLVOI'IF0) LADANI MAN 40 INFWALVLS HJALLVIVAINOD



155

tessesssrsscresenssnnaras onGNNnv Amvmthv sasuadxa SO ;EO,H
sessserssrressnrsranenaise pmm.muv pmm“mV (44 10y woxy Ho.umﬂmkb
tessssrsansansansasssnssaan NHW,VNI NM@J\N sasuadxas pue soureeg
:sasuadxas SOAY
e e I | XL 3 000°S 000°S punj Sujoaar 133uad Juswasoxdwr Ansnpur daays jeuoneN
000°s- 00S + 0059 00811 0009 syuesd juowdojaadp oaieIodood feany
resesnnsssssnnnesss | gy 4 116'c 116 £Sh'e Apisqns 30911(]
(000's) (000°s1) (oo0'sT) (uonezIOyInE ULOT)
Junoxy werdor sueoy juswdolosa(] SIOUOX JeIny
199°€1- 198°C+ €187T YLY'9E T56'61 punyg ueo] juswdojesa( jeany ‘eI0L
€0¢- LEE'E+ LEE'E ovo°’s (Q@y 01 1935uER) Sasuadxo SANBHSIUIUPY
senerere: ceresesrorsrasaane hmmamu bmm.m sesaenssenasisasnessssasssssiennstares Amomvm o0 Hvuwcm.ﬂv sasuadxs AIRIISIUTWIPY
8SE'ET- 1982+ 9LY'61 125443 S19'91 Apisqns ueo|
A@MN»@NIV eeserersrersiesnsrrereerer A@WNmev AW@?}V@V ﬁ@gnwmv A—ho_uﬂNmHo:«;Q GNSV
unodoy werdor punyg ueo| yuswdojaada(] eIy
:901A19G 9AnEI2d00))-ssauIsng [RIY
(cis'rig) (vzr'vey+) (Lev'eL0’s) (600°s8¢°S) (eL£'685'Y) (uoneziroyine ueo)
TSI 6THIS+ 61'E8ET 19Z'9¢S°T 066'T€€'T 201a13g Fuisnop] jeiny ‘[elo],
e | (0EV'LEY) (oev'Ley) asuadxo SHY ‘[el0L,
(6L8°sLE) (6L8'sLE) (41HY wo1j Yojsuel])
srsrersessatisersesesente ._”WW?—”O| MWWNHO A&D O:@ mvmhﬁ—wm

:sosuodxo SHY



156

(000°s-) (00s*1L87) (000°0v0°7) (000°s707) (00S'T19°7) suonezHOYInE UBOT ‘[RIOL
(000s6%) (000°s6¥) (000‘s6t) [e01qng
(o00‘0z1) (oo0‘0z1) (ooo‘oz1) 444 ‘Pang
(00000€) (000°00€) (000°00€) a1ex Amsear], 4021
(000's) (0o0'sL) (0oo0’sL) %S “900m(

SUOHRIIUNWWOIR Y,

(o00’s-) (00S°1LS") (000°stS°1) (000°0sS‘D) (0os‘911°0) Teroiqng

.................... PSPy AOOO.OOV.TV AOOO$OOVV AOOOhOOVv _uvvuﬂmhﬂﬁo

s | (000°0067) (000°008) (000°008) (000‘00L'T) A ‘P

.......................... AOOOﬁONv AOOO“OOMV AOOO.W@NV o761 —5Q_Om==2 JUOHMQ
(00s°1L7) (000°08) (00008) (00s121) %S “91(]
PIPIY
suonezoyine ueoy
JUnoNYy
weifo1 sueo| SUCHEITUNWIWOIINI], PUL UOTIRIIJIIIIAH jeiny
1301408 SOIN[NL) eIny

(6£2°97-) s | (QETEG) (Sev'6L) (957¢$) (uonezpoyine ueo)

- (Lege) (Leg'e) (av3suen 4q)

19981~ €6L'ST- ¥TT'sE $88'9¢ LIOYS 2010195 9areI2d00))-sSaUISNg [RINY ‘[BIO],

jsanboyy parrug g 1sonbay] poreuyg
‘sA g saqig 100C Ad 0007 Ad

(spuesnoy) ul syunowry)
PAaNUPUO)—100Z YOI TTI4 AHL NI GAANAIWNIWOI T SINNOWYV ANV SESANOAY LADANT ANV
0007 404 ALFROHILNV (TVNOLLVOI'TE0) LA9dNd MAN A0 INTWNALVLS FALLVHIVANOD



