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his perseverance in the face of adver-
sity. He served with honor and distinc-
tion, for the people of his home state of
Rhode Island as well as the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation.

Unfortunately, John lost his battle
with cancer on May 5. To his family, I
offer my sincerest condolences.

I need not tell them that they can be
proud of John; they already know that.
But, I would like them to know what
John’s work meant to so many in our
state. He made a difference in our
criminal justice system and has left a
lasting impression on friends, co-work-
ers and colleagues in law enforcement.

While he is gone, John’s legacy of
duty and courage lives on, and his
record of service to his country and
Rhode Island will not soon be forgot-
ten.

I ask unanimous consent that an ar-
ticle from the Providence Journal-Bul-
letin on the life of Mr. Truslow be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Providence Journal-Bulletin, May
14, 2000]
REMEMBERING A MAN WHO HAD THE COURAGE
OF HIs CONVICTIONS

(By Mike Stanton; Journal Staff Writer)

Despite the ravages of brain cancer, FBI
agent John Truslow, whose cases included
the North Cape oil spill and Operation Plun-
der Dome, worked up until the final days of
his life.

When two dozen FBI agents prepared to
raid Providence City Hall last spring, a
lanky, bespectacled agent named John
Truslow was put in charge.

“We specifically chose him because we
wanted someone who was low-key and deci-
sive,” recalls Daniel Knight, the head agent
in Providence.

Later that afternoon, while top federal
prosecutors and FBI officials held a news
conference to announce Operation Plunder
Dome, Truslow was back in his familiar post
behind the scenes, poring through the arcane
documents and tedious tax records that
would help the government build criminal
cases against corrupt Providence officials.

If John Truslow toiled in obscurity, his ef-
forts were not in vain. He worked on some of
the most prominent criminal cases in Rhode
Island over the past decade from public cor-
ruption in Johnston to criminal negligence
in the 1996 North Cape oil spill to the ongo-
ing corruption probe of the administration of
Providence Mayor Vincent A. Cianci Jr.

Truslow kept working even after he was di-
agnosed with terminal brain cancer last
year.

As the cancer ravaged his body and the
chemotherapy failed to arrest the disease’s
advance, Truslow would say that he was ‘‘on
top of the world” and keep showing up for
work.

Although his gait was unsteady and he was
unable to drive, Trusklow was still on the
job in April, putting in a nine-hour day as a
federal grand jury indicted retired Rhode Is-
land traffic-court judge John F. Lallo on
fraud-related charges after an 18-month in-
vestigation.

On May 5, Truslow died, with his wife of
nearly 22 years, Dianne, and their daughter
Catherine and son David nearby. He was 50.

‘““John would never, ever give up,’”’ says his
friend and colleague, Special Agent W. Den-
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nis Aiken. ‘“‘He wasn’t given a lot of time by
the doctors, but he had things that he want-
ed to finish. He met every goal he set.”

That sense of purpose was evident at
Truslow’s wake last Monday, a celebration of
his life that drew an overflow crowd of
friends, family and colleagues from through-
out the Northeast.

Patting his friend’s hand, Aiken talked
about Truslow’s love of his family and his
job, and vowed that his work would con-
tinue:

““There’s still a lot of people we need to put
in jail.”

EVEN AT 6-FOOT-5, John J. Truslow was
a man who, with his crumpled raincoat and
mild personality, ‘‘could easily fade into the
background,” says friend and federal pros-
ecutor Ira Belkin.

‘“He was all substance, no show,”’ says
Belkin. ‘““No task was too small or too big. If
I had 10 John Truslows, there would be no
crime in Rhode Island.”

Truslow grew up in Central Falls, one of
four children. His father worked for a local
gas company; his mother worked in a mill.

As a student at the University of Rhode Is-
land in the early 1970s, Truslow met a high-
ranking FBI official the father of a class-
mate and ‘‘became fascinated with the bu-
reau,’’ recalls his wife, Dianne L. Truslow.

The FBI official told him that there were
two paths to becoming an agent accounting
or law school. Truslow chose accounting.

He joined the bureau in 1980, in New York,
and within a few years began specializing in
white-collar crime. In 1991, he transferred to
Rhode Island, moving to East Greenwich.

Before long, Truslow was leading a federal
corruption probe of the Town of Johnston,
involving bribes by developers to town offi-
cials.

One official was charged with demanding a
$10,000 bribe, which he described as ‘‘coffee
money.” Ultimately, eight people were con-
victed. Long-time Johnston Mayor Ralph
aRusso, who wasn’t charged, was voted out
of office.

““The people in Johnston Town Hall hated
to see him,” recalls Dianne Truslow. ‘‘He
knew their records better than they did.”

Other Johnstonians cheered him on. One
was Rosie Cioe, proprietor of the downtown
Providence deli Amenities, where Truslow
would stop in every morning for a cranberry
muffin.

‘“John kept my hopes up that Johnston
would turn itself around,” she recalls. “I'd
say, ‘You're doing a hell of a job, John. Keep
going.” He’d just smile.”

Peter DiBiase, a Providence criminal-de-
fense lawyer who represented people inves-
tigated by Truslow, calls him ‘‘a worthy ad-
versary and an honorable man.”

‘‘He played hard and he played fairly,” re-
calls DiBiase. ‘“‘He’s the most diligent FBI
agent I ever met.”

ON JAN. 19, 1996, the tug Scandia caught
fire in a storm and ran aground at
Moonstone Beach with the barge North Cape,
causing the worse oil spill in Rhode Island
history.

Truslow led a team of state and federal in-
vestigators in piecing together hundreds of
boxes of ship records and interviewing crew
members who had concealed problems with
the boats.

The result was a groundbreaking 1997
agreement in which the boat owner, Eklo
Marine Corp., agreed to pay $9.5 million in
damages.

‘“Some agents are good with paper and
some are good with people there aren’t many
agents like John who are good with both,”
says Belkin.

Truslow had a patient, methodical style of
interviewing that broke down many a target
into confessing criminal wrongdoing, associ-

May 25, 2000

ates say. In one fraud case, Belkin recalls, a
suspect being questioned by Truslow raised
his hand and, to the dismay of his lawyer,
said, “‘Guilty.”

Last Aug. 11, while delivering subpoenas to
Newport, Truslow suffered a seizure and
blacked out, crashing his car into a tree in
Middletown. He came to in an ambulance.

Hospital tests found seven tumors in his
brain and three more in his lungs. Following
10 days of radiation treatment, doctors at
the Dana Farber Cancer Institute in Boston
found that the tumors had grown. Last Octo-
ber, they estimated that he had six months
to live.

“We were beside ourselves,” recalls Dianne
Truslow. ‘“We sat there and wept.”’

Agents continued to drive Truslow to Bos-
ton for treatment. His hair fell out, his body
grew gaunt, and he suffered painful side ef-
fects from the chemotherapy. Still, he kept
working. His job helped distract him from
the cancer, and the cancer drove him to push
hard to finish cases.

Truslow worked on a Plunder Dome case
involving lawyer and long-time State House
insider Angelo ‘“‘Jerry’” Mosca Jr. In Janu-
ary, Mosca pleaded guilty to delivering
$25,000 in bribes to city tax officials; one of
the bribes involves allegations that $10,000
was intended for an unidentified high-rank-
ing city executive.

Truslow also sat at the table with a federal
prosecutor in March, when Providence tax
collector Anthony E. Annarino pleaded
guilty to taking bribes in another Plunder
Dome case.

Truslow’s wife says that he set milestones
to keep himself going: his 50th birthday in
November, which was marked by a surprise
party attended by about 75 FBI agents and
other friends; Christmas, his children’s
birthdays, his 20th anniversary with the FBI.

On April 5, the day after marking his 20th
anniversary, Truslow was back before a fed-
eral grand jury, presenting evidence that led
to the indictment of former Rhode Island
traffic-court judge John Lallo on bankruptcy
fraud charges.

In the preceding months, Truslow had con-
tinued to build the case, interviewing wit-
nesses at Foxwoods casino in Connecticut,
where Lallo had piled up gambling debts.

On April 17, Truslow appeared in court for
Lallo’s arraignment. One week later, on
April 24, he came to work for the last time.
After a few hours, however, it became appar-
ent that he had taken a turn for the worse:
he struggled to speak in complete sentences,
and had to be taken home.

He died nearly two weeks later. On Thurs-
day, Truslow’s wife and children, following
his wishes, scattered his ashes from an air-
plane over a favorite spot overlooking Narra-
gansett Bay.

Dianne Truslow recalls her husband’s pride
back on April 4, when he was honored for his
20 years of service in the FBI. Barry W.
Mawn, the head of the FBI’'s Boston office,
hailed Truslow as ‘‘a profile in courage.”’

As the 200 people there wept openly, a sob-
bing Truslow thanked them.

“I don’t know how much longer I have,”
said Truslow, ‘“‘but I will continue to work
every day and do my best.”

———

AGRICULTURAL RISK PROTECTION
ACT OF 2000—CONFERENCE RE-
PORT

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I submit
a report of the committee of con-
ference on the bill (H.R. 2559) to amend
the Federal Crop Insurance Act to
strengthen the safety net for agricul-
tural producers by providing greater
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access to more affordable risk manage-
ment tools and improved protection
from production and income loss, to
improve the efficiency and integrity of
the Federal crop insurance programs
and for other purposes and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The committee on conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill H.R.
2559, to amend the Federal Crop Insurance
Act have agreed to recommend and do rec-
ommend to their respective Houses this re-
port, signed by all of the conferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to the consideration of the con-
ference report. (The conference report
is printed in the House proceedings of
the RECORD of May 24, 2000.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, as a par-
liamentary inquiry, my understanding
is that unanimous consent has been
reached that this Senator controls 1
hour of debate, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Iowa, Mr. HARKIN, 1 hour of
debate, and the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota, Mr. WELLSTONE, con-
trols 1 hour of debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. LUGAR. I yield to myself such
time as I may require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I rise to
speak about the Agricultural Risk Pro-
tection Act of 2000. I am very pleased
this legislation is before the Senate
today for final consideration after a
great deal of work by Senators of both
parties and both sides of this Capitol. I
am here to testify that there is proud
bipartisan support for this legislation,
highlighted by the fact that all mem-
bers of the conference committee for
this legislation signed the conference
report after our meeting yesterday.

This conference report contains sev-
eral titles. Title I pertains to crop in-
surance important to so many agri-
culture producers throughout the coun-
try. The fiscal year 2001 budget resolu-
tion provided $8 billion over 5 years for
crop insurance legislation. This con-
ference report increases premium sub-
sidies to make crop insurance more af-
fordable. The bill also tightens pro-
gram integrity provisions to limit
abuse. It also helps producers of non-
insured crops, predominantly specialty
crops, by making the non-insured as-
sistance program more readily avail-
able to them. Finally, the legislation
encourages farmers to adopt a broad
array of risk management activities
beyond crop insurance alone.

Title II of this conference report pro-
vides $7.14 billion in economic assist-
ance to farmers as provided in the fis-
cal year 2001 budget resolution. In-
cluded in this conference report is
$5.466 for a market loss payment for

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

farmers in this fiscal year based on last
year’s AMTA payment rate. Five hun-
dred million dollars is provided for oil-
seed producers. Funds are also provided
for specialty crops including funding
for purchases of crops that have experi-
enced low prices in 1998 or 1999 and
loans for apple producers who are suf-
fering economic and income loss. Fi-
nally, funding is provided for purchases
of commodities for the school lunch
program which benefits school children
as well as farmers.

Title III of the conference report con-
tains the Biomass Research and Devel-
opment Act, a bill which I originally
introduced in the Senate last year.
This legislation establishes a focused,
integrated, and innovation-driven re-
search effort to develop technologies
for the production of biobased indus-
trial products. The bill also authorizes
a biomass research and development
initiative to competitively award
grants to carry out research and devel-
opment of low cost and sustainable
biobased industrial products.

Title IV and V of the conference re-
port consolidates and streamlines ex-
isting statutory authorities for plant
protection and authorizes civil pen-
alties for harming or interfering with
animals used for USDA inspections.
Senator CRAIG had originally intro-
duced this legislation in the Senate.

I thank Senator HARKIN, the ranking
minority member of the committee,
and Senator ROBERTS and Senator
KERREY for their hard work and that of
their staff in finalizing the crop insur-
ance legislation. All members of the
conference committee and their staff
are thanked for their important con-
tributions to the process.

Finally, I also want to thank Con-
gressman COMBEST, the chair of the
House Agriculture Committee, and
Ranking Minority Member STENHOLM
and their staff for their hard work in
the past few weeks on this legislation.

I am pleased to report the House of
Representatives took action on this
conference report this morning and
passed it unanimously. I am hopeful
that we may have a result similar, if
not exactly the same as that, this
afternoon in this body.

Let me simply add that this legisla-
tion is of enormous importance to
American agriculture. I have tried to
summarize as succinctly as possible
these five titles. But the consequences
of this bill are very substantial. The
dollars involved I have outlined. But
the confidence, the hope that comes to
producers who have had great discour-
agement in terms of low prices, in
terms of export markets that have
been withheld due to economic condi-
tions in Asia, biotechnology disputes
now in Europe, very great problems in
negotiating trade agreements, whether
it be the Seattle scene or the Wash-
ington scene more recently—this has
been a very tough time.

The Chair comes from the State adja-
cent to my own, a State which, like In-
diana, must export half of the soybeans
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we produce and about a third of the
corn we produce. There can be no pros-
perity in American agriculture without
vigorous negotiations to knock down
these trade barriers and to open up
prospects for our farmers to realize the
benefits of having the best—the best in
terms of quality, the best in terms of
price.

These economic circumstances do not
pertain if there are barriers to exports.
But in this interim period, it is appro-
priate that Congress has understood
these unusual international problems
and understood we are in transition to
more market-oriented farming. The
crop insurance title in particular rec-
ognizes the possibility of farmers be-
coming much better marketers, much
better business people, which all of us
will have to become if we are, in fact,
to succeed over the coming generation.

I know many Senators will want to
speak on this issue. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Who yields time to the Senator from
North Dakota?

Mr. CONRAD. I yield myself time off
the leader’s time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, as a
member of the conference on the dis-
aster bill and the crop insurance bill, I
am pleased to give strong support to
the conference report.

First, I thank the chairman of the
Senate Agriculture Committee, Sen-
ator LUGAR, for his leadership, his pa-
tience, and his very gracious treatment
of all of our colleagues. All of us under-
stand this particular bill was not Sen-
ator LUGAR’s first preference. Once
again, he responded to the concerns of
colleagues on the Senate Agriculture
Committee and in the larger body and
did so in a most gracious way. For
that, I thank Senator LUGAR. He has
once again demonstrated the way we
ought to do business in the Senate. He
has certainly set a high standard.

I also thank our ranking member,
Senator HARKIN, who has been indefati-
gable in advancing the cause of Amer-
ican agricultural producers. Senator
HARKIN has been a forceful advocate.
Time after time, he has stood in the
breach and insisted we do what is right
by farmers and ranchers all across the
country. I thank Senator HARKIN for
his exceptional leadership. We would
not be here today without him.

I also thank Senator KERREY and
Senator ROBERTS who were the pri-
mary sponsors of the legislation before
us. Without their steadfastness right to
the bitter end, we would not be here
today. We faced a threat as late as last
night when it was proposed we put the
bankruptcy bill on this legislation. All
of us know what that would have
meant. That would have meant endless
delay. That would have meant sinking
into a bog of controversy that extends
not only to the bankruptcy bill, but
unrelated issues attached to it. Special
thanks to those who stood firm and
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said, no, this needs to be a bill that
deals with the critical problems facing
farmers and ranchers in the United
States.

I also thank my close friend and col-
league, Senator GRASSLEY, who, as a
member of the Budget Committee,
worked with me to secure the $8.2 mil-
lion in the budget that makes possible
crop insurance reform.

Finally, I recognize the work of the
House committee chairman, Congress-
man COMBEST, for conducting what was
a very fair and open conference com-
mittee. That is the way a conference
committee should function. It was give
and take, it was a debate, it was dis-
cussion, and at the end, it was a com-
ing together around legislation that is,
I think, outstanding. I again single out
the House committee chairman, Con-
gressman COMBEST, for his leadership.

We have developed, I believe, the
right bill at the right time with the re-
quired budget support. In one bill, we
have managed to bring together emer-
gency farm relief for the families who
are faced with the lowest prices, in real
terms, in 50 years and a reform of the
crop insurance system to make it more
affordable at every level.

In addition to that, we are righting a
wrong done to Durum farmers a year
ago. This bill provides emergency relief
in the form of 100-percent AMTA sup-
plemental payments. For wheat farm-
ers, that means instead of getting 64
cents a bushel, as they did last year in
an AMTA payment, they will get 64
cents in addition to the regular AMTA
payment, which this year will be 57
cents. So they will get an AMTA sup-
plement—this is on wheat now—of 64
cents a bushel that is equivalent to
last year’s AMTA payment, married to
the AMTA payment we will be getting
this year.

In addition, we have a crop insurance
reform bill that is a dramatic improve-
ment. When I go home and have meet-
ings all across North Dakota, one of
the most agricultural States in the Na-
tion, what I am told, and told repeat-
edly, is that crop insurance is not
working. It does not work because we
do not have the right levels of support
at the levels of coverage that farmers
are buying, and they have a very seri-
ous problem if they have multiple
years of disaster.

0Oddly enough, the way the formulas
work, when farmers have multiple
years of disaster, the base that cal-
culates the support they receive is di-
minished—it is reduced, and it is re-
duced dramatically. The irony is, at
the very time farmers need help the
most, we have a formula that gives
them the least help. It makes no sense.
We have adjusted that in this legisla-
tion.

I know there are those who are crit-
ical of using the AMTA payments as a
basis for the economic disaster assist-
ance. I understand that. AMTA pay-
ments are not countercyclical. That is,
they are not designed to help those
commodities that are the exact ones
that are being hurt by this downturn.
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In addition, AMTA payments are not
based on current production. AMTA
payments, as a result, can go to pro-
ducers and landowners who may no
longer be producing the crop on which
their payment is based or who are no
longer growing a crop of any Kkind.
Those are legitimate criticisms. Most
of us recognize that.

The question is, Do we make the per-
fect the enemy of the very good? I say
to my colleagues, could we have done
better? Yes, we could. We could have
adopted a countercyclical program.
But I say to my colleagues, at some
point we have to make a decision: Are
we going to delay support for producers
who are in very deep economic trouble,
faced with a circumstance in which
USDA informs us, absent our action,
farm income will drop $8 billion this
year; or do we act?

I urge my colleagues to join us in
acting. Let’s not delay. Let’s not wait.
Let’s not make the perfect the enemy
of the very good. The fact is, this pack-
age is going to make the difference for
tens of thousands of farm families all
across America between economic sur-
vival and economic death. That is the
reality. That is what motivates the ur-
gency of our action.

I am very proud of the package that
is before us. Many people labored hours
and hours to produce this result. I sa-
lute not only the Members who worked
hard and provided the leadership, but I
thank the staffs on both sides who ex-
hibited a dedication to public service
because they did not work just 9 to 5.
I know there are some people who
think the Senate is kind of an easy-
going place and people work leisurely
hours. That is not the truth.

The truth is people here work very
hard. No one works harder than the
staffs. The staffs in this circumstance
have given us a perfect example of how
to function to produce a result. They
worked together harmoniously—well,
not always harmoniously. Sometimes
there was friction, sometimes there
were real differences of opinion, but
they kept at it, and they produced a re-
sult, and it is a result that is good for
the country. They worked very long
hours, many times late into the night,
through the weekends repeatedly, to
help achieve this result. I salute them
today on both sides of the aisle because
this was a bipartisan product. That
happens, unfortunately, not as fre-
quently as it should happen in this
Chamber. I can tell you, this package
is a product of coming together in a bi-
partisan effort. I salute all those who
helped produce it.

In addition to the disaster package
we have, in addition to the crop insur-
ance reform which is wide sweeping
and incredibly important to America’s
farmers and ranchers, this bill also in-
cludes provisions that effectively re-
solve a lawsuit brought by an unfair
action by USDA regarding the 1999
durum crop revenue coverage level in
contracts that were offered in various
parts of the country. This means that
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both parties to that lawsuit—farmers
and USDA—have a reason to settle
that lawsuit, with every policyholder
who received a claim getting addi-
tional per-bushel assistance.

More importantly, the bill language
makes it clear that actions on the part
of USDA that change the conditions of
crop insurance policies retroactively
are not acceptable for any commodity.

Whatever were they thinking of, to
put out a contract—however flawed
that contract might be—to have farm-
ers sign up to it, and then to withdraw
it? These contracts are contracts. That
means there is a two-way bargain. You
cannot have a circumstance in which
the Federal Government puts out a
contract, gets people to sign up to it,
and then changes its mind and with-
draws it. That is not fair. That is not
right. In this legislation, we have sent
that clear signal.