157

000'¢- 000°¢ (SN 01 39suexy) sasuadxs sANBIISTUIWIPE 1Y
00L~ 065'T 06S'T 062'€ Apisqns ueof 12211(]
(ooo‘sLT) (ooo‘sLT) (000‘sLT) (voneziOyINE UROT)
uno2y werdold yueq suoydaja], feray
(000's-) (00s°1L57) (000°0$0'7) (000°s+0°7) (005'119°0) (uonezIOYINE URO)
o0y~ SEL'QL+ 9TEYY 95€89 8LT'9Y Junody werdorg
SUBO] SUOIIEOIUNWIIODII], PUB U0 [eIny ‘[eIOL
0L9'E- I IE+ I0'1E IILYE (Y 03 ¥9jsuery) sasuadxa aaneSIUTWPE JLLHA
ereressrenseresennerersone OS.MM| Wg.HM essetetiecrentesatisaosnoe AWDN— 01 .wonumﬁﬁ.:v sasuadxa sanensuwpe J1ITd
OLE- SET'ST + OLZ'EE OY9'eE (424 S3IPISqnS Ueo ‘[BIO],
Arersrererrcrerasranabarer oowaﬁ.f ON\F-N« ON\N\“B O‘HN«M —NﬂOﬁAﬂ—am
a44 ‘wang
ssseseseseesescosasescsene OBM.N| OBM.N aer b-‘.—wwvhvﬁ JQD&«Q
ereseesassresersrssrrevese GMG@.*. ONR\R\ O\x\x.h o8 %S .HUUHMQ
'SUOIIRIIUNWIWOI]I ],
0LE- 8LS'ET+ 00s'sT 0.8'sT UL e103qns
o+ or oy posjueIenc)
g4d ‘Pang
oLE- €596+ 08+0¢ 08¢ LZ8°01 a1ex [edpuny ‘a0qg
serssasesssssscaninincnene mwwhm + Owamv Owa.v W&O.H QN»M Joo.ﬂma
it EhElied

:SOIpISqns UBO'|



158

(sLzee-) (zo'zin+) (esL'tvL't) (+05480'8) (621'629'L) (uonezizoyine ueoy)

(egire) | mmmm— (zoTeIy) (685°05H) (zoz'sty) (roysuen &)
998'6L1- Lez'ocT+ VIL'LOY'T 019'L85'C L0S'481T sweigoxd yuswdopadq

Aunwwo) pue dnuouod Jerny ‘IIf apn ‘[e1o],
(000's-) 0os'1L€") (000°519'7) (000°029°7) (005'986'T) (uonezoyine ueo)
.......................... (9b0°¥E-) 910'5) (x33sueny £q)
ovS1I- 698'LT- 90t'68 946'001 SLT'LOT 201AT3G SN jeIny ‘[e10],

.......................... (€S1°99-) (€51°89) sasuadxa gy ‘1eI0],
(000°¢-) (000'¢) (d1y woj 125sueL])
(9%0'1¢-) (9¥0'1€) (L1 woij 19)sues])
.......................... LOTYE- LOL'YE sasuadxs pue sourejes

:sasuadxa gNY

00S°L- 00Z'1- 00§61 00022 00L°0C 1oL,
00S°L- 00$- 00S'6T 000LT 00002 sjuRID
.......................... 00L- 00L Apisqns ueoj a1
.......................... (000°002+) (000°00t) (000°00%) (000'002) (uoneziroyine ueoy)

‘werfoxd sumipawold) pue Surures) sduelsi(q

.......................... 00L- O@Qm OmeW OQNKO —N~O_,H

.......................... 000'€ + 000'€ 000°C (g 01 13jsuen) sasuadxa sanensurupe J1
jsanbay pajoeuyg mg 1sonbay payeuyg
‘sa g ‘sA g 100 A4 0007 Ad

(spuesnoy) ul sjunouwry)

paNERuo)—7100Z Y04 T4 AHL NI AAANANWOIDAT SINNOWY ANV SLSANOTA LADANd ANV
0002 4O4 ALRIOHLAY (TVNOILVOITIO) LADANE MAN 40 INFIWALVLS FALLVIVAINOD



159

sweiord suoeuop pooy ‘1oL,

wexdord Suipaay Aroprg

werdoxd Lnwey ApaaN
:swrexdoad suoneuop poog

weioxd sourisisse L3IpowIwio))

wexdoxd dwess pooy ‘eiog,

wexdord souessisse pooj £Lousfiowo oy,

00Ty 0LI9N ] JOJ IOURISISSE UORLIINN

ATISY

9! :&me—
:wesdoxd dwess poog

(D1M) uoIp[Iyd pue
‘syuejur ‘uatiom 10j wersord wonmnu [eyuswsjddns jeadg

00001~ 180°THL 180°TST 180°TH1
000°01- * | 0o0‘0pL 000°0ST 000°0¥T
1801 180°T 180T
000‘02- 000°s + 00€'8€T 00£'8ST 00€'€ET
000°006~ 09T+ €66'1€T'1T €66'1€1°TT ISLTL0TT
000+ 000001 000001 00086
000'cE + 000101 000°T0€1 000°89Z°1
8O.OOQ| sesarreraresnsuserarenener OOO.OO# OOOnOOOJ OOO“OOH
eeserentreretriiisnstsinns N§»WNH+ mmmaOMN«rm‘—m m@anmN\a@.ﬁ Mmbamoowm.ﬁ
00118~ 000°SE+ 000,90t 001°8K1'Y 00070
L10°T1- 686'81- 6£0°5£5°6 950°9%5°6 820'¥5$°6
SO.wl OOORH sererrsaesrsaesriststenans SO“w OOON\
$0009T + 08ET6T+ 6LS'LTL'S YLS'L96'Y 66156
TT0'€91- 69€' 0T~ 09+ LOV'Y wsroLs'y 678119
or- R — 0LS bes

swerdord wonmnu ppy) ‘[eIoL,

Buipuads Areuonardsi(q

7€ UONI3s WoI] IdJsuely,

swexfoxd vonnu ppiyD)
19J1AI9S UONMINY] PUE POO]