I close by suggesting to my col-
leagues that we now have a moment in
time that we can act together in the
best interests of the farmers and ranch-
ers of America. I urge my colleagues to
support this conference report. I again
say how proud I am to have been a part
of this conference that functioned the
way a conference should in a bipartisan
effort to produce a result that is good
for America.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
note that Senator HARKIN was going to
come out on the floor. I will try to be
relatively brief. I did not want to pre-
cede him. Let me just take a few mo-
ments, and then I will reserve the re-
mainder of my time for later on. I
know my colleague from Idaho wants
to speak as well.

Mr. President, I am speaking on my
hour right now, though I will not take
up all the time, and I will reserve the
remainder of my time.

At the beginning, Mr. President, be-
fore I thank some of my colleagues for
their work and then be honest in some
of my criticism, I will very briefly,
with the indulgence of my colleagues,
just point out on the floor of the Sen-
ate that yesterday—all of us have to
deal with this in our States—Sheila
and I received some unexpected news
that has devastating consequences for
the people of part of Minnesota—an
area I love, the Minnesota Iron Range.
The steel company LTV announced it
is going to close the taconite plant in
Hoyt Lakes. They employ 1,400 people,
I say to my colleague from Idaho. For
Hoyt Lakes, Aurora, and other commu-
nities in the Iron Range, this is just
devastating news.

It just makes me sick to my stomach
because these workers are friends and
their family members are part of our
family. I have always been honest that
the Iron Range in Minnesota is a sec-
ond home for me. It is all so unex-
pected.
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Jerry Fallos, who is the president of
the steelworkers local, got a call yes-
terday at 6 a.m. in the morning. The
company said: We want to meet with
you. He had absolutely no inkling
there was any trouble. LTV said: We
are closing the Erie plant.

I know that the steelworkers are ask-
ing for an accounting of the closing.
They are pledging to do whatever they
can to keep it open. In whatever way I
can help as a Senator, I certainly in-
tend to do it.

By way of concluding these remarks
and getting on to the conference re-
port, I want to say this.

Tomorrow, I am going to leave early
to go home and meet with county com-
missioners, workers, union representa-
tives, company people, small
businesspeople, and all the rest. I know
we will be talking about how to get as-
sistance to people and how to have
more economic development and the
need to figure out yet other ways to di-
versify the local economy. But the one
thing I want to mention, because the
Iron Range is so special, is that some-
times I do not think we focus enough
on community.

I think this should bring Democrats
and Republicans together —a place
where people live, where people go to
church or synagogue or mosque, or
wherever people raise their families,
where people know one another, people
love one another, and people support
one another.

I truly do believe sometimes these
capital investment decisions in this
new global economy, that get made
over martinis, halfway across the
world, can have devastating con-
sequences for the people in our commu-
nities. I think we need to put more of
a premium on community, especially
on our smaller communities. I hate it
when we are put in the position of
picking up the pieces as a result of the
communities being devastated by poli-
cies that are needless and should not be
supported in the first place.

Again, we have seen a torrent of
dumped steel imports coming into our
country that has made our industry
vulnerable. We now have 1,400 people—
much less their families and commu-
nities—who are very much at risk.

As a Senator, I am going to do every-
thing I can to help these people.

In some ways this is like the farm
crisis.

Mr. President, I ask my colleague
from Idaho how long he intends to
take?

Mr. CRAIG. I thank my colleague.

I would speak probably no more than
about 5 or 6 minutes.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
did not want to precede Senator HAR-
KIN, who is the ranking member on this
committee. I ask unanimous consent
that Senator HARKIN be able to speak,
after which Senator CRAIG would be
recognized for 5 minutes, and then I be
recognized to follow Senator CRAIG.
Would that be all right? I would be
pleased to do that. I ask unanimous
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consent that that be the order. I say to
my friend from Iowa, I did not intend
to precede him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho is recognized.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I thank
Senator WELLSTONE for his consider-
ation. I do appreciate that very much.

Mr. President, I come to the floor
this afternoon, as most of us do, to
speak about the crop insurance con-
ference report that is now before us
and to thank those conferees—the
chairman of the full committee, Sen-
ator LUGAR, Senator ROBERTS, and oth-
ers on our side, certainly, who were en-
gaged, as they should be, to produce
this conference report, and thank them
for the hard work they have rendered
in bringing about crop insurance re-
form.

It is a challenging process at best.
They have done an excellent job in bal-
ancing the interests we have in agri-
culture, and to have crop insurance
that reflects the diversity of agri-
culture itself.

With the passage of the farm bill,
Congress—we—promised crop insurance
that would work. I am pleased to see
that we now are living up to that
promise by passing sweeping legisla-
tion to bring some normalcy back to
our Nation’s farm economy and to ex-
pand the risk management tools avail-
able to our farmers and ranchers.

The crop insurance conference report
addresses several concerns farmers
from my State and I have about the
current Crop Insurance Program. The
conference report provides increased
subsidies for greater buy-up of crop in-
surance, funding for research and de-
velopment of specialty crop insurance,
and the removal of the NAP area trig-
ger, just to name a few of the improve-
ments.

This legislation is a very balanced
approach, containing meaningful and
sweeping reforms that all of us would
admit are long overdue.

As we all know, the agricultural
economy has been in a dramatic slump
for the last good number of years.
USDA reports that overall conditions
in the economy in early 2000 are large-
ly a replay of last year. Agriculture is
a part of the world economy, and farm-
ers across the board are facing very dif-
ficult times.

For the past 2 years, though, we here
in Congress have tried to respond to
the agricultural crisis by providing
over $15 billion in emergency economic
aid. I do not stand back from that. I
think it was appropriate and necessary
to keep our agriculture economy out of
bankruptcy.

The need this year is not much dif-
ferent than last. I am pleased that
there is $7.1 billion in economic farm
aid in this conference report. This
funding includes $5.5 billion additional
AMTA payments, or market loss pay-
ments; $200 million for specialty crops;
$500 million for oilseed payments; $11
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million for wool and mohair mainte-
nance; loans for producers who were af-
fected by the AgriBioTech bankruptcy
that impacted my State and other
States dramatically, including Oregon,
Washington, Montana, some 30-plus
States that were involved in both grass
clover and alfalfa seeds.

I have worked for and supported the
funding because I believe it is what our
farmers need to stay in business in the
short term. We must help them deal
with this if we can; and I think we are.
USDA reports that global economies
are now improving. Of course, we know
that many of our products sell openly
in the world market. As that economy
improves, so does the demand for agri-
cultural commodities from this coun-
try and the improvement of price.

The conference report also includes
the Plant Protection Act, a bill I have
been working on for nearly 2 years.
What is it? It is a weeds program. That
is what it is all about. I think those of
us who are familiar with agriculture
recognize that we have not been good
at dealing with weeds. Those of us who
live near large tracts of public land
recognize that our public land neigh-
bors have been less than good stewards
of their land by allowing major in-
creases in noxious weed populations on
our public lands. This is a major step
in the direction of improving that. It
follows the President’s initiative that
was taken a couple of years ago with
the legislation Senator AKAKA and I
have worked on for some time. I hope
we can meet the other needs that Sen-
ator AKAKA has, and I will work with
him in the agricultural appropriations
that will follow to see if we can make
that happen.

This legislation will organize and ex-
pand the function of the Animal and
Plant Health Inspection Service.
APHIS currently gets its authority
from 10 different statutes, some of
which are outmoded and conflicting
and complicated. As a result, it simply
has not provided us with the kind of
consistency we need to deal with com-
mercializing technologies and the use
of biocontrols in the area of weeds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ALLARD). The Senator’s time has ex-
pired.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for no more than 2
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CRAIG. This bill has broad sup-
port from the American Nursery and
Landscape Association, National Asso-
ciation of State Departments of Agri-
culture, the National Christmas Tree
Association, the National Potato Coun-
cil, and many others that for a long
time have recognized the need to re-
form this area of the law.

Again, I commend the conferees on
both sides of the aisle for the hard
work they have undertaken in pro-
ducing this conference report in a way
that will produce reform in crop insur-
ance that I think is now functional,
workable, and becomes the kind of risk
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management tool we promised Amer-
ican agriculture some years ago. With
that is the supplemental program for
emergency purposes that will go a long
way toward stabilizing the agricultural
economy as we move through this year
and into next.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
Senator ROBERTS is here. He worked so
hard on the crop insurance bill, which
is a fine piece of legislation. I ask
unanimous consent that Senator ROB-
ERTS be recognized for about 15 min-
utes, and afterwards I follow him, and
then Senator HARKIN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I rise
today in strong support of H.R. 2559,
the Agriculture Risk Protection Act of
2000.

As has been indicated by my col-
leagues, this legislation provides what
we believe are very dramatic reforms
to the Crop Insurance Program. It also
marks the final product of a legislative
initiative Senator BoB KERREY and I
began working on nearly 2 years ago.
Senator KERREY and I decided to un-
dertake this task at the same time
Congress was passing the first of sev-
eral large agriculture assistance pack-
ages in 1998. The problems we experi-
enced in 1998 and again in 1999 exposed
many of the holes in the current Crop
Insurance Program. We agreed that
changes needed to be made and that we
must work together in a bipartisan
manner to achieve program improve-
ments. In fact, this is one of the re-
forms that was promised as an integral
part of the 1996 farm bill. Obviously,
those reforms did not take place, but
here we are, finally, in an effort to
achieve those reforms.

Senator KERREY and I did not just set
out to write a bill based upon what we
thought needed to be done. Rather, we
wanted input from those who were
most directly affected by this program.
We asked virtually every producer,
every farm organization, every com-
modity group, every crop insurance
company, every insurance agent group
in the country for input on this legisla-
tion. We traveled throughout the coun-
try. We held, literally, hundreds of
hours of listening sessions here in
Washington to get the input both from
the organizations and the producers.

The responses were overwhelmingly
clear: Major changes were needed in re-
gard to the Crop Insurance Program.
These groups recommended more af-
fordable crop insurance policies at
higher levels of coverage, equalization
of the subsidy on something called rev-
enue insurance, provisions to deal with
multiple years of disaster, a better pro-
gram for new and beginning farmers,
changes in the product approval proc-
ess, and, finally, the removal of the
regulatory roadblocks that had stifled
new product development.
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Senator KERREY and I took these rec-
ommendations very seriously, and this
legislation achieves each of these
goals. The process has not been easy.
We began our meetings on this issue in
September of 1998. We introduced our
first legislation, S. 529, the Crop Insur-
ance for the 21st Century Act, last Feb-
ruary. We then introduced a second
bill, S. 15680, the Risk Management for
the 21st Century Act, in September. In
March, the Agriculture Committee and
the Senate approved the crop insurance
legislation that was based largely upon
our original bill. Since passage of the
Senate bill, we have spent nearly 7 full
weeks in conference with the House.
There have been many surprises, many
bumps in the road, to say the least,
sometimes arising at the last minute. I
believe those unexpected bumps, how-
ever, were appropriate because they
helped remind us of the often unex-
pected, unpredictable risks that our
farmers and ranchers face on a daily
basis, the same risks that this legisla-
tion works to help them manage.

The task was difficult and the hours
were often long, but in the end we
achieved a bipartisan bill that was sup-
ported by all 18 members of the con-
ference committee between the House
and the Senate. That is no small
achievement.

Exactly what does this bill do? It
makes it easier for producers to pur-
chase the higher levels of coverage by
increasing the premium write-downs
and reducing the farmer’s out-of-pock-
et expenses. By allowing the producer
to produce these higher levels of cov-
erage, I believe we will reduce the need
for future disaster bills, those disaster
bills that are always a disaster to pass,
a disaster to implement, and always
seem to come during even-numbered
years. The legislation makes the rev-
enue insurance policies that have be-
come enormously popular for producers
more affordable as well. This is risk
management. These are risk manage-
ment tools that, hopefully, will lessen
the reliance on disaster bills and all of
the expenditures that those entail, usu-
ally under emergency legislation.

The legislation also provides adjust-
ments to something called the average
production history, the APH, for those
farmers who have experienced a year or
years of significant crop losses and dis-
aster. It provides for a new assigned
yield system that will benefit new and
beginning farmers.

The legislation also restructures the
board of directors to provide more pro-
ducer and insurance expertise. The
product approval and the research de-
velopment processes are greatly im-
proved. This will result in the develop-
ment of new and improved products
that will provide our producers with
the additional risk management tools
they need.

We have also strengthened the fraud
and abuse penalties in the program.
Farmers and ranchers should pay at-
tention to this; critics of the farm pro-
gram should pay attention to this.
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Under this legislation, the producers
and insurance representatives who
would abuse the program face fines of
up to $10,000 and possible disbarment
from all USDA programs for up to 5
years. Those who would try to destroy
the integrity of the program are going
to be punished, and they are going to
be punished big time.

I also comment on several provisions
that do not necessarily affect my State
and producers but which I know are
very important to other Members in
this body.

In recent years, there have been
many complaints that specialty crop
producers and certain areas of the
country have been ‘‘underserved” by
the Crop Insurance Program. This leg-
islation takes major steps to address
these concerns.

First, it provides nearly $500 million
over b years for changes to make some-
thing called the Noninsured Assistance
Program, or NAP. NAP will work bet-
ter for these producers. It requires the
RMA to undertake studies and report
to Congress on ways to better serve
these areas. And more than $200 mil-
lion is provided for expanded research
and education to develop new and bet-
ter risk management products for
these producers.

Mr. President, in addition to the im-
portant crop insurance reforms in-
cluded in this package, we have also
provided $7.1 billion in agriculture as-
sistance for farmers and ranchers who
have not enjoyed the booming eco-
nomic times experienced by the rest of
the U.S. economy. Approximately $5.5
billion of this amount will go out as
market loss payments, through the
AMTA payment mechanism established
in the 1996 farm bill.

Now, while I understand some of my
colleagues believe this is not the best
way to distribute these funds, it is the
quickest guaranteed manner by which
the USDA can make these payments. I
remind my colleagues who wanted to
develop a new payment formula that in
the past 2 years it has taken the De-
partment of Agriculture at least 9
months to make these payments
through the disaster and assistance
programs that were not paid to pro-
ducers through the AMTA payment
mechanism.

I also point out that after a lot of
real criticism regarding the AMTA
process, the department or the admin-
istration came forward with a plan,
only to be roundly criticized by vir-
tually every farm organization and
commodity group. So I think this is
the way to do it. These are emergency
payments.

As long as we don’t have our export
markets back, as long as farmers are
not experiencing the kind of farm in-
come at the country elevator, and mar-
ket prices are depressed, I think this is
appropriate, and doubtless this will
help. We are doing it early. We are
doing it early in the spring. It is in the
budget. No Social Security money. No
emergency money. The farmers, ranch-
ers, and the lenders can sit down, and
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under consistency and predictability,
know what they are getting this fall.

I am also pleased that $15 million is
included for carbon sequestration re-
search. The preliminary research indi-
cates that agriculture can and will
play an important and positive role in
the debate regarding global climate
change, and this funding is an impor-
tant downpayment on this research.
Senator KERREY and I worked hard to
include this research money. It will en-
able farmers, again, to play a positive
role in taking carbon out of the atmos-
phere and to mitigate the global cli-
mate change problems we have.

I could continue to discuss the merits
of this legislation, but I will cease and
desist. However, I do have a few closing
comments.

First, this legislation has been a per-
sonal priority of mine for many years.
It was nearly 20 years ago that my
predecessor in the House of Represent-
atives, Congressman Keith Sebelius,
cast the deciding vote to create the
Federal Crop Insurance Program. Since
that time, I have been committed to
strengthening this program and mak-
ing it work for our producers. We
promised this in the 1996 farm bill. In
addition, an improved Crop Insurance
Program has been an underlying prom-
ise ever since that bill has been passed.
It was a promise I personally made,
and today I consider it a promise, hope-
fully, fulfilled.

It has been a pleasure to work with
my colleague from Nebraska on this
issue. Senator KERREY is retiring from
the Senate when this session ends, and
I know passage of this bill before leav-
ing the Senate has been one of his top
priorities. We could not have done the
job, the committee could not have done
the job, the staff could not have done
the job, we would not have had this bill
without the support, leadership, ad-
vice, counsel, and hard work of Senator
KERREY. Furthermore, I thank the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee,
Senator LUGAR, for his assistance in
working with us to get a strong bill out
of the conference between the House
and Senate. Without his leadership as
well, obviously, we would not have this
package.

Finally, I thank the staff of the Sen-
ate Agriculture Committee. The Sen-
ate legislative counsel and the Con-
gressional Budget Office spent consid-
erable time on this legislation. As a
matter of fact, maybe even too much
time. It has been a Herculean effort,
and all Members and staff involved de-
serve to be commended. I would be re-
miss if I did not mention specifically
Bev Paul, who works for Senator
KERREY; Mike Seifert, who works for
me; and Keith Luse, the distinguished
and able staff director of the Senate
Agriculture Committee. They basically
did the work and reported to us, and we
reported to them to go back to work
and they finally produced a bill. They
persevered.

I close by stating that this is a good
and fair bill. For the first time, it is a
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truly national crop insurance bill that
serves all regions of the country. I re-
mind my colleagues that it is a bipar-
tisan bill, supported by all 18 members
of the conference committee. It rep-
resents a real investment in our farm-
ers and ranchers and the agriculture
sector of our economy. I am proud of
our efforts on this legislation.

I thank my colleagues for their sup-
port. I urge its quick passage. It is my
understanding that it passed by unani-
mous consent in the other body, which
has a lot of difficulty deciding when to
adjourn, let alone passing things by
unanimous consent.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
come to the Senate floor today to
speak of my profound disappointment
regarding the way in which the Senate
is conducting its business. I am out-
raged that these payments have been
attached to a conference report with-
out any consideration in the full Sen-
ate.

Mr. President, without any public de-
bate and with no hearings in the Agri-
culture Committee some of our col-
leagues have attached $7.1 billion to
this conference report, and have unilat-
erally decided to continue the failed
farm policy of the 1996 farm bill.

First of all, I want to be very clear
that I am pleased there was some rec-
ognition in Congress that the Freedom
to Farm bill, or as I call it the Free-
dom to Fail bill, has not provided an
adequate safety net to our nation’s
family farmers. Furthermore, I am
pleased that the Budget Committee
recognized that after spending over $16
billion the last 2 years on emergencies,
family farmers were in need of an eco-
nomic safety net.

But I believe this emergency assist-
ance package only relieves the appar-
ent symptoms of the economic crisis in
agriculture. This assistance will help
some farmers to continue their oper-
ations for the immediate future, but
this direct cash infusion cannot sustain
farmers for the long term.

I am deeply concerned about simply
attaching this money to a conference
report without any debate or possi-
bility of amendments. And as a Sen-
ator from Minnesota, with thousands
of family farmers in my state who are
suffering economic convulsion, I am
completely opposed to continuing this
disastrous farm policy passed 4 years
ago.

Mr. President, this is very much an
extension of the debate we began last
week—it’s a debate about our right to
be legislators. It is about being able to
offer amendments to improve legisla-
tion—that is what the people of Min-
nesota elected me to do. The people of
Minnesota and the thousands of Min-
nesota family farmers certainly didn’t
elect me to be silent, and accept the
status quo in Washington, DC.

At times Senate procedure can seem
a bit arcane to many people—let me ex-
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plain what has happened with this leg-
islation. We are now considering the
crop insurance conference report—this
is great. The legislation passed 95-5,
and I voted for the bill. The crop insur-
ance bill passed by the Senate will, in
fact, make crop insurance much more
affordable for thousands of family
farmers who have experienced years of
crop losses—like the Red River Valley
in Minnesota. I will do everything in
my power to pass this important piece
of legislation—I have no objection
there.

However, what has been done behind
closed doors in a conference com-
mittee, with absolutely no public scru-
tiny, is completely different. What the
conferees have done is to attach $7.1
billion in emergency farmer relief pay-
ments to the crop insurance bill. They
have not asked the full Senate. They
have not consulted with the House of
Representatives.

And conference reports are privileged
which means that Senators cannot
offer any amendment. Nor can Sen-
ators engage in extended debate. In es-
sence, we as Senators have been left
with no options to alter the conference
report in any way.

Mr. President, as a Senator from
Minnesota this is one of the most egre-
gious maneuvers I have witnessed in
the Senate. And the one thing that
greatly concerns me about this road we
seem to be heading down is that back
home in Minnesota I meet with people,
and they really believe that I will
make a difference in their lives—that I
can in fact help them.

However if, as a Senator, I cannot at
least offer amendments, to what is
probably the most important agri-
culture bill, I am shut out. In fact all
Senators are shut out. I don’t claim to
agree with everyone, and I welcome
having debates about what is the best
way to spend $7 billion, but the Senate
must have those debates.

And for Minnesota farmers time is
not neutral. That was evident when
nearly 4,000 family farmers from Min-
nesota, and all across the country,
came to Washington, DC, to demand a
change in the failed Freedom to Farm
Act. People really believe when we
meet with them that we can do some-
thing right now about the abysmally
low prices, whether it is the livestock
producers, or whether it is the corn
growers, or dairy producers. With what
is going on in farm country with crops,
people are in such pain. They still
come out to meetings because they
still believe in us as their Senators,
and by meeting with us and talking
about what is happening to them,
somehow since we are their Senators
we can do something to help.

But I am left with very few options.
The majority has insisted on attaching
a vital piece of legislation to a con-
ference report without any public de-
bate, or amendments. And that is to
say nothing about the substance of the
legislation they are attempting to ram
through the Senate.
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However, I am glad that Minnesota
will benefit from the emergency pack-
age. And, although I have significant
reservations that AMTA is not the best
mechanism to provide income assist-
ance to producers, it will at least keep
farmers going for another year. I pre-
ferred and pushed for a mechanism
that targets and ties assistance to ac-
tual production.

Mr. President for the first time since
1996 the majority has recognized that
the Freedom to Fail does not provide
an adequate safety net for our family
farmers. Through including $7.1 billion
in the FY 2001 budget resolution for
farm relief the Budget Committee has
conceded that the Freedom to Farm
Act has failed to provide an economic
safety net for our nation’s family farm-
ers.

We were presented with a tremendous
opportunity to reverse the disastrous
farm policy enacted in 1996, by tar-
geting this money to our nation’s
small and medium sized producers who
are truly in an economic crisis. But
rather than examining serious policy
alternatives that could reverse the cur-
rent economic crisis in rural America,
we have been presented with legisla-
tion that continues the Freedom to
Fail bill.

First of all, and I think this simply
prudent public policy—and I say this is
with greatest respect for the chairman
of the Agriculture Committee—I do be-
lieve the Agriculture Committee had a
responsibility to our nation’s family
farmers to hold hearings on mecha-
nisms to target the financial assistance
to those small and medium farmers
most in need. I firmly believe it is a
grave mistake not to base these pay-
ments both on prices and production.

Basically what the majority has done
is to double these disastrous AMTA
payments. And they have refused to
deal with any of the problems of dis-
tribution equity.

As we have seen over the last 2 years,
emergency assistance packages only
relieve the apparent symptoms of the
economic crisis in agriculture. Assist-
ance will help some farmers to con-
tinue their operations for the imme-
diate future, but direct cash infusion
cannot sustain farmers for the long
term.

There are a couple of problems with
these AMTA payments. First of all,
these payments are based on the old
farm program’s historic yields. Farm-
ers such as traditional soybean farm-
ers, who never had a program base in
the old program, don’t get any of these
AMTA payments. That is one huge
problem.

In addition, it is possible for some
people who might not even have plant-
ed a crop to receive them because the
Freedom to Farm—or what I call the
“Freedom to Fail”’—payments are com-
pletely unconnected to production or
price. Furthermore, I predict, largely
this money will be used to pay back
banks and lenders from whom farmers
needed to borrow money earlier this
year just to get in their crops.
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Let’s be clear—it is now evident that
the majority of AMTA payments have
not been distributed to family farmers,
rather they have gone to the largest
farmers and corporate agribusiness.
Recently a comprehensive study was
conducted on the federal farm pay-
ments from 1996 through 1998 which
shows that the 1996 Freedom to Farm
bill (and subsequent legislation) has
provided minimal financial assistance
for the large majority of family farm-
ers.

The study found that the largest
farming operations were generously
compensated by Freedom to Farm, and
many of the top payment recipients
were paid hundreds of thousands of dol-
lars over the 3-year period studied.
Large operators received these enor-
mous payments, even as operators of
smaller farms (with average annual
sales of $50,000 or less) actually lost
money.

According to the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, these smaller farms real-
ized an average net loss of $3,400 in in-
come from their farming operations in
1996 alone.

From 1996 through 1998 nearly 61 per-
cent of all federal Freedom to Farm
money approximately $13.8 billion in
total went to the 144,000 individuals,
corporations and farm partnerships
among the top 10 percent of recipients.

A recipient among the top 10 percent
was paid an average of $95,875 over the
3 years (‘96-‘98). These payments were
on top of any profits earned from the
sale of agricultural commodities, and
do not include payments made under
conservation, disaster or crop insur-
ance programs.

In contrast to the largest farmers,
the vast majority of AMTA recipients
have seen very little benefit from Free-
dom to Farm. Half of all farmers re-
ceived less than $3,600 in total from
1996 through 1998, or an average of
about $1,200 per year.

Large corporate agribusiness already
enjoy significant competitive advan-
tages over smaller farming operations
in availability of capital. According to
USDA’s Economic Research Service,
farm operator households for farms
with sales of $500,000 or more averaged
$153,847 in farm income in 1996, while
operators of farms with between
$250,000 and $500,000 in sales averaged
$563,265 in household farm income in the
same year. And operators of farms with
less than $50,000 in sales realized a net
loss of income from their farm oper-
ations.

The central question we need to ask
ourselves is that if the largest U.S. ag-
ribusiness are inherently more effi-
cient, as corporate America assures us
they are, why do these efficient farms
need Federal Government assistance,
and why do they collect the majority
of the assistance that is provided?

Hundreds of thousands of small- and
medium-sized operations receive mean-
ingless amounts of AMTA assistance
under Freedom to Farm programs. I be-
lieve, it is a great mistake not to tar-
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get this money to producers based on
actual production.

That is the key issue. That is the key
difference. In dealing with this price
crisis, we ought to make sure that the
payments are connected to production
and price. So what the Republicans
have is the wrong mechanism for ad-
dressing the price crisis. We must tar-
get the assistance to family farmers
and tie direct assistance to production.
Thousands of family farmers across the
country could go out of business due to
conditions that are beyond their con-
trol. In Minnesota, up to 30 percent of
our family farmers are threatened—
that’s thousands of farm families.

Whatever you do by way of dealing
with low prices, you have to make sure
that payments are connected to pro-
duction and price. Too many of the
transition payments go to landowners,
and not necessarily producers. I don’t
think that makes a lot of sense. Some,
like soybean growers, won’t be helped
at all. We can do better, we must do
better.

We could at minimum target the as-
sistance to those farmers who are in
the most need. We have an opportunity
to make at the very least incremental
changes to current farm policy. The
policy objective of the ad-hoc aid is
clouded by the apparent inability of
Congress to pass aid packages tar-
geting assistance to farmers most at
risk.

Some of the largest and most profit-
able farms in the country will benefit
from this assistance if it is distributed
in double AMTA payments and mean-
while there are no funds devoted to
other needs in rural America.

Mr. President I also want to talk
about the whole problem of concentra-
tion of power. This is an unbelievable
situation. What we have is a situation
where our producers, such as our live-
stock and grain producers, when nego-
tiating to sell, only have three or four
processors. They have the ADM’s, the
Smithfield’s, the ConAgra’s, the IPB’s,
the Hormel’s and the Cargill’s. The
point is, you have two, three, or four
firms that control over 40 percent, over
50 percent, sometimes 70-80 percent of
the market.

Let me just run through some statis-
tics that illustrate this point. In the
past decade and a half, the top four
pork packers have increased their mar-
ket share from 36 percent to 57 percent.

The top four beef packers have ex-
panded their market share from 32 per-
cent to 80 percent.

The top four flour millers have in-
creased their market share from 40 per-
cent to 62 percent, while the market
share of the top four soybean crushers
has jumped from 54 percent to 80 per-
cent.

The top four sheep, poultry, wet
corn, and dry corn processors now con-
trol 73 percent, 55 percent, 74 percent,
and 57 percent of the market, respec-
tively. By conventional measures, none
of these markets is really competitive.

Thousands of our livestock and grain
producers are facing extinction, and
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the packers are in hog heaven. The
mergers continue, and we have all of
these acquisitions. We need to put free
enterprise back into the food industry.

I have had a chance to review the
Sherman Act and the Clayton Act and
the work of Estes Kefauver and others.
We had two major public hearings in
Minnesota and in Iowa last year with
Joel Klein, who leads the Antitrust Di-
vision of the Justice Department, and
Mike Dunn, head of the Packers and
Stockyards Administration within the
Department of Agriculture. And earlier
this year we had thousands of family
farmers in Washington to rally at the
Capitol. In all the meetings I have been
at over the last two years, producers
are asking the same question: Why,
with these laws on the books, isn’t
there some protection for us? We have
all sorts of examples of monopoly. We
want to know where is the protection
for producers.

It is critical to pass some stronger
antitrust legislation. I know Senator
LEAHY and Senator DASCHLE have done
a great job with their legislation. I am
pleased to join with them in cospon-
soring the Fair Competition Act of
2000.

Mr. President, there is a frightening
difference when the major agribusiness
firms can raise billions on Wall Street
while making record profits at the
same time farmers and ranchers are
faced with take-it-or-leave-it low
prices. Even, the American Farm Bu-
reau Federation, who I don’t always
agree with, testified on February 1,
2000, that ‘‘consolidation, and the sub-
sequent concentration within the U.S.
agricultural sector is having adverse
economic impacts on U.S. family farm-
ers.” The administration recently tes-
tified that:

High concentration, forward sales agree-
ments, production contracts, and vertical in-
tegration have raised major concerns about
competition and trade practices in livestock
and procurement by meat packers and poul-
try processors. . . . The four leading packers’
share of steer and heifer slaughter increased
from 36 percent in 1980 to 81 percent in 1998.

This concentration of power in the
hands of a few increases the likelihood
that farmers or ranchers will be the
victim of unfair or deceptive practices.
The Fair Competition Act will give
USDA the authority to help address
those practices. Firms and corpora-
tions, no matter how large, which en-
gage in unfair, deceptive, or unjustly
discriminatory practices, or which give
undue preferences, or make false state-
ments regarding transactions, will be
stopped by this bill.

The bill also focuses on mergers of
agribusinesses and on agribusiness ac-
quisitions. Over the last quarter cen-
tury there have been a major increase
in the horizontal, vertical and sectoral
concentration of agribusinesses and in
industries serving agriculture. At some
breaking point, the concentration of
agribusinesses in any region will mean
that farmers or ranchers are adversely
affected by an imbalance of negoti-
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ating power and a lack of viable mar-
ket alternatives. The bill gives the
Secretary the authority to identify cir-
cumstances where a proposed merger
will result in unfair or deceptive prac-
tices that adversely affect farmers or
ranchers and to take a strong action
against such a merger.

In addition, under the bill the Sec-
retary shall make findings about
whether a proposed merger or acquisi-
tion could ‘‘be detrimental to the
present or future viability of family
farms or ranches or rural communities
in the areas affected by the merger or
acquisition.”

If the Secretary determines that such
adverse effects are likely, the Sec-
retary would propose remedies, such as
divestiture of asserts or other correc-
tive action, designed to protect family
farms and ranches, and the affected
local communities. Failure to comply
with those remedies could result in sig-
nificant civil money penalties.

This authority is similar to that con-
ferred by Congress on the Surface
Transportation Board which takes into
account the ‘‘public interest’ with re-
spect to proposed mergers of railroads.
That Board examines the potential ef-
fects on the public, on employees and
on competition and ‘‘the impact of any
transaction on the quality of the
human environment and the conserva-
tion of energy resources.” (49 CFR
1180.1) To carry out its duties, ‘‘the
Board has broad authority to impose
conditions on consolidations * * *»

Similarly, the Federal Communica-
tions Commission exercises a major
role over the telecommunications or
broadcasting industry mergers when it
examines whether transferring licenses
to the merged entity is ‘‘in the public
interest.”

This bill thus aims at preventing the
detrimental effects of such increased
concentration on farmers and ranchers,
and rural communities, just as the Sur-
face Transportation Board has imposed
a moratorium on railroad mergers to
ensure that railroad mergers are in the
‘“‘public interest.”

We need to pass this legislation now,
and I think there is going to be a con-
siderable amount of support for this.
The reason I think there is going to be
a lot of support is that I think many of
my colleagues have been back in their
States, and for those of us who come
from rural States, from agricultural
States, you can’t meet with people and
not know we have to take some kind of
action.

This ought to be a bipartisan issue. I
think this is one issue on which all the
farm organizations agree. We must
have some antitrust action. We must
have some bargaining power for the
producers. We must put free enterprise
back into the food industry.

But this conference report moves us
further away from making any real
change in farm policy. I would like to
remind my colleagues that $7.1 billion
for assistance for producers was allo-
cated, but a significant portion of the
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funds in this bill have been dedicated
to programs and projects, as worthy as
they may be, that;

1. Do not provide assistance to family
farmers or ranchers in the near term.

2. Are more appropriate issues for the
appropriations committee to handle.

3. Distribute money to universities
and agribusiness.

I would simply like to identify for
my colleagues where some of this $7.1
billion, allocated for assistance for pro-
ducers, will actually be going.

$20 million for the Market Access
Program—a program that assists busi-
ness trade associations and coopera-
tives for marketing development. How
does that help the average family
farmer deal with paying for health care
for his family?

$3 million will be directed to George-
town University and North Carolina
State University for research regarding
the extraction and purification of pro-
teins from genetically altered tobacco.
I ask my colleagues, could not have $3
million be better spent on direct in-
come assistance to the thousands of
small family farms who are in danger
of losing their farms this year?

$30 million for training and technical
assistance relating to the management
of water and waste disposal in Alaska.
As a Senator from Minnesota, I am
quite sure that small dairy producers,
or soybean producers in my state who
are facing the biggest agricultural de-
pression in more than a generation,
would appreciate the assistance $30
million could provide—it would allow
many families to at least stay in farm-
ing this year.

Mr. President, the plain fact is that
this short term assistance is simply a
band-aid. I understand the majority
does not want to have any public dis-
cussion on the farm bill they enacted.
That is clearly evident by the way in
which they have moved this legislation
to the Senate floor, with no debate or
examination.

The point is that farmers in this
country want to know, they deserve to
know, whether they have a future be-
yond 1 year. They can’t cash flow on
these prices, whether it be for wheat,
for corn, for cotton, for rice, or wheth-
er it be for livestock producers. They
simply cannot cash flow—they cannot
make it. They can work for 20 hours
per day and be the best managers in
the world, and they still wouldn’t
make it.

But rather than open and make
changes to the farm bill and avoid
these lump assistance infusions, the
majority defends the status quo in
farm policy. Yet, how much longer can
we mask reality of failing agricultural
policy? Short-term fixes are more ex-
pensive than carefully planned long-
term programs. For the past 3 consecu-
tive years, Congress has passed supple-
mental appropriations bill. Direct farm
payments for 1999 were approximately
$16 billion, making last year the high-
est record for direct farm payments in
U.S. history.
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We need to stop using ad-hoc assist-
ance as a substitute for farm policy.
We need to reopen and rewrite a farm
bill with a strong sustainable policy.
Namely, we need a farm policy that
empowers farmers not only to merely
survive, but to prosper.

And that was what the Rally for
Rural America was all about. We had,
from all over the country, around 4,000
people—most of them family farmers.
From the State of Minnesota, we had
close to 500 people here, most of them
family farmers. I point out to my col-
leagues, this was an unusual gathering.
They came to our Nation’s Capital to
try to have a conversation with Amer-
ica, to make sure people in the country
know about the economic convulsion
that is happening in rural America.

And Congress appropriately re-
sponded with a commitment to reform
rural policies to: alleviate the agricul-
tural price crisis; ensure competitive
markets; invest in rural education and
health care; protect our Nation’s re-
sources for future generations; and en-
sure a safe and secure food supply.

I ask my colleagues, what became of
that commitment to the thousands of
family farmers who came to Wash-
ington, DC—I ask where is the fol-
lowup? Is the followup passing $7 bil-
lion in AMTA payments that has never
even been discussed in the Agriculture
Committee? Is it in providing huge
payments to corporate farms and agri-
businesses, while leaving little for the
ordinary family farmer? Or is it in ig-
noring the root problems in the 1996
Freedom to Fail Act. I don’t think so.

For 2000, net farm income is forecast
to decline for the 4th straight year, by
17 percent. Low prices scale across the
board for almost all major crops. USDA
projects that 2000 crop corn prices will
be the lowest since the mid 1980’s.
That’s 26 percent below the average of
1993-1997. Soybeans are projected to be
at their lowest levels since 1986. Yet, I
do not need to list all the statistics. I
have been on the Senate floor, and Sen-
ators know, economists and specialists
know and most importantly those who
farm the land do not need to hear sta-
tistics to know times are tough.

Whatever our explanation for the
very low commodity prices on the glob-
al market, federal farm policy needs to
be there to offer some safety net to
help people stay in business when this
happens. We need a farm bill that es-
tablishes an equitable safety net. We
need a farm bill that provides a level of
financial security during periods of
market disruption and commodity
price instability. A safety net should
include a counter cyclical price and in-
come assistance directed to producers.
One simple idea of providing a safety
net is lifting caps on the loan rates.

In addition, long-term policy must be
developed to enhance competitiveness
and transparency throughout agri-
culture domestically and globally. We
know these figures well. I and others
have recited these numbers time and
time again on the Senate floor. We
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know concentration in the agriculture
economy has been accelerating at a
rapid pace.

In the past decade and a half, the top
four pork packers have increased their
market share from 36 to 57 percent, the
top four beef packers have expanded
their market share from 32 to 80 per-
cent, and the top four flour millers
have increased their market share from
40 to 62 percent.

We must halt this trend of consolida-
tion. Congress must pass the Fair Com-
petition Act to restore competitive
markets in agriculture and give farm-
ers more equal bargaining power
against corporate business.

It is greatly disturbing that a hand-
ful of firms dominate the processing of
every major commodity. Many of them
are vertically integrated. This growing
trend in concentration, low prices and
anticompetitive practices are driving
family-based farmers out of business.
Farmers are going bankrupt or giving
up, and few are taking their places.
More and more farm families are hav-
ing to rely on other jobs to stay afloat.
In fact, reports indicate that off-farm
income now constitutes as much as 90
percent of all household income re-
ceived by the average farm operator.

There is a gross disparity of eco-
nomic power that has shifted a growing
share of farm income to agribusiness.
We need to reverse that trend and focus
on equalizing the bargaining power be-
tween farmers and the global agri-
businesses.

According to economic literature,
markets are no longer competitive if
the top four firms control over 40 per-
cent of the market. Yet, Excel and IBP
control 60 percent of the beef packing
industry and Kellogs and General Mills
have 63 percent of the market share for
cereal.

Policy makers wrote the 1996 farm
bill and we can rewrite it. The cor-
porate culture’s powerful influence has
penetrated to humankind’s greatest
common denominator, food. We cannot
allow our lives to become beholden to
corporate America. We must provide an
agricultural policy that preserves the
family farm and protects the food in-
dustry from an oligopoly of corporate
agribusinesses. We must fight for these
critical policy changes.

We have some differences here in the
Senate. They are honestly held dif-
ferences. All of us care about agri-
culture. All of us know what the eco-
nomic and personal pain is out there in
the countryside. But with no oppor-
tunity to consider and debate a fair
and equitable distribution plan, and a
bill that short changes the American
family farmer by diverting money
away from equitable income assist-
ance, the majority in Congress has
failed America’s family farmers.

Mr. President, I say to Senator ROB-
ERTS and Senator KERREY: Good work.
Thank you for your commitment and
the work on the crop insurance con-
ference report. This report is extremely
important. To farmers, this is going to
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make a big difference. I also thank
Senator LUGAR. Senator CONRAD spoke
of his graciousness, and I think he is
always that way. Because of the crop
insurance reform, I will vote for this
conference report.

My dissent has to do with, again, the
way we are conducting our business.
The crop insurance reform is very im-
portant. But this is a crop insurance
conference report. When the Budget
Committee said, look, we are going to
have $7 billion to deal with the farm
crisis, what the Budget Committee was
saying and what the Senate was saying
is, rather than just doing emergency
appropriations, let’s have some delib-
eration and some policy evaluation and
figure out how to get that money to
people in the most equitable manner.

My dissent, I say to my colleagues
out of respect, is that I believe we
should have had debate about this. I
believe that the Senate Agriculture
Authorization Committee should have
had hearings. I don’t think it is appro-
priate that the $7 billion in AMTA pay-
ments—essentially doubling the AMTA
payments—was put into this con-
ference report. I don’t think it was ap-
propriate. I heard my colleague—two
Senators spoke. Senator CONRAD said
there are legitimate concerns, but I
think this is the quickest way to get
assistance out to people. Senator ROB-
ERTS said the same thing, roughly
speaking.

The point is that we did have some
time when we could have had some
hearings and when we could have had
some debate on this. I do not believe
we should have just automatically
taken the $7 billion and said it is going
to be AMTA payments, that’s it. We
put it into a conference report, which
doesn’t enable any of us to come out
here and have much debate about it,
and it certainly doesn’t enable us to
testify, doesn’t enable us to have
amendments and to act the way I think
we should act in the Senate on such
important matters.

Mr. President, we had this farm rally
here maybe 2 months ago. Several
thousand farmers came. It was pouring
rain and it was cold. They came a long
way. Many came by bus because, for
them, they are trying to survive. I
have no illusions. We are not going to
write a new farm bill. The Freedom to
Farm bill is really the ‘‘freedom to
fail” bill. I have said that many times
over. But it does seem to me that if we
are not going to write a new farm bill—
at least not until after the election—
we ought to do the very best we can in
getting the payments to people in such
a way that people who need the assist-
ance the most are the ones who get the
lion’s share of the benefits. Right now,
with these AMTA payments, we have a
subsidy in inverse relationship to need.