SAVIAIIS
JoWINSUO)) pue UOINIINN] ‘pO0,] 10] A1812109g IOpU() 241 JO 2d1JJO

SWVEOD0dd AOO0d DILSHNOA - AT H1LLL



160

981'pIT 98I'PIT €161 solpisgns ueo]
000°L€- 000008 000°L€8 000008 vonendorddy
(000°LE") (000°008) (000°LE8) (000°008) [29] wesdorg
:peoiqe uoIsodsip 10J SAIPOWWOY) ~ I oL
8L9- TeEoT 44214 000'1Z [eluLIS}IP YSi01) e
(ose'v1+) (8L9°651) (8L9°65T) (862°sv1) SuBO[ 132I1(F
(000°v+) (ooo‘081) (0oo‘08T) (000'9LT) 193] wesdory
:$9[ES 1IpaI)) - [ 9ILL
SJUNONDY Juelsy pue werdorg oy e AMqng
Govv) | A (zsr'ein) (es8'L11) (est'ern) 1on0] weidord ‘eioL
(se0'D) (s€0'1) (se0'D) (08 "T'd woIj 19jsuei])
(1eT'e) (1€7e) (1€2'e) (sueoj podxs woIy 1oJsUBLL)
0 T 98T'60T 18SETT 98T‘601 CO_amthOH&QN 10211(
:rofeueyy sofes [BIOULD) pUE DIAIIS [eImndLdY uSraro
SINVIDO0Ud JaLvIad
ANV ONVISISSY NOIHIOA - A HLLLL
662701~ €ST'98T + 6SE0ET'SE 859'¥97'9€E 90T HH0'SE swergord poog dansswo(] ‘Al 211 ‘TeI0L,
€8T'VE0'T- €ST'98T + S08°677'SE 880H92°9¢ TES'ER0'SE 901A13S UOHHINN] pUE P00, ‘TeI0L
9T°ZI- 000°S+ T6E91T 85S'8TL TEETIL uonensunwpe weidoxd pood
jsanbay] pajoeug me 1sanbay pajoeuy
A g sA g 1002 Ad 000Z Ad

(Spuesnoy) ul S)UNOUIY)

panunue)—100z YOI 1119 AHL NI FHANTNINOITYE SINNOWV ANV SLSANOTY LIDANG ANV
0002 ¥OJ ALIMOHLAV (TVNOLLVOI'I0) LA9ANT MAN 40 INAWIALVLS JALLVIVANOD



161

[elo1qng

o' 99J 1asn Snip uonduosarg
voneudordde 10011 ‘sasuadxo pue sourefes

uonensuIwpy Sni( pue pood

SHDOIAYHES NVINNH ANV
HITVHH 40 INHINIIVJIA

SHIDNHOV JILVTII ANV
NOILVYISININGV DNHd ANV dOO0d - IA H11IL

(x9ysuen; £¢g)
s UIBISOIJ POlRIOY PUB 90URISISSY UBIDIOL A o ‘[RIOL,

WnoNY wexdord sueo| uodxy DO ‘JeI0],

(VS 01 393suen) Aousdy 2I1AT0G WIR]

(SV4 01 19J5uen) I98RULy SIES [RIAUID
:(sueo1 wodxy) sasuadxs pue soureres
:(sesuadxa aanensuIpe) JUNodIYy werdoird sueo| uodxg DD

uonendorddy

[0a5] wexdozrg
‘08 M oang ‘eI0L,

(000‘6€-) (g80'y8+) (8L1°292'T) (8£1'90€°T) (S60'€81°D)
ssessssssseses | (608°C4) (cLT'6p1) (eLc'srl) (rev'srr)
000°6€- Y08+ S06°LLL'L S06°9ST°1 199°L€0°1
(99Z'v) (992'v) (99¢'v)
10V°1- S0E9- POE'610°T $9L°060°T 699°SS0°T
078 078'c 078°c
686 685 685
1€T°e 1€T°E 1€T°e
000'LE~ Sog'e- 8SE9¢6 8SE'ELE £99'7h6
(000°L€-) (000 +) (000°086) (000°L10°T) (000°9L6)
081 0581 08T
Si8 Si8 Si8
SE0°L SE0°T SE0°'T

[e101q0g

(VS 01 195suen) £5ua8y 901AI0G WIR

(SV 01 IoJsuen)) IoSeue)y sojeg [eIdUID
:sosuadxa pue solrejes



162

suoistaoxd Je1susn 1A o)1 ‘[eI0Y,

§~0ﬁﬂ + OmhnOﬁﬁ + Sommﬁﬂ .......................... OWN.N
.......................... 05T 0sz HN - 10V 718 856 995
000°STT+ 000'ST1+ 000°ST1 (suoneudoidde
£ousgrows Jusunuoo) saoierod pue sojdde 10§ souessisse ssoy
§hv+ SO»NAT §fv .......................... ong wm—awao:u.u huwﬁ—:m
SNOISIAOMJ TVIANAD - [IA ATLLL
000711~ es+ SSTTLIT $CT'ETT TI0CIT'T uonensuiupy Sniq
pue pooy] pue so1usly pate|sy ‘JA 211 1eI0],
(008'9e+) (000'T+) (008'9g) [ e (oog'se) | (sesuadxa 2AIJEIISIUIWDE UOC UOLIENW]) UOHEXISTUTWPY HPoI) Wity
000'c- 000°9+ 00069 000'7L 000'€9 uoIssIwwo)) Sulper], sarning Apowwio)
SAIONZOV INJANAdFANI
000601~ we'es+ SST'TOT'T SSTTITT TI0'6%0°'T uonensiunupY SnI(y pue poo] ‘eI10],
000'€Z- 000°cT 7007 Ad ‘suoneudoidde souespy
0000z | e 0s€'TL 0S€E°TE 0SE‘T1 sonyjroey pue sgulpjing
.......................... (000's+) (¥s6'v01) (¥S6'+01) (vs6'66) VSO 01 siatuded uo uoneNwry
.......................... AW@ORH +v AN&»WV AN@Q$WV pgﬁwwv ﬁomwﬁuamtvu MVGN to&m
(000'99”) (€80°L5+) (sLt'or’n) (8L1'90¢'T) (s60°c81T) (30u) sosuadxa pue salre[eg ‘10,
000'L2- 000'L2- 000°LZ- UOSSIISNY
ysonboy pajoeury g 3sanboyy pareug
‘sa g “sa (g 100T Ad 000T Ad

(spuesnoy) ul sjunowy)
panunuo)—100Z YOI 'T1Id AHL NI CAANAWWOITY SINNOWYV ANV SLSANOTY LADANI ANV
0002 YOJ ALINMOHLAYV (TVNOLLVOI'IG0) LA9ANd MAN JO INTWALVLS JALLVIVAWNOD



163

(R————— 0PSOLY'S 0FS'0L9'S IIIA D0 ‘210,
JUBWAdURYUS 110dXa pUE WIOJII SUOHIUES SpRL],
e 0007 (suoneudordde
AouoBrowa Juafunuoo) ssoudAISI0) UBO] 93sem pUB IJep
rreemsssnnsesmsesnenss | oo 000°0S7 (suonerdordde
AsuaSrowo Jusfunuod) s1s0d pojerdosse Junoodsip soueinsul dor)y
........................ “ | 000‘00t~ 00000V s (quoljelidordde Lousiaws Jusluruos) ouernsur dox)
T I O A 000201~ s (suoneudoidde £ousdrsws yusdunuos) suroddas soud yjiw puajxyg
e I R 12 000°102 *(suoneudordde £>usBrowa jualunuoa) ssausannadwod uonos pueydn
el I 1T ¥19'0Z¢ s (syonendordde £ousraws Jusdunuod) Kiep pue 30038941
e L PL6L9Y vL6'L9Y (suoneudoidde Asuadrows Jus3dunuod) spassfio
resetsrenevarsssinnenas 10901 109°01¢ sdoxo fyjeroadg ‘ejoiqng
B I 1 109°97¢ s (quonerdordde £suagroura usSunuos) 03eqo]
R I 1YY 000'TH - (suoneudordde Lousfrowra yuafunuod) syuswssosse 1edns puadsng
e oo 000'2h s (quoneridordde £oueSrows Juafunuoo) sinueay
:sdox) Lierdadg
eerrnne mehONmLm.n merONWhm aaeencetsescareroorrersarssanestane AmGOﬁN_HQO.—QQﬁ fausdiowo aﬁO&ﬁﬁﬁOUv SSOJ JayIeIN
s | goinaeeT. 000°00Z°T (suoneudordde Auafrswa juadunuod) ssof dox)

uonerodio) 31pa1) Aipowwo)
TINLTINONOV 40 INFNLIVIId
IHA 3 1LIL



164

*€11-901 “T'd ©3 1uensind uononpax juaa1ad g g Jo 19edwr ay; sopnjour Kuoyine 328pnq paroeug 0007 Ad ‘HLON