What we have here—with no oppor-
tunity for real debate, with no oppor-
tunity for amendments—is $7 billion
put into a conference report on crop in-
surance in the form of more AMTA
payments providing subsidy to farmers
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in inverse relationship to need, with
the vast majority of the benefits going
to the very largest agricultural oper-
ations. This is a disastrous distribution
formula. I think it violates the very
principle of equity and fairness.

Problem:

First of all, the AMTA payments are
based upon the old farm programs’ his-
toric yields.

We don’t have an opportunity to have
an amendment on this? We don’t have
an opportunity to say that this is un-
fair to farmers, such as soybean farm-
ers who never had a program base in
the program and don’t receive any
AMTA payments? There is no benefit
for them? We don’t have an oppor-
tunity to discuss this, to have an
amendment to try to improve this?

Second, since this was connected to
the ‘“‘freedom to fail’’ bill—what I call
the ‘“‘freedom to fail”’ bill—the pay-
ments aren’t connected to production.
Many of these payments go to these
large landowners who aren’t nec-
essarily even producers. I want the as-
sistance to go to the producers. I want
it to have some relationship to price
and to farm income.

Let me simply quote some of the
findings from the Environmental
Working Group.

The largest farm operations in the
country are generously compensated
with these payments. They are paid
hundreds of thousands of dollars over a
3-year period of AMTA payments going
to large farm operations, and the
midsized farm operations and the
smaller farm operations are not get-
ting the benefits they need to survive.

Environmental Working Group:

From 1996 to 1998, 61 percent of all
Freedom to Farm money AMTA pay-
ments—approximately $13.8 billion—
went to 144,000 individuals, corpora-
tions, and farm partnerships among the
top 10 percent. The top 10 percent, the
large farm operations, and the least in
need of assistance, get over 60 percent
of the AMTA payments. It doesn’t
make any sense. Recipients in the top
10 percent, those large farm operations,
are doing well. They get an average of
$95,000 over this period of time. Half
the farmers in the country get less
than $3,600, and many of the farmers in
my State get less than that.

While you have these large farm op-
erations, that do not even need the as-
sistance, getting well over the major-
ity of all the money—the top 10 per-
cent—the struggling, midsized family
farmers in the State of Minnesota are
lucky if they get $3,000 a year. These
are the farms that are going to go
under. The USDA says we are going to
see a 17-percent drop in farm income
this year.

Why in the world, when you have
these transition payments—AMTA
payments—going to the largest land-
owners who aren’t even necessarily
producers, based upon a program base
going back years, providing the major-
ity of the benefits to the large opera-
tors, not helping those farmers who are
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most in need and who may not sur-
vive—why do we have $7 billion put
into this conference report which
doesn’t have anything to do with crop
insurance reform, which means we
don’t really get to debate it?

That is why we are doing it. I don’t
think that is Senator LUGAR’s style. He
is probably one of the fairest Senators,
I believe, in the Senate. But I have to
keep saying this. It pains me to say
this on the floor because I think so
much of him as an individual. But this
shouldn’t be in this conference report.
We should have had hearings. We
should have had an opportunity to
come out here with amendments.

I would love to have had an amend-
ment saying it is going to go to pro-
ducers, and not just landowners. I
would love to have had an amendment
that said we need to target more to the
midsized producers. I would love to
have had an amendment that said it
shouldn’t be based upon the old pro-
gram base—no opportunity. I would
like to have had an amendment that
called for equity payments that said
raise the loan rate—we could have done
it for fiscal year 2001—to the same level
it is for soybeans, in which case corn
would be $2.11 and wheat would be $3.10.
That would make a huge difference. We
could have done that.

We could have had, and we should
have had, an opportunity to have not
only a 1-hour speech or 2-hour speech
in reaction to a conference report, but
we should have had hearings. We
should have had deliberation. We
should have been able to do some seri-
ous policy evaluation. And we should
have had the opportunity to come out
here on the floor and/or in committee
with amendments that would have
made sure that until we write a new
farm bill and get rid of this miserable
failure—this ‘‘freedom to fail’’ bill—we
would have been allocating the $7 bil-
lion of assistance with most of it going
to those farmers most in need—not to
the top 10 percent, the largest farm op-
erations, those that are doing the very
best right now in farm income, getting
over 60 percent of the benefits.

The crop insurance reform package
that Senators ROBERTS and KERRY
worked on is superb. I am all for it. I
am going to vote for this because of
that. But I think it is just reprehen-
sible that we continue now along this
line of taking really important policy
questions and burying them in con-
ference reports. I don’t know what the
$7 billion of assistance is doing in this
report.

I just want to conclude—because I
promised my colleagues I would be
brief, and then I will reserve the re-
mainder of my time—by making one
other point, which is, I hope we have
the opportunity on the floor of the
Senate to have debate about farm pol-
icy. I hope we can have a debate and a
vote on the Fair Competition Act.

It is breathtaking, the extent to
which these large conglomerates have
muscled their way to the dinner table,
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exercising their raw economic and po-
litical power over producers, over con-
sumers, and, I would argue, over tax-
payers. What we need is some competi-
tion in the food industry. What we need
is to put some free enterprise back into
the free enterprise system. What we
need is some antitrust action.

I am going to try to do everything I
can as a Senator—and I know other
Senators will be supportive—to get this
Fair Competition Act passed, which
gives USDA, if they are willing to use
it, some real authority, which really
gets tough in terms of dealing with
some of this horizontal integration
that is taking place, which goes after
anticompetitive practices, which really
creates a level playing field for our
producers, and which doesn’t exist
right now.

It is just absolutely unbelievable to
me that while the family farmers in
my State struggle to survive, a lot of
these huge packers are making record
profits. While family farmers in my
State are struggling to survive, a lot of
these big exporters and huge grain
companies are doing just fine. While
the family farmers in my State strug-
gle to survive, the farm/retail spread
grows wider and wider—the difference
between what farmers get by way of
price and what consumers pay at the
grocery store, the supermarket.

I have two objections to what is
going on on the floor of the Senate
right now.

Objection No. 1: This is a great crop
insurance conference report, but this $7
billion of payments should not have
been put into this report. We should be
allocating this assistance and getting
it to the farmers most in need. We
should have had the opportunity for de-
bate and the opportunity for amend-
ment.

I think it is a terrible way for us to
continue to conduct our business. I
hope we don’t continue this pattern of
more and more important public policy
questions that crucially define the
quality, or lack of quality, of the lives
of the people we represent—in this par-
ticular case, family farmers, being put
into an unrelated conference report.
That is wrong.

The second point I make is: It is time
for us to really get serious about the
policy change in this area, and in par-
ticular I focus on dealing directly with
the price crisis, and also the call for
strong antitrust action.

I yield the floor, and I reserve the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I concur
with what the Senator from Minnesota
said. I defy anyone to explain in any
rational context whatsoever, any Kind
of rational terms, why we make pay-
ments to farmers based on what they
did 20 years ago. There is absolutely no
rational basis for that. I will talk
about that in my comments a little bit
later.
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I understand there is a unanimous
consent request we are operating
under, is that right?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
time allocated for three Senators: Sen-
ator LUGAR, Senator HARKIN, and Sen-
ator WELLSTONE.

Mr. HARKIN. We are not under any
kind of a speaking order unanimous
consent, is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The last
order was for the Senator from Iowa to
be recognized.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I will
yield the floor and let my colleagues
make their statements. I vitiate that
unanimous consent and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
am pleased to yield time.

Mr. HARKIN. How much time do I
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa has 48 minutes and the
Senator from Minnesota has 41 min-
utes.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
yield 20 minutes to the Senator from
Nebraska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska is recognized.

Mr. DORGAN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to be recognized for 10 minutes
following the presentation of the Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On whose
time?

Mr. HARKIN. I yield the time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I rise in
support of this crop insurance con-
ference report.

As my colleagues from the Agri-
culture Committee are well aware, this
legislation has been a work in progress
for a good long time.

The final package we reached with
the House and that we bring to the
floor today is a very good bill. Farmers
in my home state of Nebraska are
going to be very pleased with it, as are
farmers of all types of crops all across
the Nation.

The major provisions of this bill re-
flect just what we heard when Senator
ROBERTS and I asked farm and lending
groups what they wanted in this legis-
lation, nearly one and a half years ago.

At that time, they asked for more af-
fordable coverage, equity for revenue
insurance, more new and innovative
policies from the private sector and a
better program for specialty crops.

This bill includes all of those provi-
sions.

Although we’ve provided additional
subsidies to buy crop insurance for the
past two years, this bill makes them
permanent law.

And we go one step further by in-
creasing subsidies even higher at the
very highest levels of coverage—a pro-
vision that would have been especially
helpful to farmers this year, as a broad
stretch of the Midwest and South face
severe drought.
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The final bill moves the Risk Man-
agement Agency in what I strongly feel
is the right direction, toward being a
regulator instead of competitor. We
place new product development fully in
the hands of the private sector, wheth-
er it be insurance companies, trade as-
sociations, or universities.

It includes authority that will finally
help provide independent advice to the
FCIC Board of Directors and create an
equal review process for all new policy
submissions.

The bill includes and builds upon
ideas forwarded by our colleagues from
Florida, Senators GRAHAM and MACK,
regarding new policy development for
specialty crops.

It includes an important provision
first advocated by our Ag Committee
colleagues, Senators BAUCUS and
CRAIG, to remove the area yield trigger
requirement from the Non-Insured As-
sistance Program.

There are dozens of other equally im-
portant provisions in this bill that ben-
efit each and every region of the coun-
try. While I am aware that the row-
crop producing parts of the country
will gain the most immediate benefits
because of their long-standing partici-
pation in the crop insurance program,
the potential for the program to work
just as well along the coasts and in the
south is given great weight under this
legislation.

Not every provision benefits every re-
gion; a few are specific only to one re-
gion or commodity. That is how we fi-
nally ended up with a bill with na-
tional appeal, and I am very proud of
that effort.

Let me say just a few words about
the additional 2000 and 2001 spending
added to the crop insurance bill.

I am pleased that the Budget Com-
mittee included additional ag spending
in the budget resolution this year,
much as they did crop insurance fund-
ing last year, and of course Senators
CONRAD and GRASSLEY are responsible
for that and I thank them.

My concerns—and the concerns of
many Nebraskans—are well-known:
distributing additional payments
through the Freedom to Farm mecha-
nism is unfair to many and the cause of
a number of the problems rural com-
munities are facing.

These payments, based on planting
decisions made in the 1970s and 1980s,
disadvantage younger farmers and
those who have traditionally rotated
crops or tried to diversify—exactly
contrary to what Freedom to Farm was
supposed to accomplish.

Some payments go to producers and
landowners who are no longer pro-
ducing the crop upon which their addi-
tional payment is based. Even worse,
under this approach payments go to
people who no longer farm at all.

The complaint I hear most frequently
is about the crops included in these
payments versus those that are not.
Freedom to Farm is destroying the al-
falfa processing industry in Nebraska.
As prices for other commodities have
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collapsed, more and more farmers are
growing alfalfa—a non-program crop.
Yet they continue to benefit from
these payments, even while long-time
alfalfa producers receive nothing.

Adding additional payments for oil-
seeds—even while most oilseed pro-
ducers already receive Freedom to
Farm payments and enjoy an artifi-
cially high support price—makes even
less sense.

Despite the great expectations sur-
rounding this farm program, I contend
that it creates greater market distor-
tions than those supposed ‘‘failed”
farm programs of the past.

And meantime, we spend billions of
dollars each year to keep it in place,
while our rural communities are dying.

Also attached to this bill is addi-
tional spending for 2001.

This package represents a good-faith
effort by Chairman LUGAR and Chair-
man COMBEST to put together a pack-
age acceptable to the majority, and I
do not envy their work.

Although there are provisions in the
package I do not support, there are
many that I do.

I commend them for structuring a
package with national appeal and for
giving consideration to a broad group
of commodities and interests.

Finally, let me offer my sincere
thanks to a number of people for their
work on this bill. Chairman LUGAR and
his staff have worked very hard on this
legislation and made a tremendous ef-
fort to advance the often-diverse opin-
ions of members of the Ag Committee.

Thanks also to our ranking member,
Senator HARKIN, and to his staff, as
well as to our minority leader, Senator
DASCHLE, and his staff. They made this
legislation possible.

The coalition that joined Senator
ROBERTS and me on this legislation
way back in March of 1999 and worked
together throughout deserves special
recognition: Senators HARKIN, CONRAD,
DASCHLE, BAUCUS, JOHNSON, SANTORUM,
ROBERTS, GRASSLEY, and CRAIG. Special
mention must go to staff for each of
these members, for working together
tirelessly and in a completely bipar-
tisan fashion.

Let me also thank the Senate Legis-
lative Counsel, especially Gary Endi-
cott, for his work throughout this proc-
ess, including too many nights and
weekends.

And finally, my deepest thanks to
Senator ROBERTS and to Mike Seyfert
of his staff for their perseverance and
good humor for the last eighteen
months. Their commitment to making
this legislation bipartisan—right up to
the closing hours—is a tribute to Kan-
sas and the Senate.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I would
like to make a few comments about the
conference report that is before us
today. As I do, I want to compliment
some folks for a lot of hard work: My
colleague, Senator CONRAD, especially,
who has played such an integral role in
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this; Senator HARKIN, Senator LUGAR,
Senator GRASSLEY, Senator ROBERTS,
to just mention a few—for a whole se-
ries of folks in different areas have
played significant roles in trying to
bring this to the floor of the Senate.

Frankly, while there are some things
I would have done differently in con-
structing this legislation—particularly
the emergency aid—I am going to vote
for it. I think this is a good day for
family farmers in my State and the
country.

We have a fellow in North Dakota
named Arlo Schmidt. Arlo is an auc-
tioneer. He told me one day about an
auction sale he had conducted awhile
back. What happened during that sale
describes so well the passion and the
hurt that exists in farm country when
grain prices collapse and family farm-
ers lose their hopes and their dreams.
This auction sale had occurred on a
family farm, owned by a family who
was not able to make it. They had gone
broke because prices collapsed. It was
not their fault. A whole series of things
conspired to say to this family they
could not farm anymore. They were
losing their hopes, their dreams, and
their future that day.

At the end of the auction sale, a
young boy who lived on that farm—he
was 10 or 11 years old or so—came up to
the auctioneer. The young boy was
very angry with him, so angry, that he
said to the auctioneer: You sold my
dad’s tractor.

Arlo said he put his hand on the boy’s
shoulder to try to console him a little
bit, but the boy looked up at him
through some tears and angrily said: I
wanted to drive that tractor when I got
big.

The young boy wasn’t accepting any
of that comfort from the auctioneer.
He wanted to drive that tractor when
he got big.

That boy felt like a lot of families
feel, living on a family farm. The farm
was much more than a business. It was
a way of life.

Family farmers cannot make a living
when grain prices collapse. The under-
pinning basis of Freedom to Farm was,
let’s not care about price supports or
safety nets; let’s operate in the open
market, the free market. Well, there
wasn’t an open market when Congress
passed it; and there’s not one now.

It seems to me, after about 3 years of
applying tourniquets, somebody ought
to ask the question: Isn’t there some
serious bleeding going on here? We
have brought to the floor—including
this bill—emergency help three times
in 3 years. All of this emergency help is
to try to take the place of the safety
net that does not exist in Freedom to
Farm.

It seems to me it would be wise for us
now—after we pass this bill—to learn
from our mistakes. If we have to do
this every single year, let’s do it in a
thoughtful way and the right way.
Let’s repeal Freedom to Farm and re-
place it with a safety net that works
for family farmers, a safety net that
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says to that family who has those
hopes and dreams: if you work hard
and you do a good job we will give you
an opportunity to make it, even during
tough times.

This legislation has a lot of things in
it. No. 1, it improves the Crop Insur-
ance Program. I salute that effort by
my colleagues. Many of us have had
input, although I did not play the
major role on this. The fact is, this im-
provement is a collaboration of Repub-
licans and Democrats that is signifi-
cant. This legislation increases pre-
mium subsidies to help family farmers
buy up better levels of coverage; a bet-
ter depth of coverage at less cost for
family farmers.

In North Dakota, it solves some pe-
culiar problems. We have had problems
year after year in which farmers have
lost a substantial amount of their crop
to wet cycles and, therefore, their pro-
duction is decreased. Because of this,
every single year their insurance cov-
erage under crop insurance is de-
creased. They have been caught in a
Catch-22 from which they could not es-
cape, and it did not make any sense.
This bill addresses those issues. This is
an important and significant piece of
reform to the crop insurance bill.

Let me also say this proposal before
us today includes emergency economic
assistance for family farmers. This as-
sistance is what I talked about earlier.
My colleague, Senator WELLSTONE, was
absolutely correct on this subject. We
ought not use doubling the AMTA pay-
ment, year after year after year, as a
method of providing economic assist-
ance to family farmers. It is not the
most efficient and not the most effec-
tive way to deliver this assistance.

I am going to vote for this bill. If I
had written this legislation, I would
have written it differently. This rep-
licates what we have done the last 2
years. This is the third year in a row
we have increased AMTA payments.
This will send money to people who
have not seen a farm for a couple of
years; have not gassed up a tractor in
the spring to plow a straight furrow for
awhile. They are not farming now.
They are going to get money under this
bill, and it does not make any sense to
me.

What we ought to be doing is extend-
ing emergency help to family farmers
living out there on the farm, and who
are struggling to make a living. This
help should be going to family farmers
who are confronted with collapsed
prices; all who have found that when
you raise a bushel of grain for $4 a
bushel and then have to sell it for $2.50,
you are going to be in trouble. You
cannot continue to make it that way.
There ought to be a safety net for
those folks, the folks who are really
farming. Regrettably, the mechanism
to distribute that emergency economic
aid has been the double AMTA pay-
ment. I think we could have done
much, much better than that.

My hope is that following the passage
of this conference report—and I will
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vote for it even though I disagree with
the mechanism of the economic assist-
ance package, and I do compliment
those who helped bring this to the
floor—my hope is that when this is
done, we will all understand that if we
have to do this year after year after
year, it is time to learn from it. We
really ought to be able to learn when
something doesn’t work. Let’s just
admit our farm policy doesn’t work
and change it.

I started by talking about family
farming. Some will say—they are care-
ful about the circles they say it—but
they say the family farm is just yester-
day. This is all nostalgia about an eco-
nomic unit that does not work any-
more. This view is just wrongheaded.
We have the kind of economy we intend
to have. We can have the kind of econ-
omy we create in this country. We can
decide we want big corporate
agrifactories from California to Maine
producing America’s food, or we can
decide to have a network of families
working on farms producing America’s
food.

Europe has made that decision. Go to
Europe and visit the rural communities
in the countryside. You will discover
small towns are doing well. There is
life, there is a heart, and there is pulse
in small towns. Why? Because Europe
has decided they want a network of
family farmers producing their food.

The result of this decision is a rural
economy that is thriving and working.
Europe has a safety net for family
farmers they can rely on which gives
them hope for the future. Regrettably,
we have not had that same continuity
in this country.

On the other hand, we in this country
have lurched back and forth from farm
policy to farm policy. Finally, we fell
off the cliff with Freedom to Farm,
saying we have this new idea—mnot a
very good idea, incidentally—but a new
idea called Freedom to Farm. Now,
after 3 years of tourniquets, having had
to pass three successive economic as-
sistance packages to make up for the
deficiency, we all ought to understand
that we have to change the underlying
farm bill.

This legislation includes a substan-
tial amount of resources at a time
when those resources will be critically
important to our family farmers. I
have said, and I will say it again—I
think repetition is probably important,
at least to make this point—while I
think there is a better way to move
these resources to rural America, it is
critical at this point, given the col-
lapsed grain prices, to send these re-
sources out now. This help will give
farmers some hope.

Our family farmers are not some
anachronism that does not fit in to-
day’s economy. As I said, there are
some who think it is like the little
diner that got left behind when the
interstate came in—it is nostalgia to
think about, but not really a signifi-
cant part of our future economy.

People who think that way, in my
judgment, are fundamentally wrong.
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Go to rural America and learn from
where the seedbed of family values
comes. Understand the value of rural
values in this country and the rolling
of those values from family farms to
small towns to big cities, and what it
has done to nourish and refresh the
values of our country. Then tell me
somehow families living on America’s
farms don’t count and don’t matter.

The fact is, they face economic chal-
lenges almost no one else faces. A
small family unit trying to run a farm
puts a seed in the ground and has no
idea whether that seed will grow. It
might get too much rain; it might not.
Maybe this seed won’t get enough rain.
It might hail; it might not. Maybe in-
sects will come. Maybe not. Maybe
crop disease will destroy it. Maybe not.

If they survive all those uncertain-
ties, maybe they will get it off in time
to go to an elevator and discover they
have lost $1.50 a bushel for every bushel
they raised. They get hit with this loss
after all their months of work, starting
with the tractor in the spring to plow
the furrows to plant the seeds all the
way to the combining in the fall to get
it in off the field and into the grain ele-
vator.