‘uonersdordde oy uonippe ujy /1

(008'9e +) (000'T+) (Lso‘sy1) (L8z's01) (L80'vrT) (sesuadxa dAnBIISIUIWPE UO UOREIIWET)
(sL'tver) (ocz'ess't+) | (te9's6zzl) | (ewv'evoct) | (tev'zic‘on) (uonezuoyne ueo )
(Lzg'Le-) (bsv'ss+) (Lve'vs9) bLs1zL) (£6L°829) (393suen £g)
(000'€T-) (000'c) suonerdordde soueapy
(000'sTI+) (Ovs'sss's-) (000°STT) | oo (0rs‘0L9'8) suonendoxdde Aousgrows juadunuo)
(000'22°) (000'L2) (000'L2) UOISSIOSIY
(880°5€9°T-) (Lsv'sst) (60s981'sL) | (Lestza'oL) | (900°Tvo‘sL) suopendorddy
880°0LS'T- LE0'8€0°6" 60SVLT'SL LEST89L 9YSTIEYS Ayaoyine (jeuonesiqo) 195pnq moN
:[e101 pueln)
jsonbay pajeuyg md jsonbay pajeug
'sa g ‘sa g 100C A 0007 Ad

(Sspuesnoy) ui sjunoury)

panuuo)—y(0z YOI THL THL NI FAANTWWOOTE SINNOWV ANV SILSANOHY LA9A1d ANV
0002 YOJ ALTMOHLAY (TVNOLLVOI'T40) LADANd MAN A0 INAWALVLS JALLVIVIINOD



ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF HON. DAVID R. OBEY AND HON.
MARCY KAPTUR

Regrettably, this bill falls short of meeting basic needs in the
programs it covers. In addition, it contains some very harmful leg-
islative riders—most notably involving restrictions on discussions
and research in the area of global climate change and on programs
to ensure that the eggs we eat are free from harmful bacteria. Dur-
ing committee consideration, Democrats offered several amend-
ments to try to make up some of the most important shortfalls. Un-
fortunately, most of these amendments were defeated.

The bill also does very little to address the crises of low prices,
low incomes, and economic decline that is plaguing much of rural
America. Because these problems tend to involve fundamental
issues of federal farm policy, in many ways the Agriculture Com-
mittee is a better forum than the Appropriations Committee for de-
bating the causes and fashioning basic solutions. There are indica-
tions that the Agriculture Committee may be prepared to consider
a farm assistance package this year—something which it did not do
in 1998 or 1999. We would welcome that development and look for-
ward to the ensuing debate. However, to the extent that the task
of fashioning emergency assistance for farmers and ranchers once
again falls to the Appropriations Committee, we will do our utmost
to try to ensure that the assistance is distributed fairly and broadly
and goes to where it is most needed.

While emergency aid may seem to have dominated the work of
the Agriculture Appropriations subcommittee in the past two years,
we must not lose sight of the important and wide-ranging programs
covered by the regular appropriations in this bill. In addition to ac-
tivities that directly help farmers and ranchers, the bill also funds
most federal food safety efforts, regulation of the safety and effec-
tiveness of drugs and medical devices by the FDA, nutrition pro-
grams for children and the elderly, housing, water and sewer and
economic development programs available throughout rural and
small town America (both on and off farms), and conservation pro-
grams of vital importance to protecting water quality and pre-
venting erosion and other environmental damage.

In short, this bill is important not just to people who live and
work on farms, but to everyone who has an interest in safe food,
clean water, protection from dangerous and ineffective drugs, meet-
ing the nutritional needs of vulnerable low-income children and
senior citizens, and preventing the spread of agricultural pests and
diseases that can threaten urban trees and gardens as well as
farmers’ crops.

As we will describe below, the FY 2001 Agriculture Appropria-
tions bill reported by the committee falls short of meeting many of
these needs. In saying so, we mean no criticism of Chairman Skeen
and the others involved in developing this bill. They did the best
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they could with the hand that was dealt them. Rather, the funda-
mental problem is that the congressional budget resolution—which
reflects and implements the budgetary policies and priorities of the
majority party in Congress—has allowed insufficient resources for
this bill and for the other appropriations measures that meet major
domestic needs.

Overall, the budget allocation that the Agriculture subcommittee
was given allows an increase of $431 million in non-emergency dis-
cretionary appropriations over the previous year’s level. In percent-
age terms, that’s growth of about 3 percent—barely enough to keep
up with inflation, and well below the growth rate of the economy.
In fact, if ones takes into account that some of the basic on-going
programs covered by the bill were funded in part by emergency ap-
propriations last year, the year-to-year increase is probably closer
to 5200 million or about 1.5 percent. And compared to the Presi-
geﬁlt’s budget request for fiscal year 2001, the bill is short by $1.1

illion.
. 1I{‘ollovving are some of the practical consequences of these short-
alls.

Food safety

For the Agriculture Department’s Food Safety and Inspection
Service (FSIS)—which is responsible for inspecting and ensuring
the safety of all domestic and imported meat and poultry prod-
ucts—the bill falls short of the President’s budget request by more
than $14 million. Pay costs make up about three quarters of this
agency’s budget, and the increase provided by the bill is not enough
to cover the higher pay and benefit costs resulting from the pay
raises received by all federal employees. To cover the costs of basic
inspections of processing plants, the bill would require the FSIS to
reduce assistance for state-run meat and poultry inspection sys-
tems, or cut back on inspections of imports or on laboratory oper-
ations, or take other problematic steps. And the improvements and
initiatives that the Administration had proposed—such as risk as-
sessment studies, upgrades to egg safety, and expanded collabora-
tion with state and local food safety programs—will be almost im-
possible to achieve under this appropriation.