The lack of connection here is strik-
ing. So many hundreds of millions of
people are hungry and our grain mar-
kets tell us the food produced by fam-
ily farmers has no value. It is a strik-
ing paradox.

In conclusion, I thank my friends,
Senator HARKIN and Senator LUGAR,
for whom I have great regard, for what
they have done in this legislation. I
urge my colleagues to come back, after
we pass this legislation—and I shall
gladly vote for it—to reform the funda-
mental farm program itself. If we do
that, we will not then have to be con-
tinually passing emergency economic
assistance packages, as we are doing
today with the crop insurance reform
bill.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Montana.

Mr. BURNS. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I commend the con-
ferees for their efforts to finalize the
crop insurance report. The crop insur-
ance proposal before us today is the
culmination of literally years of hard
work by numerous Senators and Con-
gressmen. As you may remember, I
have been a supporter of S. 2251, the
Risk Management for the 21st Century
Act, and I am extremely happy to see
that the work on that legislation has
finally been dove-tailed into the work
of the House of Representatives. You
will also note that the report includes
over $7 billion in supplemental appro-
priations to help farmers and ranchers
cope with the current farm crisis.

Some will note that this is the third
year in a row Congress has provided a
large supplemental appropriation to
help America’s farmers. However, those
of you that have traveled to our rural
communities know that every dime we
can send to these areas is vitally need-
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ed. Agriculture is facing one of the
most dire times that I can remember.
Families are losing farms, ranches, and
the livelihood that makes up their own
family histories. A way of life is at
risk, and in Montana, that way of life
is what makes my state what it has be-
come. Without these monetary adjust-
ments to make up for failing markets,
entire communities would dry up and
blow away. In Montana, our economy
is already reeling, and agriculture is
our number one industry.

Without adequate agricultural sup-
port, the investments we have made in
economic development to diversify our
economy will be threatened. Agricul-
tural production is the foundation that
we must build upon. Agriculture is
what keeps products moving across the
shelves, restaurants open, and food on
the table. Without that, it will be al-
most impossible to keep towns vibrant
enough to attract new investment and
new technologies.

Some critics are pointing out that
this is the third year in a row that we
have supplied rural America with sup-
plemental appropriations. I agree that
this pattern is costly, but I must point
out that the promises given to rural
America have not been carried out. We
were promised strong foreign market
penetration and a workable market
that would get our fair share of the
dollar back to producers. This has not
happened. Look at any trade deal that
has been negotiated in the last few
years and you will see that our agri-
culture industry is almost always left
with little protection, and actually
very little support from our trade rep-
resentatives. The result is an on-
slaught of foreign competition within
our own markets, and not nearly
enough of our product making it out of
the country. Unfortunately, the admin-
istration and current world market
trends have not allowed current farm
policy to work in the manner that was
anticipated at the time of its imple-
mentation. I continue to support the
principles of our current farm policy
but am deeply disappointed that we
have not found a way to address the in-
action of the administration in opening
foreign markets. It will be necessary
for Congress to look for ways to allow
our current farm policy to continue
and provide for the times of depressed
markets such as we are facing cur-
rently.

The current farm policy has not cre-
ated the trade imbalance and subse-
quent market collapse, but it has not
been flexible enough to protect our
consumers. The combination of failed
trade policies, and an unresponsive
farm policy has resulted in the need for
direct supports being sent to our pro-
ducers. This year may be even more
vital than previous years. We are fac-
ing drought across the West. Livestock
is already being moved for lack of
water and irrigation has started earlier
than in recent memory. Markets and
mother nature have combined forces
and Congress must respond with a
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strong message to rural America that
we will be there to help, both this year
and in the future.

I thank the conferees for heading
some of my requests and helping out
those farmers hurt by the bankruptcy
of AgriBiotech. The ABT language is
vital to producers who have been nega-
tively impacted by a bankruptcy that
was no fault of their own. Additionally,
our wool producers have been given a
shot in the arm to help make sure their
industry remains viable. These are just
a few examples, but I can assure you
that this Montanan extends our thanks
for these helping hands.

The underlying legislation that is
carrying this supplemental package is
equally important, and is part of the
necessary message that Congress is
willing to support agriculture in the
future. It is a proposal that offers
much-needed changes in the area of
risk management for farmers and
ranchers. Managing risk in agriculture
has become perhaps the most impor-
tant aspect of the business. Agricul-
tural producers who are able to effec-
tively manage risk are able to sustain
and increase profit and operate more
effectively in business cycles. An effec-
tive crop insurance program will pro-
vide our producers new possibilities for
economic stability in the future. It will
provide another foothold in our at-
tempts to help agriculture out the cur-
rent hole that it is in, and it will pro-
vide a vital tool to help prevent future
depressions in the agriculture industry.

The Federal Government must help
facilitate a program to unite the pro-
ducer and the private insurance com-
pany. The control must be put in the
hands of the agricultural producer, and
coverage must be high enough to war-
rant enrolling in the program. Al-
though no producer can completely
control risk, an effective management
plan will reduce the negative effects of
unavoidable risks. Today’s family
farmer must have adequate options, or
one bad year could mean the difference
between keeping the family farm or
having to leave agriculture.

This bill addresses the inadequacies
of the current crop insurance program.
The problems and inconsistencies with
the current program make it both
unaffordable and confusing to agricul-
tural producers. Costly premiums with
low coverage percentages are the big-
gest problem. In years of depressed
market prices, crop insurance, though
badly needed, is simply unaffordable
for farmers.

This bill inverts the current subsidy
formula, in order to provide the high-
est levels of subsidies to producers at
the highest levels of buy-up coverage,
and thus alleviate the problem of
unaffordable premiums. It also allows
for the revenue policies to be fully sub-
sidized.

Another important provision in this
bill is a pilot program to reward pro-
ducers for risk management activities.
It will allow producers to elect to re-
ceive a risk management payment or a
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crop insurance subsidy. The risk man-
agement payments will be given to
those producers that utilize any two of
several activities, including using fu-
tures or options, utilizing cash for-
wards, attending a risk management
class, using agricultural trade options
or FFARRM accounts or reducing farm
financial risk. Quite simply, it rewards
a producer for utilizing management
tools that will help protect his, and the
government’s, exposure in the current
agriculture market.

This bill also takes into account the
lack of production histories for begin-
ning farmers or those who have added
land or recently utilized crop rotation.
This will make it possible for producers
to get a foot in the door and receive af-
fordable crop insurance.

This bill is an important tool to re-
form the current crop insurance pro-
gram into a risk management program,
designed to help the producer in the
long-term. It is vital to find a solution
to provide a way for farmers to stay in
agriculture. They must be able to con-
tinue to produce and distribute the
world’s safest food supply at a profit-
able margin.

Mr. President, I am extremely happy
that the conferees have finally com-
pleted their work on this important
proposal. It is vital to Montana and the
rest of our Nation’s rural agriculture
communities.

Mr. President, I thank Senator HAR-
KIN of Iowa, Senator KERREY of Ne-
braska, Senator ROBERTS of Kansas,
and the Ag Committee—I do not serve
on the Ag Committee—for completing
this legislation.

This legislation, by the way, was
promised 2 or 3 years ago. They have
labored a long time with the Crop In-
surance Program which is probably the
best package that has ever been pro-
duced by Congress and given to the
American agricultural community to
manage their risks. This is a tool to
manage their risks.

Also, my colleagues will note this re-
port also includes $7 billion in supple-
mental appropriations to help farmers
and ranchers cope with the current
farm situation.

Think about that a bit. This is land-
mark legislation because we are not
even to Memorial Day, we are not even
into the meat of the growing season,
and we have already made preparation
to deal with the situation that exists
in agricultural today.

We have been stripped from some of
our markets, and our prices continue
to be very low. On the other hand, the
American consumer is still supplied
with the most wholesome food in the
world.

This Congress has fulfilled its prom-
ise to have this money ready to go for
our Nation’s ag producers.

Without these monetary adjustments
to make up for failing markets, entire
communities will dry up. They are ex-
periencing more financial stress than
ever before, probably even through the
Great Depression. Without this sup-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

port, the investments we have made in
economic development to diversity our
economy will be threatened. This also
sends a strong message to the financial
community and the farm community
that we are serious about the support
of that industry and will not just let it
dry up on the vine.

I congratulate the people who worked
so hard. This conference was not an
easy conference. It was not an easy
package to put together. Next year, we
will be debating what is good for a
farm program, and we know there will
be some changes made. Right now, the
signal to our producers on the land is
direct and it is very sharp.

We have had some unfortunate things
happen in the State of Montana. We de-
pend heavily on the Pacific rim for ex-
ports. Three years ago, the economics
of the Pacific rim collapsed: Indonesia,
Malaysia, the Philippines, South
Korea, Thailand. Some of those econo-
mies are just starting to come back.

Just yesterday, we signed an agree-
ment with the Taiwanese—they will be
visiting the State of Montana—on buy-
ing wheat from my State. We have also
put in the act that the Department of
Agriculture has tools to use to fight
the competition on the international
markets. They have chosen not to do
that. There is enough blame to go
around for a farm economy that is
hurting. Nonetheless, this is a positive
bipartisan step in the right direction.

The producers of our country should
take a look at this package. There is a
lot of flexibility here. Not only do we
talk with multiperil things that can
happen in a crop-year, but we are also
talking about revenue, and we have
never done that before. We have a com-
plete package, a package that offers a
tool for risk management for our ag
producers on the land.

Again, I compliment the Agriculture
Committee on both sides of the aisle
for their work on this legislation. It is
very important to the farm States of
this country.

I thank the Senator from Iowa for al-
lowing me a little time. I congratulate
him and thank him for his leadership
on this issue and everybody who had a
part in putting this together.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I yield
myself on my time such time as I may
consume.

I thank the Senator from Montana
for his strong support and input into
this bill, as he said over a couple of
years, trying to make sure we get a
crop insurance bill that helps farmers
manage risks. I appreciate his input
and his kind words. Hopefully, we will
adopt this conference reports this
afternoon and farmers in Montana and
Iowa, and all points in between, will at
least have some assurance they can
help manage their own risks.

Mr. BURNS. There are a lot of
points.
Mr. HARKIN. There are a lot of

points in there, that is true.
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Mr. President, I express my support
for the conference report to the Agri-
culture Risk Protection Act of 2000
which we conferenced yesterday.

I thank Senator LUGAR, our chair-
man, for his hard work and persistence,
as I said, over a couple of years in
crafting the crop insurance title in this
conference report which will provide
significant benefits to farmers across
the country.

This accomplishment is bipartisan,
one of which we can be proud. I thank
Senator LUGAR again for his persistent
and strong leadership. I thank both
Senator ROBERTS and Senator KERREY
who really were the impetus for these
changes in the Crop Insurance Pro-
gram. I know the two of them worked
long and hard to put together this bill.
In the beginning stages, they worked
with us on both sides of the aisle to
meet the needs of various parts of our
country. I especially thank Senator
ROBERTS and Senator KERREY.

In this regard, Mr. President, this is
probably the last agriculture bill we
will have this year. There may be some
bits and pieces that come along later. I
think it is safe to say this may be the
last, and probably will be the last,
major ag bill this year.

In that regard, I pay my respects and
thank our departing colleague, Senator
KERREY from Nebraska. He has been an
invaluable member of the Senate Agri-
culture Committee for all of these
years. He has always given great input
and great insight into our deliberations
and discussions on all facets of Amer-
ican agriculture. He has been an in-
valuable member of our committee. I
know I will miss him greatly on our
side of the aisle.

He has always worked in a bipartisan
fashion to help move legislation. I take
this time to thank my friend and col-
league from across the Missouri River
and to wish him well in the future and
again thank him for his work in get-
ting this legislation through. It is a fit-
ting tribute to his work through the
years in the Senate. His fingerprints
are on this crop insurance bill we are
passing today.

The point of the bill is to help farm-
ers obtain better crop insurance; that
is, to help them buy up their coverage.
The final structure of the premium
subsidy schedule provides higher dis-
counts at both lower and higher levels
of buy-up coverage. The improvements
at the highest levels, 80 and 100 and 85
and 100, will benefit Iowa farmers who
typically face low risk of loss.

The bill also provides equivalent sub-
sidies to farmers buying revenue insur-
ance policies such as CRC, which is the
crop revenue coverage, a product which
is very popular with Iowa farmers. This
change spurred development of new in-
surance policies and products.

In addition, the bill will offer reim-
bursement to private developers of new
plans of insurance. Again, that will be
good for our farmers.

Another major provision maintained
was the elimination of the area loss
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trigger for the program for noninsured
crops, such as hay and forage crops or
horticulture fruits and vegetables.

This change is important to Members
in the West and Northeast, one which
we fought very hard to maintain in
conference.

The bill will also protect farmers by
allowing them to maintain their insur-
able yields, despite significant crop
loss, by limiting how much of a loss af-
fects future insurance coverage.

This feature could be very helpful to
Iowa farmers, especially those facing
potential drought this summer. At
some point today we will be talking a
little bit more about that drought. But
this will also be very helpful, again, to
other farmers, too, in the Dakotas and
other places where they have had some
very severe losses for 1 or 2 years in a
row, which, if not balanced out, could
unduly affect their rates and their cov-
erage in future years. So we protected
those farmers in those areas in those
circumstances.

I also want to note some other posi-
tive provisions in this bill, in the eco-
nomic assistance package.

First, there is $50 million for con-
servation, $10 million for the Farmland
Protection Act, and $40 million for
EQIP.

I am disappointed, however, that an
amendment that I had offered in the
Senate, and which was adopted by the
Senate, that would have linked con-
servation compliance to the provisions
of crop insurance, was rejected by the
House conferees.

In every other Government farm pro-
grams, there is a provision that man-
dates that a farmer has to follow con-
servation compliance to be eligible for
those programs. We had it for crop in-
surance until 1996. It was taken out. I
and others desired to put that back in
this crop insurance bill.

As I said, it was adopted on the Sen-
ate side, but the House conferees re-
fused to go along with that. And in the
interests of getting the crop insurance
bill through, we acceded to the unani-
mous consent request to go ahead and
remove that provision. I am hopeful to
come back with that again at some
point in the future on some other piece
of agricultural legislation.

But other than that, there is $560 mil-
lion for conservation. That is good.

Secondly, there is $15 million in this
bill to assist farmer-owned coopera-
tives, and other farmer-owned ven-
tures, to help develop the value-added
crops and processing for our farmers.

Third, there is $7 million in this bill
to further fund vaccines for pseudo-
rabbies eradication program for hogs.
It is very important in our area of the
country.

Fourth, in the nutrition assistance
programs, there is $110 million for
school lunch commodity purchases.
Again, we have a lot of surplus crops
out there, a lot of surplus commodities.
I think it is beneficial, both for the
health of our children, and the school
lunch program, the school breakfast
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program, and the summer feeding pro-
gram, that we purchase these commod-
ities and get them out to our young
kids.

Also, we have reformed the Child and
Adult Care Food Program to guard
more against fraud which has come up
repeatedly.

Also, there is a provision in this
bill—that is also a small provision—but
I think it is going to be very impor-
tant, which is going to permit us to get
more children into health insurance for
low-income families.

Right now, under the provisions in
this bill, if you qualify for reduced-
price school lunches, or free school
lunches, a provision in the bill will
then say the people in the school have
to inform your families that since you
qualify for free or reduced lunches, you
will probably qualify for things such as
the CHIP program, to make sure,
through Medicaid, your children are in
a health insurance program. That is
another way of reaching low-income
families to make sure that their chil-
dren are indeed covered by health care.
That is another good provision in this
bill.

Lastly, there is a biomass research
and development title in this bill that
Senator LUGAR has worked on for a
long time. He is a real champion of it.
I have been a cosponsor of it, but it is
Senator LUGAR who has pushed this bill
to help make more fuel and industrial
raw materials from biomass. And this
bill is part of this. Again, another good
provision of this bill is the biomass re-
search and development bill that has
been championed by Senator LUGAR.

So there is much that is good in this
bill. That is why I will support it. That
is why I was reluctant in the con-
ference committee to take any more
time than we did yesterday, in just a
few hours, to get this bill through.

But I am compelled to speak for a lit-
tle bit about what is in this bill that I
think is detrimental to our family
farm structure in America and to en-
suring that we have a diversified and
widely spread system of agriculture.

The $7.1 billion in emergency assist-
ance that is included in this report, I
believe, is misapplied, misdirected, and
in many cases will be misspent.

It is clear that our farmers are going
to need aid. There is no doubt about
that. But how this final package looks,
I think, does not really meet those
needs. This is the third year in a row
that we have had additional AMTA
payments—payments to farmers based
on emergency help in the farm econ-
omy. The farm economy is still in
shambles. For 3 years in a row, it has
been in shambles. Every year, we come
back and do the same thing year, after
year after year, after year. Someone
once defined ‘‘insanity” as doing the
same thing over and over and expecting
a different result. Every year we keep
doing the same thing over and over,
and we expect some different result;
and we do not get a different result.
The only result we get is fewer and
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fewer family farmers, more stress in
rural areas, and more and more of our
money going to the larger concerns
who are driving out our family farms.

But I want to recite for the RECORD
where this money is going, these bil-
lions of dollars that we are taking from
taxpayers and putting out there.

During the first 3 years of our Free-
dom to Farm bill—1996 to 1998—the top
10 percent of payment recipients, or
about 150,000 individuals, got 61 percent
of the payments. Ten percent of the re-
cipients got 61 percent of the money.
Their annual payments from AMTA,
the supplemental AMTAs, we passed
every year, and the loan deficiency
payments averaged $95,000. That is for
the top 10 percent.

The other 90 percent averaged only
$7,000 in payments.

I have a chart that illustrates this. It
shows the average Government pay-
ments by farm size in 1997. The average
was $7,378 for all farms. But those
farms that had sales greater than $1
million averaged $33,699. For those
farms that had sales of $250,000 to
$5600,000, they averaged $16,524—and on
down.

As you can see, the bigger you are,
the more you got. And I daresay, it is
usually those bigger farmers that were
better able to protect themselves with
insurance and other methods, who may
not have needed that kind of assist-
ance.

It is the farmers down here in the
lower end that needed the assistance
and the help. But they were left strand-
ed.

On a State-by-State basis, the lop-
sided nature is even more striking. I
will talk about Iowa, too, but the top
10 percent of recipients in Mississippi
received 83 percent of the payments. In
Alabama, the top 10 percent received 81
percent of the payments. In my own
State of Iowa, lest anyone think that I
am singling out other States other
than my own, the top 12 percent, in
terms of income, received 50 percent of
the payments in my State of Iowa.

I do not think that is fair. The in-
equities of the current system have
been exacerbated during the current
economic crisis in agriculture.

The last 2 years have shown that
when prices are low, regular AMTA
payments do nothing to keep an ad hoc
disaster package under control. More
importantly, they are not an effective
mechanism in targeting aid to those
who need it.

We have had the AMTA payments.
We come along every year, and we have
a disaster program. They are a very
poor method of response to our current
farm crisis.

While it is important to get needed
aid out to producers, it is imperative
that we get it out to help mostly fam-
ily farmers who are really hurting, not
to help the bigger farms bury the
smaller ones.

The data indicates just the opposite
is happening. The lion’s share of this
additional aid will go to the largest
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producers, while small producers re-
ceive almost nothing. Under the cur-
rent scheme, a recipient at the high
end of the spectrum may qualify for as
much as $240,000 in AMTA payments
this fiscal year. Under the current law,
a person ‘‘may be eligible’” to receive
the payment maximum of $40,000 for
each round of AMTA payments, the
original payment plus the supple-
mental payment we have in this bill.
That adds up, of course. Then they al-
ready received the supplemental pay-
ment that is in the fiscal year 2000 ap-
propriations bill. So that is $120,000. If
they structure their operations to fit
under the three-entity rule, each per-
son can receive payments from three
entities. That, in effect, doubles that
$120,000 up to $240,000. And that is not
the end of it. As much as $300,000 in
loan deficiency payments and mar-
keting loan gains can go to that farm-
er. One farmer in this country this
year can get up to $540,000 of taxpayers’
money. I don’t believe that is right; I
don’t believe that is fair.

I was going to offer a provision in the
conference committee. I didn’t. The
reason I didn’t is that I thought it was
important to get the crop insurance
bill through. As I said in the con-
ference committee yesterday, we
should have a crop insurance bill before
us.

The budget resolution that was
passed here, that allowed us to have
additional spending this year for sup-
plemental payments to farmers, pro-
vided for the authorizing committee to
authorize it by June 29, which means
we had until the end of June to have a
debate in our committee to talk about
the policy implications of what we
have been doing the last couple years
and whether or not we want this policy
structure to continue.

Do we want to really continue to put
our AMTA payments out like this?

Well, we did not have that debate, so
here we are confronted with this on a
crop insurance bill, which should not
be. This should be a separate bill from
the Agriculture Committee on the floor
where we could debate this.

Maybe it would be the will of the ma-
jority of the Senate to continue to give
large payments to large farmers, to
continue the three-entity rule to allow
some farmers to get hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars. That could have been
the outcome. But at least we should
have been debating it. It should be here
in a manner in which it would be de-
batable and amendable. We don’t have
that.

I was going to offer an amendment to
limit to $100,000 the most anyone could
get through the AMTA system. I heard
all kinds of talk from different people
saying this would be terrible. That
would have affected five-tenths of 1
percent of all the recipients; 6,700 farm-
ers would have been affected by that if
we would have capped it at $100,000.

I have always thought I was here to
fight for the vast majority of the fam-
ily farmers who are out there, not just
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the top one-half of 1 percent who, by
and large, have the economic where-
withal to protect themselves. Many of
our smaller farmers simply don’t.
Again, the data indicates that it is
those at the top of the spectrum who
are getting the most money.

I have another chart. This chart il-
lustrates how we are going in the
wrong direction. As we continue down
this pathway of AMTA payments, sup-
plemental AMTA payments, loan defi-
ciency payments built on each other
yvear after year, without addressing the
underlying provisions of the Freedom
to Farm bill, what is happening is we
are creating a bigger gap between the
big farmers and the smaller farmers in
our country. This chart illustrates
that.

As one can see by Government pay-
ments here on the left side, $20,000,
$40,000, $60,000, $80,000, $100,000, and pro-
ducers who receive those payments, if
they look at this block, they will see
that those producers who received
about $50,000 or more in payments in
the last 3 years almost doubled the
amount of money they were getting
from the Government—almost doubled
it.

Look here at our smaller, family-
sized farmers, who only got maybe
$2,000 or $3,000 in payments. They just
went up a very small amount. These
doubled in size, doubled in payment;
these hardly went up at all. What kind
of policy are we pursuing here?

I am not talking about farmers just
getting big on their own and making
more money. If these big farmers are
more efficient and can do a better job
and get this money in the marketplace,
God bless them. We are talking about
taxpayers’ money going from here to
these farmers. The big ones almost
doubled in the amount of money they
are getting from the Government; the
smaller ones barely got any increase at
all. I wish someone would explain to
me how this is sound public policy.

I have the figures right here. Recipi-
ents who averaged $50,000 or more in
Government payments from 1996 to 1998
received $42,337 more in 1998 than in
1996. In contrast, if you were at the
bottom of the payment spectrum, these
little ones down here at the bottom,
you averaged between $5,000 and $10,000
per year, which is the bulk of the farm-
ers in my State; you received a mere
$740 more in 1998 than you did in 1997.

I will repeat that. In my State—just
talking about my State; I don’t want
to pick on anybody else’s State—in my
own State of Iowa, if you received an
average of $50,000 or more in Govern-
ment agricultural payments from 1996
to 1998, in 1 year you got more than a
$28,000 increase, from 1997 to 1998. You
got $42,000 more over the 2 years. That
is if you were at the top of the heap. If
you were at the bottom and you only
got $5,000 to $10,000 in Government pay-
ments, you got $740 more.

Someone please tell me how this is
good public policy, that we give Gov-
ernment money out like this to the

S4431

biggest, those who can protect them-
selves. Do you know what they are
doing with that money? They are buy-
ing more land. They are getting bigger,
because our smaller farmers are going
out of production and the bigger farm-
ers are buying their land.

Again, if this were a free market ap-
proach, I would say fine, but it is Gov-
ernment payments going out to large
farmers who are providing for the ex-
tinction of our family farmers—Gov-
ernment policies, right now, allowing
these bigger farmers to get these mas-
sive Government payments, squeezing
the smaller producers, and the bigger
producers are buying up the land and
getting bigger and bigger and bigger. It
isn’t because of any free market ap-
proach, it is because of governmental
policies. Again, the disparities are not
just size related, they are based on
planting history.

When I opened my remarks earlier
today, I said someone please explain to
me how it is good public policy that we
pay farmers AMTA payments, Govern-
ment payments, this year based on
what they did 20 years ago. That is
right. I try to explain this to people,
and I get blank stares. It is a fact. If
you have two farmers out there, one
who has a 20-year history of planting
and the other who maybe only has a 5-
year history of planting, the one who
has the 20-year history of planting may
be planting nothing this year, but
guess what, you are going to get
money.

Yet if you were a farmer out there
planting for the last 3, 4, or 5 years,
you don’t have that 20-year history,
you won’t get anything. Again, please
explain to me how this is good policy.
It is not tied to what farmers are pro-
ducing today. It is tied to what they
produced 20 years ago.

Two farmers in Iowa, with half their
production in corn and half their pro-
duction in soybeans, can be paid mark-
edly different levels because of past
planting history. When you figure the
AMTA payment level, the farmer with
a b0-percent corn base and a 50-percent
soybean base will be paid half as much
in AMTA payments as the farmer who
has a 100-percent corn base. What sense
does this make? It makes no sense.
Farmers all over my State recognize
that.

Now, as if all I have said isn’t bad
enough, the prospects for drought this
year will even cause this program to be
worse than it is. If a drought of the
proportions that is predicted actually
occurs, the disparity between the haves
and the have-nots will grow even more.
Why is that? Because let’s say we have
a drought—and it looks as if we are
going to have pretty severe droughts in
some parts of the country and other
parts of the country will not—that
means that the price, say, of corn is
going to go up. But you, who are in a
drought area, may only get a certain
portion—you may get an AMTA pay-
ment, but you won’t get anything out
of the market because you won’'t have
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a crop. If, however, you are in an area
where you haven’t had a drought, you
are going to get high prices for your
crop and an AMTA payment. Those
who have no crop to sell will have their
incomes plummet; they will get no ad-
justment in their AMTA payment to
address those losses. They will get ab-
solutely no more than the farmer who
has a huge crop because they were not
in the drought area. Again, these pay-
ments will exacerbate again this dis-
parity between the large farmers and
the small farmers in America. Again, 1
think that is bad public policy.

Now, maybe if we have a big drought,
we will come rushing in here with some
kind of a disaster package. But, again,
I wonder who is going to get the bene-
fits of that. So throughout all of this,
the mantra has been that there is no
other viable mechanism, that AMTA
payments are our best means of getting
aid to our producers. Well, if this is the
best we can do, I would hate to see
what the worst is.

There is a better way. I believe both
sides should come together to figure
out a better way of getting payments
out to farmers. This idea of giving
more and more to the biggest is not
right, not good for our country; it is
not good public policy. I have urged the
Senate to have a frank and open dis-
cussion about the failures of the cur-
rent system and on ways to improve it.
We have not been afforded that oppor-
tunity in a meaningful way.

As I said, this is in no way dispar-
aging of my friend and the chairman of
the Agriculture Committee. I know he
was more than willing to have this dis-
cussion and this debate. But the powers
that be insisted that we have this
AMTA payment provision on the crop
insurance bill. So here we are with it,
without any provision for our author-
izing committee to discuss and debate,
and perhaps modify. As I said, I don’t
know if the will of the majority would
have been there to do that, but at least
we could have had an open and frank
discussion about whether or not we
wanted to go in that direction. Hope-
fully, we will have that opportunity in
the future.

So, again, I hope we will have this
type of debate. I think our farmers and
our taxpayers deserve that type of de-
bate. In the meantime, I have no prob-
lems with the underlying bill. It is a
good bill. The crop insurance bill is a
good bill. It is going to go a long way
toward helping our farmers manage the
risk. As I said, there are other good
provisions attached onto it. I am just
sorry we had to attach on the payment
provisions to this bill without having
the committee do its job.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I want to
briefly express my support for the crop
insurance reform package that is being
considered today, and the additional
emergency assistance that was ap-
pended to the bill.

This crop insurance reform is criti-
cally needed in the heartland of Amer-
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ica. As the sponsor of the first crop in-
surance reform legislation introduced
in the 105th and 106th Congress, I have
worked hard on crop insurance reform
and on keeping this issue at the fore-
front of congressional priorities, so it
is gratifying to finally see this measure
completed by conferees and the Con-
gress.

I worked with a committee of Min-
nesotans representing producers, lend-
ers, agriculture economists, and other
stakeholders to build a consensus on
solutions to the current discontent-
ment in rural America with the federal
crop insurance program. I am pleased
that the final bill contains the expan-
sion of pilot programs I worked for, ex-
pansion of the dairy options pilot pro-
gram that I cosponsored, and higher
premium subsidies at the higher levels
of coverage that was the critical por-
tion of my original legislation.

The premium subsidies will be cru-
cial to help farmers manage their risk,
and possibly reduce the need for ad hoc
disaster assistance. Many producers be-
lieve that the current crop insurance
program is too costly to take part in,
and this reform measure should in-
crease participation and thus spread
risk more widely.

I am also pleased that the crop insur-
ance package includes an additional
$7.1 billion in emergency aid to pro-
ducers, which includes AMTA pay-
ments and oilseed producer assistance
payments. This will hopefully give
rural economies and farm families the
financial boost they need until com-
modity prices start to rise again. While
I have concerns about AMTA, this is
the best way to quickly distribute
these funds to farmers. I agree AMTA
should be revisited in the next farm
bill.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, this re-
port is a good example of how the Sen-
ate—when we sit down and work to-
gether—can craft sound legislation.

New England and Mid-Atlantic farm-
ers who do not usually participate in
crop insurance will greatly benefit
from this effort. There is funding to
help preserve farmland, protect the en-
vironment and to give farmers better
tools to manage risk.

In addition, farmers who have suf-
fered through two years of low prices
will get some relief as USDA purchases
$200 million worth of apples, cran-
berries, potatoes, melons, and the like.
There will also be major purchases of
specialty crops for the school lunch
program—this will benefit farmers and
school lunch programs.

In the beginning, there were a lot of
strong differences of opinion on how to
reform crop insurance and provide as-
sistance to farmers. In fact, we had a
10-8 split in the Agriculture Committee
on how to structure this reform.

But Republicans and Democrats
worked together and got the job done.
Sure, it’s more work but that is why
we are here.

I was very upset yesterday when I
learned—after we ended our conference
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negotiations and worked out all the
final deals, and after we terminated the
conference and had signed the con-
ference report—that the unfinished
bankruptcy bill was going to be thrown
into the crop insurance conference re-
port.

That is an example of how the Senate
should not operate. It would be hard to
imagine a more serious breach of trust.

I was prepared to discuss the world
history of crop insurance from 1860
through the year 2000, which could
have put me to sleep while I was talk-
ing. In the end, it appears that cooler
heads prevailed and decided they would
rather pass crop insurance than listen
to me speak.

I appreciate the role of Senators
LUGAR and ROBERTS to get us back on
track on crop insurance.

For my part, I will continue to work
with Senators GRASSLEY, SESSIONS,
DASCHLE, HATCH, TORRICELLI, and oth-
ers on both sides of the aisle to craft a
fair balanced and bipartisan bank-
ruptey bill. If we could do this for crop
insurance, we can do it in bank-
ruptcy—if there is the will to get it
done.

While there are aspects of the crop
insurance compromise that I do not
like, there clearly was a significant at-
tempt to design a package that bene-
fits all areas of the nation and a wide
range of commodities—including spe-
cialty crops. This is a very good bill.

I appreciate this national focus be-
cause a narrowly focused crop insur-
ance bill would not have been helpful
to New England and the Mid-Atlantic
States. I was pleased to work with
many of my colleagues from that re-
gion—both Democrats and Repub-
licans—to formulate a package that
would also benefit our regions.

I appreciate the leadership of Chair-
man LUGAR and his ranking member
Senator HARKIN in working out a good
compromise. Also, Senators ROBERTS
and KERREY deserve a great deal of
thanks for all their work on this issue.

I want to point out one general con-
cern.

Because of the simultaneous work on
Agriculture appropriations some provi-
sions critical to New England and the
Mid-Atlantic States, and to many
other states, have been omitted from
this package—because the plan is to in-
clude them in appropriations.

It is crucial to me—and Republicans
and Democrats in both Houses—that
dairy farmers not be left out of Agri-
culture appropriations bill since this
report does not provide them with di-
rect financial assistance. I am counting
on some assurances I have received to
keep the dairy funding in the appro-
priations bill. I will be working closely
with my appropriations colleagues Sen-
ator COCHRAN and his ranking member,
Senator KOHL, on this matter.

Also, I understand that the House ap-
propriations bill includes $100 million
for apple farmers who have been hard-
hit by low yields or low quality after
two years of unavoidable weather ex-
tremes, from floods to drought. Helping
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these farmers is extremely important
to New England, Mid-Atlantic States,
Washington State, California, and
other areas.

As I pointed out during the con-
ference, farmland protection programs
work very well to help preserve farm-
land as farmland. There is so much
need for funding, that our modest pro-
gram in Vermont could instantly use
the full $10 million since there is such
a need and desire for this program.

Indeed, I had a major role in getting
section 388 included in the 1996 farm
bill. Similarly, in the 1990 farm bill
contained a related farmland preserva-
tion program which I drafted called
“Farms for the Future.”

I was pleased that the conference
would accept this latest farmland pro-
tection proposal found at section 211,
the ‘‘Conservation Assistance,” provi-
sion. This provision will be of great
help to the Vermont Housing and Con-
servation Board which has done a tre-
mendous job helping preserve Vermont
farms and the farming way of life by
buying development easements on
farmland property.

I was proud to fight to include fund-
ing for such a great agency—the
Vermont Housing and Conservation
Board of Vermont. Providing funding
to them as soon as possible will enable
them to free up money which could be
used to preserve additional farmland in
Vermont.

I appreciate the willingness of the
other Members to include this provi-
sion and am anxious to allow the Board
to greatly enhance its service to farm
families in Vermont.

Section 211(b) is also a very impor-
tant provision for many regions of the
country. It allows the Secretary
through the CCC to provide financial
assistance to farmers for a very wide
range of activities such as addressing
threats to soil, or water, or related
natural resources.

In the alternative, it permits funds
to be used to help farmers comply with
environmental laws or to be used for
“‘beneficial, cost-effective changes’ to
a variety of different efforts or uses
needed to conserve or improve soil, or
water, or related natural resources.

This gives the Secretary a broad
range of land preservation and con-
servation alternatives for funding
under that subsection.

There is language in this report for a
temporary suspension of authority to
combine USDA field offices. I am con-
cerned that in small-population states,
such as Vermont, cuts in federal staff
have been so significant that the of-
fices do not function effectively. Dur-
ing this temporary suspension the Sec-
retary should also suspend staffing
cuts.

These staff cuts, particularly in the
Farm Services Agency, should be halt-
ed in very small states so we can figure
out what minimal numbers we need to
properly run these offices. Indeed, in a
small state like Vermont it only makes
sense to allow them to hire the staff
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they need such that USDA can, during
the suspension, properly determine
which offices should be closed.

I want to briefly mention a special
crop provision, section 203, which pro-
vides $200 million to the Secretary to
purchase specialty crops ‘‘that have ex-
perienced low prices during the 1998
and 1999 crop years . . .”” We expect the
Secretary to very aggressively use this
authority to purchase apples, cran-
berries, potatoes, and the other com-
modities listed. This provision is very
important to New England, Mid-Atlan-
tic states and to other areas.

I want to thank my colleagues on the
crop insurance conference for all their
efforts to craft a strong compromise re-
port. I appreciate all the hard work of
Chairman LUGAR and his great sense of
fairness. As usual, his staff did an ex-
cellent job. Keith Luse, his chief of
staff, helped carefully balance many
competing interests.

His chief counsel, Dave Johnson, was
extremely helpful and provided out-
standing guidance throughout this
complicated process. Andy Morton, the
chief economist, and Michael Knipe,
the lead counsel, provided sound anal-
ysis and helpful assistance.

Senators KERREY and ROBERTS
played a very major role in this effort
and I appreciate their contributions.
Mike Seyfert of Senator ROBERTS’ staff
demonstrated great expertise on these
complicated issues. Hunt Shipman,
with Senator COCHRAN, and Scott Carl-
son, with Senator CONRAD, were very
instrumental during this effort.

Bev Paul, with Senator KERREY, was
creative and energetic throughout the
staff negotiations and of great help in
crafting the final compromises. While
not a conferee, the Democratic leader,
Senator DASCHLE, and his staff, Zabrae
Valentine, were very helpful regarding
this effort.

As always, the ranking member of
the committee, Senator HARKIN, was a
strong spokesman for farmers and
ranchers. His staff, Mark Halverson
and Stephanie Mercier, provided help
to all of us.

The House staff also did a great job
and I salute them. The chairman, Mr.
COMBEST, as have past chairmen, was
very ably represented by his Chief of
Staff, Bill O’Conner. Jeff Harrison, the
majority legal counsel, did a terrific
job drafting and explaining very com-
plex legal language.

It is always a pleasure to work with
Congressman STENHOLM, the ranking
member on the House Agriculture
Committee. His staff, including Vernie
Hubert, Chip Conley, and John Riley,
displayed a thorough understanding of
the issues and are a great resource for
the Members.

My own staffer on these matters, Ed
Barron, as usual did a tremendous job,
put in endless hours and helped me
work out a good package. Also, Melody
Burkins, who joined my staff recently,
did a terrific job.

I have praised the work of Gary Endi-
cott, of Senate Legislative Counsel,
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many times and do so again today.
David Grahn with the Office of General
Counsel of USDA has once again great-
ly assisted the Congress in providing
expert technical drafting advice.

Ken Ackerman, head of the Risk
Management Agency, also provided ex-
pert technical advice to the Congress
on this bill.

Let me bring your attention to an-
other aspect of this report, the Plant
Protection Act that has been incor-
porated into this legislation. This mod-
ernization of existing laws provides
tools and resources for animal and
plant health inspection services for the
Animal and Plant Health Inspection
Service of USDA so that they can bet-
ter do their job.

This legislation will not only help
protect agricultural plants in the
United States from pests and disease
but will also assist APHIS in dealing
with invasive species. The Plant Pro-
tection Board has indicated that pas-
sage of this Act is their number one
recommendation for safeguarding
American plants. I want to thank
Under Secretary Mike Dunn for his
leadership on this important matter.

Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. President, Mem-
bers of the Senate. I come before you
today to speak in support of the con-
ference report of the Agriculture Risk
Protection Act of 2000 which we are
voting on today.

First, I believe that this conference
report is the beginning of a new era of
cooperation between traditional row
crop states and speciality crop states.
During our development of this legisla-
tion, I have worked closely with my
colleagues Senators MACK, LUGAR,
KERREY, and ROBERTS to address the
unique needs of speciality crop pro-
ducers. This new cooperation speaks
well of our ability in the next Congress
to cooperatively review the impacts of
the 1996 farm bill on American agri-
culture. I believe that, based on this
cooperative effort, we will be success-
ful in ensuring that all American agri-
culture, not just row crop producers or
speciality crop producers, but all of ag-
riculture reaps the benefits from those
reforms.

Let me say a few words about agri-
culture in the state of Florida. The
image that many of us hold of the state
is one of white sand beaches, coral
reefs alive with hundreds of tropical
fish, or Disney World. While accurate,
this image is not complete.

Florida has 40,000 commercial farm-
ers. In 1997, Florida farmers utilized a
little more than 10 million of the
state’s mnearly 35 million acres to
produce more than 25 billion pounds of
food and more than 2 million tons of
livestock feed. Florida ranks number
nine nationally in the value of its farm
products and number two in the value
of its vegetable crops.

Florida agriculture is not only valu-
able, but diverse. We rank number two
nationally in horticulture production
with annual sales of over $1 billion.
Florida grows 77 percent of U.S. grape-
fruits and 47 percent of world supply of
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grapefruit. The state produces 75 per-
cent of the nation’s oranges and 20 per-
cent worldwide.

In 1997, Florida’s farmers led the na-
tion in the production of 18 major agri-
culture commodities including: or-
anges and grapefruits, sugarcane, fresh
tomatoes, bell peppers, sweet corn,
ferns, fresh cucumbers, fresh snap
beans, tangerines, tropical fish, temple

oranges, fresh squash, radishes,
gladioli, tangelos, eggplant, and house-
plants.

Florida livestock and product sales
were $1.1 billion in 1997. We are the
largest milk-producing state in the
southeast. We rank 14th nationally in
the production of eggs. Florida’s horse
industry has produced 39 national thor-
oughbred champions and 47 equine mil-
lionaires. Florida also has active pea-
nut, cotton, potato, rice, sweet corn,
and soybean industries.

As these facts demonstrate, agri-
culture in Florida means many things
to many people. However, all Florid-
ians recognize that agriculture is a
critical part of our economy. Each
year, Florida agriculture ranges from
the second to the third largest industry
in the state on an income basis. It is
this diverse industry that the Agri-
culture Risk Protection Act of 2000 will
assist.

On July 20, 1999, I joined my col-
leagues Senators MACK, FEINSTEIN, and
BOXER in introducing S. 1401, the Spe-
cialty Crop Insurance Act of 1999. This
legislation sought to reduce the de-
pendence of the specialty crop industry
an emergency spending and cata-
strophic loss insurance coverage by im-
proving its access to quality crop in-
surance policies.