To its credit, the bill does fully fund the budget request for the
Food and Drug Administration (FDA) operating account—other
than the request for tobacco-related programs. These appropria-
tions for regulation on food and drug safety are badly needed, and
we hope they can be preserved in conference.

On the other hand, the bill falls short in other food safety areas
within the Agriculture Department, in addition to the inadequate
appropriation for the Food Safety and Inspection Service just dis-
cussed. For example, it fails to provide for an important initiative
within the Agricultural Marketing Service to begin a systematic
program of testing fruits and vegetables to assess levels and pat-
terns of microbiological contamination, as well as failing to provide
requested funds for food safety research.

During the Committee markup, Representative DeLauro offered
an amendment to bring funding for FSIS up to the Administra-
tion’s request (using emergency appropriations). That amendment
was defeated by a vote of 20 to 24 (roll call number 8).
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Farmers and consumers both squeezed by the middleman

Many believe that a major cause of family farmers’ current dif-
ficulties is the increasing squeeze they face as the markets that
they sell their products into and buy their seed and other inputs
from become more and more dominated by a handful of large cor-
porations. Many formerly independent producers are simply becom-
ing contractors for agri-business corporations, which can essentially
dictate the terms on which these farmers and ranchers operate and
the prices they will pay and receive. The Clinton Administration
once again requested some modest funding increases to provide the
Agriculture Department with some additional staff and a bit more
resources to analyze and investigate the growing concentration of
economic power in agricultural markets and to take action against
abusive practices that violate existing law. This bill denies most of
these requested increases, providing only $1.4 million of the $7.1
million increase requested for the Grain Inspection, Packers, and
Stockyards Administration (GIPSA) and no increase at all for the
Department’s Office of General Counsel.

Funding to investigate and respond to market concentration

When the bill was considered by the Appropriations Committee,
Representative Obey offered an amendment to provide an addi-
tional $13.7 million (on an emergency basis), to help the federal
government respond to market concentration and abusive practices
in agriculture. That amendment was defeated by a vote of 21 to 28
(roll call number 1).

Addressing the problems of concentration in agriculture will also
require substantive legislation to strengthen the enforcement pow-
ers of the federal government. However, more funds and more staff
to better enforce existing law would have been a useful first step,
and we regret that the committee refused to take that step.

Assistant to producer cooperatives

Another useful step that could be taken to help small and me-
dium-sized producers reposition in today’s marketplace would be to
make some funding available to enhance and expand producer-
owned cooperatives. These co-ops can provide alternative proc-
essing and marketing facilities, to help add value to crops and pro-
vide markets not under the control of giant agri-business corpora-
tions. In our view, it is more prudent to provide relatively modest
funding now to enable producers to derive income from the market-
place than to once again later in the year provide billions in ill-tar-
geted emergency economic assistance.

During the committee markup of this bill, Representative Kaptur
offered an amendment to provide $80 million in emergency funds
to be used for equity capital and grants to establish and upgrade
farmer-owned cooperatives and other cooperatives that would help
create market-oriented opportunities in rural America. The amend-
ment was similar to a proposal made by the Clinton Administra-
tion, as part of its farm safety net initiative. The Kaptur amend-
ment was defeated, however, by a vote of 19 to 26 (roll call number
6).
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Animal and plant pests and diseases

Various parts of the country are facing serious outbreaks of agri-
cultural pests and diseases. Many of these problems recently ar-
rived from outside the U.S. Citrus canker is devastating fruit trees
in parts of Flroida—including trees in urban yards as well as in
commercial groves. The Asian Longhorned beetle—which evidently
entered the country in wood packing material from China—is kill-
ing hardwood trees in New York and Illinois, and threatens to
spread further. Plum pox—which destroys peaches, plums, and
other stone fruits—has turned up in Pennsylvania (apparently the
first appearance in the United States of this disease which is nor-
mally found in Europe and the Middle East). Bovine tuberculosis
is threatening to spread in Michigan. Pierece’s disease is becoming
an increasing serious problem for the California grape industry.
And the list could go on.

To help detect and eradicate these and other pests, the Adminis-
tration requested a substantial increase for the Agriculture Depart-
ment’s Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS). This
bill, however, underfunds that request by $42 million. In fact, since
the committee provided increases above the President’s request for
certain line items within APHIS (such as boll weevil control and
wildlife services), the measures falls short of the amounts re-

uested to deal with emerging pest and disease problems by about
%53 million.

Rep. Kaptur offered an amendment during committee markup to
provide $53 million in emergency appropriations to bring the bill
up to the Administration’s request for effectively dealing with these
problems. That amendment was defeated 22 to 28 (roll call number

3).
Natural Resources Conservation Service

The Agriculture Department’s Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS, formerly known as the Soil Conservation Service)
provides advice and technical assistance to farmers and ranchers in
designing and implementing conservation measures on their land.
In some cases, this assistance is needed to help comply with re-
quirements of federal farm programs; in other cases, farmers and
ranchers are simply seeking help in preventing soil erosion and
otherwise preserving and enhancing their land. This is an ex-
tremely popular program in farm country, and the Agriculture Sub-
committee received letters from many Members and constituents
urging a substantial increase in funding.