Currently, crop insurance policies
available for specialty crops do not
cover the unique characteristics asso-
ciated with the planting, growing, and
harvesting of specialty crops. Accord-
ing to a GAO report on USDA’s
progress in expanding crop insurance
coverage for specialty crops, even after
an expansion in policies available to
specialty corps planned through 2001,
the existing crop insurance program
will fail to cover approximately 300
specialty crops that make up 15 per-
cent of the market share. In some
cases, although crop insurance may
exist for a specialty crop, it may not be
available in all areas where the crop is
grown. For example, the GAO report
indicates that crop insurance for
grapes is available in selected counties
in Arkansas, California, Michigan, Mis-
souri, New York, Ohio, Oregon, Penn-
sylvania, and Washington but not in
other growing areas located in Arizona,
Georgia, North Carolina, and South
Carolina.

In an effort to increase producer par-
ticipation in buy-up coverage, the Risk
Management Agency last year under-
took a pilot program to increase the
premium subsidies at a total cost of
$400 million. In 1999, the Congress en-
acted this same program which was
deemed a success on an emergency
basis.
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This program was not a success for
specialty crops. Of the 125,772 producers
who bought additional buy-up coverage
after this subsidy was offered, 81 per-
cent were producers of program crops.
The highest increase in a single com-
modity was 31,191 additional policies
sold to corn producers while the lowest
increase was an additional 3 policies
sold to pepper producers. Even when
corrective action is taken to work on
increasing buy-up coverage for all
crops, the program that is designed
does not have a dramatic effect on spe-
cialty crop participation. We need a
different approach for this unique sec-
tor of U.S. agriculture.

The original legislation that I intro-
duced sought to promote the develop-
ment and use of affordable crop insur-
ance policies designed to meet the spe-
cific needs of producers of specialty
crops. The Agricultural Risk Protec-
tion Act of 2000 will increase specialty
crop producer participation in the Fed-
eral Crop Insurance Program, encour-
age higher levels of coverage than pro-
vided by catastrophic insurance, and
enable better planning and marketing
decisions to be made.

I am pleased to say, Mr. President,
that the crop insurance conference re-
port we are considering today enacts
the major provisions of my original
bill. With the key support of Senators
KERREY and ROBERTS, who have fo-
cused their attention on the needs of
speciality crop producers, we have
forged a bi-partisan piece of legislation
that addresses the needs of multiple re-
gions of the country.

In addressing speciality crops, the
Agriculture Risk Protection Act of 2000
takes the following actions:

First, to ensure that the Risk Man-
agement Agency utilizes private sector
expertise in developing new crop insur-
ance policies, it requires that portions
of research and development funds in
this bill and research and development
funds for new crop insurance policies
appropriated to RMA each year be fo-
cused on specialty crop product devel-
opment. The legislation specifically
authorizes $20-25 million per year for
RMA to enter into public and private
partnerships to develop specialty crop
insurance policies.

Second, it also establishes a process
to review new product development and
ensure that crop insurance products
are available to all agricultural com-
modities, including specialty crops.

Third, the Agriculture Protection
Act of 2000 expands the authorization
for the Risk Management Agency to
conduct pilot programs to increase its
flexibility in developing better prod-
ucts for specialty crop producers.
Today, we are voting on legislation
that will allow pilots to be conducted
on a state, regional, and national basis
for a period of four years or longer if
desired by RMA. This legislation also
specifies authority for the Risk Man-
agement Agency to conduct a pilot pro-
gram for timber, a provision I origi-
nally introduced on April 22 of 1999 in
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S. 868, the Forestry Initiative to Re-
store the Environment.

Fourth, to encourage specialty crop
producers to buy up to 50/100 coverage
once these new policies are developed,
the report before us today increases
the rate for 50/100 coverage, the initial
buy-up level after catastrophic cov-
erage to 67 percent. This will create an
incentive for growers to purchase buy-
up coverage and bring us closer to
meeting our goal of reducing depend-
ence on the CAT program.

Fifth, to ensure that aid for farmers
who have no crop insurance policies
available to them actually receive aid
in times of natural disasters, this re-
port modifies the Non-insured Assist-
ance Program (NAP) to eliminate the
area trigger, making any grower whose
crop is uninsurable and experiences a
federally-declared disaster, eligible for
these funds.

I will not enumerate each of the pro-
visions of this legislation, as almost
each page contains a specific remedy
for problems faced by specialty crop
producers. I commend my colleagues
for their efforts to ensure that crop in-
surance reform passed by the 106th
Congress will take into account the
needs of all agriculture producers. In
particular, I thank Senators MACK,
KERREY, and ROBERTS for joining me in
my efforts to ensure that the needs of
production agriculture in Florida are
met.

I believe that the provisions in the
Agriculture Risk Protection Act of 2000
will ensure that specialty crop pro-
ducers have access to high quality in-
surance products designed to meet
their needs.

Turning away from crop insurance
for a moment, I would like to mention
a few key times in this package that
are just as critical for specialty crop
producers.

First, this legislation includes $25
million for compensation to growers
who have experienced losses due to
plum pox virus, Pierce’s disease, and
citrus canker. To date, citrus canker
has spread to over 1600 acres of com-
mercial citrus groves in Florida and is
threatening the existence of the indus-
try. The entire lime industry is on the
verge of being eliminated. Already,
over half of the 3000 acres in lime pro-
duction have been destroyed or marked
for destruction. Once an infected tree
is discovered, federal regulation, de-
signed to eradicate this disease, re-
quires the destruction of all trees,
healthy or diseased, within a 1,900-foot
radius. Literally thousands of citrus
trees, which require three to four years
to reach maturity, have been burned to
the ground during this year’s growing
season. These funds are a critical first
step in the ability of our grower to re-
cover from the devastation that this
disease has caused in Florida.

Second, this legislation includes a
streamlined version of the Plant Pro-
tection Act. In 1988, I commissioned a
study by the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture and the Animal and Plant
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Health Inspection Service (APHIS) to
evaluate the viability of our nation’s
system of safeguarding America’s plant
resources from invasive plant pests. In
today’s global marketplace where
international travel is commonplace,
the importance of APHIS’ role in en-
suring that invasive pests and plants
do not enter our borders in paramount.
The passage of the Plant Protection
Act was the number one recommenda-
tion of this report which included al-
most 300 individual recommended ac-
tions. Today, we are taking our first
step toward a serious commitment to
protecting American agriculture from
the ravages of diseases like citrus can-
ker or the Mediterranean fruit fly.

Third, conference report includes
over $70 million for key infrastructure
improvements to the fruit and vege-
table inspection system that was re-
cently embroiled in controversy when
eighty USDA inspectors were arrested
for taking bribes to reduce the value of
produce and allow receivers to nego-
tiate lower prices with shippers. These
funds will restore the integrity of this
system.

Again, I commend my colleagues for
their fine work and perseverance in
bringing this conference report to com-
pletion and before the Senate for a
final vote. Today’s action will enact
long-term change in our crop insurance
program that will provide specialty
crop producers with access to afford-
able crop insurance policies which are
designed to meet their specific needs.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I am
pleased to address the Senate today in
support of a conference report (H.R.
26569) that improves and expands the
crop insurance and risk management
tools available to farmers in the United
States. I am equally pleased to support
economic and disaster assistance at-
tached to H.R. 2259 not because I be-
lieve the assistance will always be tar-
geted to those that need it most, but
rather because Congress cannot afford
to ignore the opportunity to act now in
order to provide timely relief to our
nation’s family farmers and ranchers.

Collapsed crop and livestock prices,
weak export demand, and agribusiness
concentration continue to threaten the
viability of our independent family
farmers and ranchers. Crop insurance
provides many agricultural producers
with a risk management tool, and with
the reforms made in the legislation be-
fore us today, crop insurance will prove
even more effective.

Nonetheless, I must caution that no
matter how well crop insurance is im-
proved, it is not a substitute for a
sound farm policy or a safety net. In-
stead, crop insurance is an important
part of that farm safety net. Moreover,
the economic and disaster farm aid at-
tached to this legislation will help in
the near-term, but for the third year in
a row this Congress has failed to ad-
dress the underlying shortcomings of
the current farm bill.

Crop insurance is critical to the
farmers of South Dakota. Nearly twen-
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ty South Dakota grown crops are cur-
rently eligible for crop insurance, and
among our major commodities, partici-
pation in the crop insurance program is
high. Ninety-five percent of our corn
acreage is enrolled in crop insurance
while ninety two percent of our soy-
bean acres are in this program. Wheat
producers in South Dakota place sev-
enty-six percent of their acreage in
crop insurance. After the reforms made
to the program in 1994—when I chaired
the House Agriculture Subcommittee
dealing with this issue—over 10 million
acres of farmland in my state were en-
rolled in crop insurance.

I was pleased to co-sponsor a bipar-
tisan reform bill that is a modification
of S. 15680, the Kerrey-Roberts Crop In-
surance for the 21st Century Act. The
conference report before the Senate
today closely mirrors the Kerrey/Rob-
erts legislation and addresses some of
the most serious concerns of the cur-
rent crop insurance program; afford-
ability, dependability, and flexibility.

Nearly every agricultural producer
wants the opportunity to purchase
higher levels of crop insurance cov-
erage, but most have found that buy-up
coverage becomes cost prohibitive.
This bill makes coverage more afford-
ability by providing higher subsidies
for higher levels of coverage. South Da-
kota farmers support this provision of
our bill because affordability seems to
be the most pressing issue facing crop
insurance today.

In recent years, the issue of coverage
dependability has come into serious
question. Farmers in South Dakota
and elsewhere have suffered under mul-
tiple years of weather related disasters.
The bill before us today ensures great-
er coverage dependability by providing
relief for producers suffering from in-
surance coverage decreases and Dpre-
mium increases due to multi-year crop
losses resulting from natural disasters.

The conference report authorizes
USDA to conduct a series of pilot pro-
grams to provide risk management pro-
tection to livestock producers, I am
hopeful livestock producers can stand
to benefit from this action because to
date they have been specifically ex-
cluded from this protection.

Yet, I am disappointed the crop in-
surance conference committee mem-
bers dropped a provision that sought to
maintain conservation compliance as a
part of crop insurance coverage.

As a member of the Senate Budget
Committee, I helped secure $6 billion
last year (over a four year period) in
order to improve the overall crop in-
surance program. This year, funds were
added to this level to bring a total of
$8.2 billion over five years to crop in-
surance improvements. As a member of
the Senate Agriculture Committee, I
am Dpleased the legislation I cospon-
sored and supported closely mirrors the
conference report before us today;
therefore, I am pleased to vote for H.R.
2259.

Nonetheless, I want to discuss some
items in the economic and disaster as-
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sistance package included in the con-
ference report. I am concerned that the
conference committee ignored the in-
equity inherent with the current farm
bill, and instead, chose to make eco-
nomic aid payments to farmers based
on AMTA payments.

Even though South Dakota producers
stand to receive—in a timely fashion—
about $158 million in additional AMTA
payments within the economic aid
package, these payments are unfair to
many of the family farmers in my state
for a number of reasons.

First, AMTA payments are made re-
gardless of whether crop prices are
high or low. I would prefer an approach
(in overall farm policy and in the con-
text of disaster aid) that provides tar-
geted, counter-cyclical benefits to fam-
ily-sized farmers because it would be
more market-oriented and provide a
more reliable safety net.

Second, since AMTA payments are
based on outdated crop yields and base
acres from 1985, they are unfair to
many South Dakota farmers. In the
mid-1980s, farmers in my state planted
more grain sorghum and oats in com-
bination with the staple crops like
wheat, corn, and soybeans. But, all of
these crops make up their ‘‘base acres”
upon which an AMTA payment is
made. As such, farmers in South Da-
kota may receive AMTA payments on
low-value crops like oats and grain sor-
ghum that they don’t even plant today.

Moreover, crop yields in the mid-
1980s were much lower than crop yields
today, yet, AMTA payments are based
on these outdated crop yields. For ex-
ample, the 1985 corn yield assigned to
AMTA payments is set at 64 bushels
per acre. Yet today, most farmers raise
around 100 bushels of corn or better.
Once again, the AMTA payments fail
to recognize modern day farming con-
ditions.

Finally, there still exist situations
where landlords and not farm operators
receive the AMTA payments.

Last week I sent a letter to Con-
ference Committee Chairmen LUGAR
and COMBEST insisting that Congress
must not alter statutory payment limi-
tations so large farming entities can’t
swallow up the majority of government
assistance. Last year, an amendment
to the fiscal year 2000 Agriculture ap-
propriations bill increased payment
limits on loan deficiency payments and
marketing loans from $75,000 to $150,000
for 1999. As a result of this specific
change last year, only the largest of
the large farms stood to benefit. My
letter urged the conference committee
members to not extend this special
treatment of the payment limits be-
yond 1999. I am very pleased the con-
ference committee agreed to reinstate
the more responsible, lower, payment
limits for this year. Family farmers
are the backbone of rural America. If
we have a limited amount of taxpayer
funds in which to provide a safety net
for farmers, it is simply common sense
that we target the benefits to those
who need the assistance.
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I also want to mention that there are
several items within the economic and
disaster aid package that I support,
and as such, I will vote in favor of this
legislation.

First, sheep producers in South Da-
kota have suffered under near all-time
low wool prices. To add insult to in-
jury, many of these same producers
must try to compete in lamb meat pro-
duction with unfair and surging im-
ports from other countries. I am espe-
cially pleased the conference com-
mittee agreed to provide $11 million in
fiscal year 2001 to provide direct pay-
ments to sheep producers based on poor
wool prices.

Second, as a strong advocate of farm-
er-owned value-added cooperatives, I
am extremely satisfied to support the
inclusion of $15 million worth of com-
petitive grants in fiscal year 2001 to as-
sist producers in establishing these
types of business ventures.

Because flooding remains an obstacle
to crop production in many parts of
South Dakota, I am pleased to support
the $24 million in the conference report
for the Flooded Lands Compensation
Program.

I am also pleased this legislation of-
fers honey producers in South Dakota
and across the nation a recourse loan
program to help provide a safety net
and price support in order to market
their product.

Finally, I am pleased the conference
committee included provisions from
my legislation—S. 2056, The Emergency
Commodity Distribution Act of 2000—
which restores funding to USDA in
order to procure commodities for the
School Lunch Program over a nine
year period.

Last year, Congress enacted the
Ticket to Work and Work Incentives
Improvement Act. A provision of this
legislation amended the School Lunch
Act to require USDA to count the
value of ‘““bonus’” commodities when it
determines the total amount of com-
modity assistance provided to schools.
This change will result in a $500 mil-
lion budget cut for the School Lunch
Program over a nine-year period with-
out congressional action this year.
While not large in overall budget
terms, this cut will have an immediate
impact that is especially severe in
school districts more dependent on the
program.

My legislation would ensure that
schools receive the full value of enti-
tlement commodity assistance, and
allow the School Lunch Program to
continue to meet its dual purpose of
supporting American agriculture while
providing nutritious food to children
across the country. While the provision
included in today’s legislation provides
$34 million in fiscal year 2000 and $76
million in fiscal year 2001, it does not
restore the entire $500 million over the
nine-year period. However, I am great-
ly pleased the conferees agreed to in-
clude part of my legislation in the con-
ference report as this represents a step
in the right direction.
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I also encouraged the conference
committee to consider inclusion of my
bills to forbid packer ownership of live-
stock and to label meat for its country-
of-origin.

My legislation enjoys broad support
all across the nation because it will re-
store confidence and freedom in live-
stock markets. I am disappointed the
committee failed to include either of
these items as it will once again be-
come clear that Congress largely ig-
nored the independent livestock pro-
ducer trying to compete in an unfair
marketplace.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President,
first, I would like to thank Senators
KERREY, DASCHLE, and ROBERTS who
have worked to craft a national crop
insurance reform bill. I rise in support
of the Conference Report because it
represents a fundamental shift in farm
policy in its recognition of the impor-
tance of agriculture in the Northeast.

Historically, New Jersey farmers
have been at a disadvantage when it
comes to crop insurance for two prin-
ciple reasons. First, many of the spe-
cialty crops they grow are not eligible
for insurance. And second, because our
region has a history of non-participa-
tion, many farmers fail to investigate
what options they may be eligible for.
They simply assume that they are not
eligible or that the programs are not
economically worthwhile.

Without crop insurance, farmers in
my region will not be able to continue
farming, they will be forced out of a
way of life, they will be forced to sell
their land. New Jersey may be the best
example of what can happen when we
do not protect our farmers. In 1959,
New Jersey had 15,800 farms. Today we
have 9,400. In 1959, New Jersey had
1,460,000 acres of farmland. Today we
have but 800,000.

The current Federal Crop Insurance
program has failed to curb the losses
which farmers have experienced and
has forced them to sell their land and
their livelihood. It has facilitated the
end of a way of life in New Jersey.

When the Senate passed its version of
the crop insurance reform bill, it
adopted the so-called ‘‘Northeast
Amendment’”’ drafted by myself, Sen-
ator SCHUMER, LEAHY, REED, ROCKE-
FELLER and others. The amendment
has been almost entirely preserved in
the Conference Report. The amend-
ment is targeted at increasing partici-
pation in states in which there is tradi-
tionally, and continues to be, a low
level of crop insurance participation
and availability.

The conference report provides $50
million over five years for research to
create new crop insurance policies. The
goal is to develop new programs tai-
lored to the crops in our region so that
our farmers will find it economically
worthwhile.

An additional $25 million over five
years for education programs designed
to inform farmers of the current crop
insurance options available to them.
This would include hiring more agents
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to sell insurance and more USDA offi-
cials to help farmers craft a strategy
for their farm. This money will put in
place the necessary human infrastruc-
ture.

The final provision of the Northeast
amendment is $50 million over five
years for payments to farmers who
adopt certain conservation practices.
The effect of this amendment will be to
increase participation, by making it
more attractive, more affordable, and
more accessible to farmers who grow
specialty crops and have low rates of
participation in crop insurance.

But the Conference Report also vast-
ly improves the situation for farmers
who grow non-insurable crops by im-
proving the Non-insured Crop Disaster
Assistance Program (NAP). Because
farmers who grow the majority of crops
in my state do not qualify for crop in-
surance, the NAP program is the only
assistance my farmers can rely on
when their crops are decimated, as dur-
ing last summer’s drought. Under cur-
rent law, losses in the region where a
farmer grows must be extensive before
a single farmer is eligible for NAP re-
lief. The Conference Report removes
this ‘‘area trigger’” and ensures that
farmers not eligible for crop insurance
receive protection in times of hardship,
regardless of whether they are the only
farmer who suffered.

The Conference Report also addresses
the needs of states like New Jersey by
including additional provisions to de-
velop broad specialty crop policies.
These policies are designed to protect
farmers who grow ‘‘specialty crops’’,
fruits and vegetables which constitute
many of the crops grown in the North-
east. By focusing on specialty crop
product development, the bill truly ad-
dresses the needs of farmers in all re-
gions throughout the country. Because
of these provisions, I will support the
bill and will urge my other Northeast
colleagues to do the same.

However, I am extremely concerned
that the $7.1 billion in emergency farm
aid included in this bill essentially pro-
vides no relief to our region. The ma-
jority of this funding will be distrib-
uted in AMTA payments to farmers in
the Midwest and South who grow com-
modity crops such as corn, soybeans,
and wheat. It will not help the spe-
cialty crop farmers in New Jersey or
anywhere else in the Northeast. This is
unfortunate, considering that the
farmers in my state are still suffering
from last summer’s drought.

The Senate will soon have another
opportunity to provide this desperately
needed relief when it considers the Ag-
riculture Appropriations bill after Me-
morial Day. As written, this bill in-
cludes additional aid for dairy farmers,
livestock and peanut farmers. But it
still fails to address the situation faced
by small family farmers throughout
the Northeast. During consideration of
that bill, I plan on offering an amend-
ment with my colleagues from the
Northeast that will provide some relief
for the specialty crop farmers in our
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region. I hope at the time we will enjoy
the support of the other regions of the
country who so generously are benefit-
ting from the emergency aid included
in this crop insurance bill.

Again, I want to thank Senators
KERREY, ROBERTS, DASCHLE, HARKIN
and LEAHY for their willingness to
work with us during this process.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise
today to commend many of my col-
leagues who were instrumental in the
development of this legislation. The
conference report before us today rep-
resents new opportunities for family
farmers through a reformed crop insur-
ance program and short term assist-
ance in the form of an additional eco-
nomic relief payment equivalent to the
levels established last year.

The conference report before us
today provides Congress with an oppor-
tunity to assist farmers during this
time of need. My friends and neighbors
just came off a year in which they lost
tremendous amounts of equity due to
commodity prices hitting twenty year
lows. If we would not have provided an
economic relief payment last year we
would have lost many more family
farmers.

What does a strong agricultural econ-
omy mean for my home state of Iowa?
The agricultural industry contributes a
total of around $70 billion and 446,000
jobs in Iowa. Therefore, when things
are in bad shape down on the farm, all
Iowans feel the negative economic ef-
fects.

While commodity prices have im-
proved slightly from last year, margins
are still tight. We promised our con-
stituents a smooth transition from the
failed, government-dominated farm
policies of the last 63 year period prior
to 1996. We must follow through on
that promise, and this legislation helps
us fulfill that goal.