The President’s budget proposed an $86 million increase for
NRCS conservation operations, including $28 million more for basic
“on the ground” technical assistance, $20 million for assistance to
animal feeding operations in devising and implementing waste
management plans, and $13 million for other purposes under the
President’s Clean Water Actin Plan, as well as funding for several
other initiatives.

The bill, however, provides only $16 million of the $86 million re-
quested increase. Most of that amount is allocated to partially fund
the proposed increase for animal feeding operations, and to various
specific projects designated in the committee report. According to
NRCS, the bill’s funding level would require its conservation staff
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to be reduced by 261 positions below the FY 2000 level. Given the
importance of NRCS services—not just to farmers and ranchers but
also to attaining clean water and other environmental protection
goals—the bill is taking a large step in the wrong direction.

Rural development

The bill, as reported by subcommittee, did provide increases (to-
taling about $163 million above FY 2000) for rural development
programs, and Chairman Skeen is to be commended for finding the
funds to make that possible. However, most of the increases are
needed just to offset higher credit subsidy costs resulting from
higher interest rates, and therefore do little more than keep levels
of loans and loan guarantees from declining.

An amendment offered by Representative Maurice Hinchey dur-
ing the full committee markup (roll call number 7) added another
$57 million for rural water and waste grants, community facilities
grants, and rural business enterprise and rural business oppor-
tunity grants—all programs that fill vital needs. (These increases
were financed by reducing the commissions paid by the federal gov-
ernment to agents who sell crop insurance.)

Even after the Hinchey amendment, however, the bill remains
about $180 million below the President’s request for rural develop-
ment. Some of the largest shortfalls come in rural housing pro-
grams, as well as rural development loans (the “intermediary re-
lending” program) and assistance for development of cooperatives.
Given the needs that exist in rural America, it is unfortunate that
the Majority’s budget program does not allow more funding for
rural housing and economic development.

Other funding issues

There are several other funding issues and problems in this bill.
For example, it provides $37 million less than requested by the Ad-
ministration for overseas food assistance under title II of the PL
480 “Food for Peace” program. Not only does this program help
meet real human needs in areas suffering from food shortages and
disasters, but it also helps farmers by removing surplus commod-
ities from U.S. markets and thereby relieving downward pressures
on prices. At a time of disastrously low prices for many commod-
ities, we should be doing more—not less—to help reduce domestic
surpluses by putting them to use in meeting urgent humanitarian
needs overseas.

The measure also underfunds a number of accounts that pay the
salaries of USDA employees. It is understandable that, in a time
of tight budgets, Congress tends to put money into priorities other
than basic “salaries and expenses” appropriations. However, such
a policy also leads to serious problems. Among other things, federal
employees receive cost-of-living pay raises each year, and unless in-
creases are provided to cover the cost of those raises and associated
benefit costs, it becomes necessary to reduce staffing levels. While
some staff reductions can be offset by increased efficiency, it will
be very hard to prevent cost that have been occurring at USDA
from having a harmful impact on delivery of services and oversight
and management of programs and resources.
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Language regarding Kyoto Protocol

During subcommittee markup of this bill, an amendment was
adopted adding language to the bill that seeks to restrict use of
funds for mechanisms related to addressing the threat of global cli-
mate change. This amendment was adopted on a straight party-
line vote, with all Republican Members voting “Yes”, and all Demo-
crats voting “No”.

The provisions thereby added to this bill go well beyond com-
promise language included in previous years’ appropriations bills,
which prohibited use of funding “to propose or issue rules, regula-
tions, decrees, or orders for the purpose of implementation, or in
preparation for implementation of the Kyoto Protocol”. Rather, the
new language seems to prohibit any spending to discuss, research,
or work on developing approaches such as carbon emissions trading
systems or the Clean Development Mechanism that could be used
to implement any system for reduction of greenhouse gases and
global warming that might be agreed on in the future.

The new restrictions are ironic, considering that objections to the
Kyoto Protocol as it now exists tend to focus on inadequate partici-
pation by the developing world and potentially high costs to the
U.S. economy. Little progress can be made toward solving those
problems and improving the Kyoto Protocol if the executive branch
is forbidden to work on or discuss mechanisms that could help re-
duce costs and increase participation by developing nations. Includ-
ing such restrictions in an agriculture appropriations bill seems es-
pecially unfortunate, since there appears to be an important and
positive role that could be played by farmers and farmland in ad-
dressing global warming problems.

We can imagine no useful purpose for including this new restric-
tive language in the agriculture appropriations bill, and will work
to ensure that any measure enacted into law contains no restrictive
language that goes beyond what was agreed to last year.

Egg safety

A second unfortunate provision added to the bill in subcommittee
is legislative language restricting the actions that can be taken by
the Food and Drug Administration and the Agriculture Department
to reduce bacterial contamination and improve the safety of eggs.
Among other things, this language requires the government to pay
producers and packers of eggs for the costs of any tests they might
be required to conduct to detect the presence of Salmonella bac-
teria. The government does not reimburse other industries or food
producers for tests required to ensure that their products are safe
for consumers, but rather treats food safety costs as part of the
basic costs of production. It is not clear why eggs should be treated
differently. In addition, the bill language seeks to limit the number
of tests that can be required and the circumstances under which
the government can require eggs to be pasteurized because of sus-
pected bacterial contamination.

In essence, this language makes various scientific and policy
judgments about egg safety. These are judgments which the Appro-
priations Committee does not have the background or expertise to
make—certainly not based on just a few minutes of debate during
markup and without the benefit of hearings on the subject. While
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the amendment may have been intended to reduce the possibility
that unnecessary costs could be imposed on the egg industry by
new food safety rules, this kind of legislative rider on an appropria-
tions bill is absolutely the wrong way to go about achieving that
goal. Instead, the federal agencies involved should be allowed to
continue their public rulemaking process, with appropriate over-
sight by the congressional committees having expertise and juris-
diction over the issues.

Effort to supplement funding for 1999 disaster loss assistance

Finally, we regret the committee’s defeat of an amendment of-
fered by Representative Chet Edwards during consideration of this
bill. The amendment would have added $284 million to emergency
appropriations made last Fall to assist farmers who suffered losses
due to droughts, floods and other natural disasters during the 1999
crop year.

Losses eligible for this assistance have turned out to be larger
than anticipated, and the amounts appropriated last year have
proved insufficient to compensate farmers under the basic formula
for this program. Because appropriations were less than the
amounts needed under the formula for 1999, payments had to be
pro-rated, with farmers receiving only 69.6 percent of the amounts
for which they would otherwise be eligible. A similar, but less se-
vere situation arose in the disaster assistance program for the 1998
crop year, in which farmers received only 84.9 percent of the
amounts for which they were eligible.

The Edwards amendment would have added funds to the 1999
disaster loss program, in order to bring payments up to 1998 levels.
In other words, farmers who lost crops due to natural disasters in
1999 would have received a supplemental payment, so that they
would receive the same percentage compensation as farmers who
lost crops in 1998. It seems only fair to treat both groups alike, and
the extra assistance could have been put to good use by farmers
who suffered severe losses in the droughts, storms and floods of
1999. Unfortunately, however, the Edwards amendment was de-
feated by a vote of 18 to 27 (roll call number 5).

The following table, based on Agriculture Department data,
shows payments under the existing 1999 crop loss program made
to farmers in each state as of May 11, 2000, along with an estimate
of the additional amounts that farmers in the state would have re-
ceived under the Edwards amendment.

ESTIMATED EFFECTS OF EDWARDS AMENDMENT ON DISASTER LOSS ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS TO
FARMERS BY STATE

[In millions of dollars]

Payments re-  Est. additional
ceived under payments
existing ap- under Ed-
propriation wards amdt.

State

Alabama $19.9 $4.4
Alaska * *
Arizona 3.4 0.7
Arkansas 23.0 5.1
California 59.7 13.1
Colorado 133 2.9
Connecticut 41 0.9
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ESTIMATED EFFECTS OF EDWARDS AMENDMENT ON DISASTER LOSS ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS TO

FARMERS BY STATE—Continued

[In millions of dollars]

Payments re-

Est. additional

el s pometts

propriation wards amdt.
Delaware 1.5 0.3
Florida 10.8 24
Georgia 73.2 16.1
Hawaii * *
Idaho 9.4 2.1
llinois 12.6 238
Indiana 15.5 34
lowa 15.3 34
Kansas 316 7.0
Kentucky 41.1 9.0
Louisiana 13.5 3.0
Maine 1.9 0.4
Maryland 1.1 1.7
Massachusetts 4.7 1.0
Michigan 15 1.6
Minnesota 47.8 10.5
Mississippi 20.7 45
Missouri 39.6 8.7
Montana 31.2 619
Nebraska 20.3 4.5
Nevada 0.1 *
New Hampshire 0.7 0.2
New Jersey 10.6 23
New Mexico 42 0.9
New York 134 29
North Carolina 61.9 13.6
North Dakota 1418 312
Ohio 23.0 5.0
Oklahoma 317 7.0
Oregon 14.1 3.1
Pennsylvania 30.0 6.6
Puerto Rico 11.8 2.6
Rhode Island 0.8 0.2
South Carolina 26.3 5.8
South Dakota 404 8.9
Tennessee 29.1 6.4
Texas 188.6 41.5
Utah 1.5 0.3
Vermont 2.3 0.5
Virginia 15.1 33
Washington 19.8 43
West Virginia 34 0.8
Wisconsin 6.9 1.5
Wyoming 1.2 0.3

*Indicates amounts less than $100,000.

Note.—This table is based on Agriculture Department data showing crop loss payments distributed as of May 11, 2000. Some funds re-
mained to be distributed, and thus final figures for the program (and for the Edwards amendment) will be higher in some states than the

estimates shown in the table.
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