This bill provides tremendous oppor-
tunities for farmers. The Crop Insur-
ance title helps farmers utilize addi-
tional risk management activities.
Farmers can increase their individual
coverage levels thanks to better pre-
mium subsidies. And for the first time,
pilot programs will be available to de-
termine how livestock producers can be
included as an insurable commodity.

I also want to thank the members of
the Senate Budget Committee in sup-
porting my efforts earlier this year in
crafting a budget resolution which set
aside over $15 billion to help farmers.
The bill before us today would not have
been possible otherwise. The Budget
Committee’s work and cooperation al-
lowed the Agriculture Committee to
supply farmers with the funds nec-
essary for the smooth transition farm-
ers deserve by providing what is viewed
as an additional AMTA payment at
1999 levels.

The package also includes $500 mil-
lion for oilseeds, $7 million to cover
pseudorabies vaccination costs in-
curred by pork producers, and $15 mil-
lion for what I have termed the Agri-
cultural Marketing Equity Capital
Fund.
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The Agriculture Marketing Equity
Capital Fund will provide $10 million
to establish grants for developing new
value-added agricultural markets for
independent producers. This fund will
assist agricultural producers by pro-
viding grants for ventures to capture a
greater share of the consumer food dol-
lar.

It is my hope that the fund will help
independent grain and livestock pro-
ducers find real solutions to address
the loss of competition in agricultural
markets, to combat concentration in
food production and processing, and
create new value-added business oppor-
tunities for groups like:

The Iowa Cattlemen, who are devel-
oping a regional ‘‘grid” of producers to
supply cattle to a proposed harvest fa-
cility being developed with the co-
operation of one of the nation’s largest
processors;

Heartland Grain Fuels, a group of
grain producers who have banded to-
gether in Huron, South Dakota to de-
velop an ethanol facility;

Iowa Premium Pork, a group of 1,400
pork producers across my home state
which have joined together in a cooper-
ative venture to market their hogs;

Sunrise Energy, an ethanol plant in
Blairstown, Iowa;

The 21st Century Group, independent
dairy producers from Kansas;

Pork America, a national coopera-
tive of independent pork producers; and

The New Jersey Farm Bureau, which
recently commissioned a study to de-
termine the feasibility of ethanol pro-
duction and held a meeting at which
300 New Jersey farmers attended due to
their interest in value-added opportu-
nities.

An informal poll by my office found
hundreds of millions of dollars in pos-
sible requests for this type of program.
The reason for this is that family farm-
ers cannot compete with an industry
that has billions of dollars in equity
and capital resources and which seems
to be willing to use this advantage to
kill any producer driven competition.

Industry’s aggressive stance toward
competition from farmers made it im-
possible for me to provide more money
for independent producers. In fact, the
American Meat Institute, which is the
political muscle behind 70 percent of
the packers and processors in the US,
fought against this provision tooth and
nail.

When I found out that AMI was op-
posing my efforts to help farmers I
knew that I must be doing something
right. I just want the leadership of AMI
to know that I was very aware of his ef-
forts and I hope that AMI’s successful
opposition to my request for $35 mil-
lion to help America’s family farmers
was worth it to them.

I plan to publish AMI's membership
in the record and I hope that every
independent producer in the nation
takes a good look at who is trying to
limit value-added opportunities for
family farmers. I'm not saying that
every processor or packer knew exactly
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what AMI’s Washington lobbyists were
doing, but I sure hope to inform every
member, through one medium or an-
other, what happened and why inde-
pendent producers won’t have the funds
to reach out to processors in joint ven-
tures and receive working capital to
help everyone survive and thrive.

One last point, if you thought I was
pushing hard for my agri-industry con-
centration legislation before, hold on
to your seat.

Regardless of my disappointment in
industry’s effort to kill my provision,
on the whole, this bill includes a bold
new approach that will help create a
brighter future for family farmers and
their rural communities.

Mr. President, in summation I want
to thank my colleagues on the Ag Com-
mittee who worked hard to develop
this package. This bill is good for Iowa
and good for agriculture and the family
farmer nationwide. I look forward to
sending it to the President and for the
President to sign it quickly so that we
may provide family farmers with the
tools they need to be successful in to-
day’s marketplace.

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, today
we are considering the conference re-
port on the crop insurance reform bill.
I believe this bill makes fundamental
changes to the existing Federal Crop
Insurance Program that are necessary
to make crop insurance more workable
and affordable for producers across the
country and I urge its passage.

Congress has been attempting to
eliminate the ad hoc disaster program
for years because it is not the most ef-
ficient way of helping our farmers who
suffer yield losses. Due to the Ag eco-
nomic crisis, there has been much dis-
cussion lately on the issue of the ‘‘safe-
ty net’” for our nation’s producers. On
that point I would like to be perfectly
clear. Crop insurance is a risk manage-
ment tool to help producers guard
against yield loss. It was not created
and was never intended to be the end-
all be-all solution for the income needs
of our nation’s producers.

Last year, Senator COCHRAN and I in-
troduced a comprehensive bill that ad-
dressed what we saw as the various re-
form needs of the crop insurance pro-
gram.

I am pleased that many of these pro-
visions are included in the conference
report that we are considering here
today. This bill establishes a process
for re-evaluating crop insurance rates
for all crops and for lowering those
rates if warranted. After pressure from
Congress and the National Cotton
Council last year, RMA reduced rates
by as much as 50 percent for cotton in
Arkansas and the Mid-South. The pro-
vision included in today’s bill will re-
quire further review of all Southern
commodities.

By making the crop insurance pro-
gram more affordable, additional pro-
ducers will be encouraged to partici-
pate in the program and protect them-
selves against the unforeseeable fac-
tors that will be working against them
once they put a crop into the ground.
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The bill also provides for an en-
hanced subsidy structure so that pro-
ducers are encouraged to buy-up from
their current level of coverage. The
structure included in this bill will
make the step from catastrophic cov-
erage to buy-up easier for producers
and will make obtaining the highest
level of coverage easier for those who
are already participating in the crop
insurance program.

In an attempt to improve the record
keeping process within USDA, this leg-
islation requires that FSA and RMA
coordinate their record keeping activi-
ties. Current USDA record Kkeeping,
split between FSA and RMA, is redun-
dant and insufficient. By including
both crop insurance program partici-
pants and non-program participants in
the process, we hope to enhance the ag-
ricultural data held by the agency and
make acreage and yield reporting less
of a hassle for already overburdened
producers.

In addition, this bill establishes a
role for consultation with state FSA
committees in the introduction of new
coverage to a state. The need for this
provision was made abundantly clear
to Arkansas’ rice producers this spring.
A private insurance policy was offered
to farmers at one rate, only to have the
company reduce the rate once the
amount of potential exposure was real-
ized.

In my discussions with various ex-
ecutives from the company on this
issue it became apparent that their
knowledge of the rice industry was
fairly minimal. Had they consulted
with local FSA committees who had a
working knowledge of the rice industry
before introduction of the policy, the
train wreck that occurred might have
been stopped in its tracks.

I am pleased that another reform
measure that I worked on has been in-
cluded to help rice producers suffering
losses caused by drought. Recent
droughts have left many Arkansas
farmers with low reservoirs and deplet-
ing aquifers. If rains do not replenish
them, an adequate irrigation supply
may not exist by summer.

In addition, drought conditions in
Louisiana have caused salt to intrude
into the water supply used for irriga-
tion on many farms. Current law states
that rice is excluded from drought poli-
cies because it is irrigated. This is not
equitable since rice producers do suffer
losses due to drought.

I have worked with Senators BREAUX
and LANDRIEU to provide these policies
for our rice producers who are experi-
encing reduced irrigation opportunities
due to the severe drought conditions
that have plagued the South for the
last two years. I am pleased that this
provision has been included in the bill.

Many of the problems associated
with the crop insurance program have
been addressed in previous reform
measures. However, fraud and abuses
are still present to some degree.

This bill strengthens the monitoring
of agents and adjusters to combat
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fraud and enhances the penalties avail-
able to USDA for companies, agents
and producers who engage in fraudu-
lent activities.

There is simply no room for bad ac-
tors that recklessly cost the taxpayers
money.

Mr. President, I was prepared during
our Committee markup earlier this
year to offer an amendment related to
a cooperative’s role in the delivery of
crop insurance.

I held off at that time due to con-
cerns from the Committee related to
possible ‘‘rebating’ ramifications and
preemption of state law, but in work-
ing with RMA and Senators KERREY
and GRASSLEY, we were able to craft an
amendment that clarifies the role of
cooperatives in the crop insurance pro-
gram.

I am pleased that the conferees in-
cluded this amendment in the final
version of the bill.

This amendment does nothing to pre-
empt state law or even change current
federal law. It simply provides that
current approved business practices be
maintained. With the inclusion of my
amendment Congress is recognizing the
valuable role cooperatives play in the
crop insurance program, specifically,
encouraging producer participation in
the crop insurance program, improving
the delivery system for crop insurance,
and helping to develop new and im-
proved insurance products.

My amendment requires the Risk
Management Agency to finalize regula-
tions that would incorporate the cur-
rently approved business practices of
cooperatives participating in the crop
insurance program and to do so within
180 days of enactment of this Act.

If farmer owned entities are not al-
lowed to sell crop insurance, then any-
one can sell crop insurance in America
except an American farmer. Such a
legal result would give the appearance
that crop insurance is designed for a
closed club to exploit farmers.

That appearance would inhibit broad-
er use of crop insurance. I do not be-
lieve that such a result is the intent of
those who have put so much effort into
improving the crop insurance program.

Mr. President, I would personally
like to thank all staff members of the
Committee and industry representa-
tives that have helped with this effort.
I would particularly like to thank
Louie Perry of the National Cotton
Council for his tireless efforts to make
crop insurance more effective for cot-
ton and other southern commodities.

Mr. President, Arkansas farmers
have told me time and time again that
crop insurance just isn’t affordable for
the amount of coverage they receive.
As the program currently exists, it
does not make sound business sense to
purchase crop insurance in our state.
Since this reform process began, I've
been working to correct this inequity.
I hope that the changes we make today
will lead to a crop insurance program
that is equitable, affordable and effec-
tive.
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Crop insurance reform is not the only
thing included in this legislation, how-
ever. $7.1 billion has been included to
address the ongoing crisis in the agri-
cultural community due to depressed
market prices. I am pleased that Con-
gress is acting more promptly this year
to address the needs of our nation’s
producers. Numerous farmers in my
home state of Arkansas have indicated
that the additional assistance we pro-
vided over the last two years is the
only reason their operations are still
afloat today. While some commodities
have seen a slight rebound, prices
across the board are still too low to
meet the increasing costs of production
on our nation’s farms.

Congress has to provide these ‘‘add
on’’ payments to producers because the
current farm bill does not provide an
adequate safety net when commodity
markets head south. I voted against
the 1996 Farm Bill because I feared that
we would find ourselves in the exact
position we do today, with one bailout
after another.

I introduced a bill earlier this year
that would make reforms to the exist-
ing marketing loan program. An en-
hanced marketing loan program would
provide additional assistance to our na-
tion’s producers without going through
this annual ‘‘horse trading” over bil-
lions of dollars trying to determine
who we are going to help. Farmers
would be able to know at the beginning
of the growing season what to expect
from the government with regards to
economic assistance instead of having
to cross their fingers and hope Con-
gress comes through.

We are coming near the end of the
life of the ‘“‘Freedom to Farm’ bill and
as we begin discussions on what the
next farm bill should look like I hope
my colleagues will see the importance
of providing an adequate safety net to
our nation’s farms.

We must adequately support those
who are supplying our nation, and
many others, with safe, affordable food.

Do not misread my remarks, I am
pleased that Congress has acted
promptly to address the needs of the
agricultural community this year. I
simply feel that there is a better way
to approach our nation’s agricultural
policy. I hope my colleagues will agree
and work to provide a better farm bill
in the future.

INSPECTION SCAM

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Chairman, I want to
briefly raise an issue that is of the ut-
most importance to produce growers
and shippers throughout every region
in the United States and of great con-
cern to me and several other of my col-
leagues in both the House and Senate.

On October 27, 1999, eight Depart-
ment of Agriculture (USDA) fruit and
vegetable inspectors stationed at the
Hunts Point Terminal Market in the
Bronx, NY, were arrested and charged
with accepting bribes for downgrading
loads of produce so that receivers could
negotiate lower prices with shippers.
This week, I understand those inspec-
tors were sentenced for their illegal
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and fraudulent scam at the Hunts
Point Terminal Market in the Bronx,
New York.

While these guilty inspectors are
being held accountable through our
legal system for their actions, the eco-
nomic damages to the produce industry
remain unaddressed. Moreover, to my
knowledge, those individuals with di-
rect oversight responsibility within the
United States Department of Agri-
culture (USDA) have not acknowledged
to the Congress how their oversight ac-
tivities failed, why the Department dis-
counted complaints by the industry
over the past several years, the number
of inspections that are connected with
the guilty USDA produce inspectors or
even an estimate of the damages in-
curred by produce growers and ship-
pers. This is unacceptable and USDA
must act expeditiously to restore con-
fidence and integrity in the federal in-
spection system for the produce indus-
try.

If injured parties are not justly com-
pensated through the legal process, we
must ensure that every appropriate ac-
tion is taken by the Congress to ensure
the losses that occurred as a result of
this scam are returned to injured par-
ties. Based on similar cases where fines
paid by guilty parties have gone di-
rectly to the federal Treasury, it is
very doubtful that growers or shippers
injured will see any of the funding
owed to them as a result of this unfor-
tunate scam. I am certainly committed
to working with the industry on this
critical issue and urge both the Senate
and House Agriculture Committees to
take immediate action as soon as pos-
sible to move forward with a full inves-
tigation of this matter.

Mr. LUGAR. 1 appreciate the re-
marks by my colleague from Idaho,
Senator CRAIG. I agree that the Senate
Agriculture Committee should review
how these growers can recover their
economic losses resulting from illegal
actions by federal employees. The De-
partment of Agriculture has oversight
responsibility for the actions that may
have resulted in millions of dollars of
losses to these growers. This matter
should be fully explored and resolved.
As part of committee review, I will
continue to receive reports from the of-
fice of the Inspector General. It is im-
portant that this industry regain con-
fidence in the inspection system that
they use.

Mr. President, two provisions of the
conference agreement warrant some
clarification as to how they should be
carried out. Section 243(g) allows a
third State to expand coverage of the
Child and Adult Care Food Program to
additional for-profit child care centers
serving lower-income children. It
should be clear to the Secretary in im-
plementing this amendment that the
additional State must meet the cri-
teria for approval at the time of enact-
ment and is one that exempts all of its
lower-income families from child care
cost-sharing requirements, while al-
lowing fees to be charged on a sliding
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scale to higher-income families. Sec-
tion 243(b)(2) requires that a minimum
number of site visits to day care cen-
ters, homes, and sponsors be con-
ducted. The amendment recognizes
that the Secretary can strengthen this
measure by requiring more than the
minimum numbers called for in the
amendment.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise to
express my support for the conference
report on H.R. 2559, the Agricultural
Risk Protection Act of 2000. This con-
ference report has two major compo-
nents: a crop insurance reform bill and
a major farm relief package. I want to
comment briefly on each of these.

I support the crop insurance reform
bill because it will increase premium
subsidies for farmers who buy more
comprehensive coverage and support
research of new crop insurance policies
for currently non-insurable specialty
crops that are important in Rhode Is-
land and other states in the Northeast.
It is an important step forward in a
long-term bipartisan effort to encour-
age farmers across the country to ob-
tain more crop insurance coverage and
reduce income losses due to natural
disasters. I was disappointed that the
Senate bill’s risk management pilot
project was dropped in conference with
the House. The pilot project would
have allowed farmers to choose be-
tween traditional crop insurance and a
direct payment for adopting new risk
management practices such as farm di-
versification, futures contracts and op-
tions, creation of conservation buffers,
soil erosion control, and irrigation
management. I believe we should con-
tinue to explore ways to offer increased
income to farmers for whom crop in-
surance has not worked well, while en-
couraging producers to adopt new risk
management strategies that are good
for the environment.

I am pleased that this crop insurance
bill removes the ‘‘area trigger’ for the
Non-insured Crop Disaster Assistance
Program, also known as NAP. I believe
broader NAP eligibility is one of the
most effective ways to assist farmers
in the eastern United States who face
severe production losses due to
drought, floods, or other disasters.

Currently, NAP crops are eligible for
assistance when: (1) expected ‘‘Area
Yield” for the crop is reduced by more
than 35 percent because of natural dis-
aster; and (2) individual crop losses are
in excess of 50 percent of the individ-
ual’s approved yield, or the producer is
prevented from planting more than 35
percent of the acreage intended for the
eligible crop.

These criteria have proven to be un-
workable in many eastern states, both
in terms of program accessibility and
timeliness of payments. For individual
growers of specialty crops, typically
grown on small acreage, a loss of as lit-
tle as 20 percent can be devastating, es-
pecially given the high per-acre value
of these crops. Moreover, the process of
verifying area yield reductions is cum-
bersome and exceedingly time-con-

S4439

suming, resulting in waiting periods of
several months or, in some cases, more
than a year for payment.

Giving the Secretary of Agriculture
broader discretion over delivery of
NAP program funds will streamline the
approval process and make direct as-
sistance available to thousands of
farmers whose substantial losses do not
meet NAP criteria under the current
area trigger.

I am also pleased that the bill in-
cludes $50 million for the Secretary of
Agriculture to provide cost-share as-
sistance to farmers in states with low
historical participation in traditional
crop insurance programs. These funds
will be targeted to farmers who pursue
innovative conservation and risk man-
agement techniques, including:
streambank repairs and reconstruc-
tion; integrated pest management
tools; construction or improvement of
watershed management structures;
transition to organic farming, particu-
larly among dairy farmers; and futures,
hedging or options contracts to help re-
duce production, price or revenue risks.

Substantial funds are also included
for crop insurance education and infor-
mation programs for states with low
levels of federal crop insurance partici-
pation and availability. Combining ex-
panded outreach programs like these
with increased research into new poli-
cies for specialty crops is the best way
to get more farmers into the program
and hopefully reduce the need for farm
disaster legislation.

With regard to the farm relief compo-
nent of the conference report before us
today, I am disappointed that the en-
tire $5.5 billion of the package’s FY2000
funds, fully 77% of the $7.1 billion pro-
vided in this farm assistance package,
consists of additional AMTA or ‘‘Free-
dom to Farm” payments. Only a very
small proportion of farmers in my
state and in other Northeastern states
will Dbenefit from these payments.
Meanwhile, additional AMTA pay-
ments will be made to many other
farmers regardless of whether they
have experienced substantial losses
during the current crop year.

I and many of my colleagues from
the Northeast and Mid-Atlantic op-
posed the farm disaster bill passed by
the Senate last year because it did not
provide adequate relief to farmers in
our region who were hit by the terrible
drought conditions of 1999. The Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration (NOAA) found that four
states in the Northeast, including
Rhode Island, New Jersey, Maryland,
and Delaware, experienced the driest
growing season in their histories. From
April through July, Rhode Island was
the driest it has been in 105 years of
record-keeping by NOAA’s National
Climatic Data Center.

Forecasters at the National Weather
Service are predicting continued
drought conditions this year, because
we are starting out with a deficit of
rainfall and, even with the snowstorms
of January, winter precipitation was
3.5 inches below normal for our region.
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Fortunately, the removal of the NAP
area trigger I described earlier will
help if disaster strikes again this year.
In addition, the farm relief package in-
cludes $200 million for purchases of spe-
cialty crops for low prices in 1998 and
1999, including apples, cranberries,
black-eyed peas, cherries, citrus, on-
ions, melons, peaches, and potatoes.
Manager language is included to direct
the Secretary of Agriculture, to the ex-
tent practicable, to purchase directly
from farmers or agricultural co-ops.

Another $5 million is provided by the
farm relief package for apple producers
that are suffering economic loss as a
result of low prices. $35 million is pro-
vided for Loan Deficiency Payments
for non-AMTA farms for the 2000 crop
year, and $50 million is provided for the
Farmland Protection Program and the
Environmental Quality Incentives Pro-
gram, both of which are important to
my state and the Northeastern region
of the country. Finally, the farm relief
package requires the Department of
Agriculture to purchase specialty crop
farm products for the school lunch pro-
gram, again with manager language in-
cluded to direct the Secretary, to the
extent practicable, to purchase di-
rectly from farmers or agricultural co-
ops.

With the passage of this legislation
we will give farmers the tools they
need to manage their risk more effec-
tively, and possibly reduce the need for
Congress to pass massive farm disaster
packages year after year. At the same
time, I believe we are beginning to rec-
ognize the contributions and needs of
farmers in every region of the country,
farmers who not only feed the world
but preserve a way of life that makes
our Nation stronger and protects our
precious open spaces from the en-
croachment of development and urban
sprawl.

I urge my colleagues to support the
conference report to accompany the
Agricultural Risk Protection Act of
2000.

SUBMITTING CHANGES TO H. CON. RES. 290
PURSUANT TO SECTION 216

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, sec-
tion 216 of H. Con. Res. 290 (the FY2001
Budget Resolution) permits the chair-
man of the Senate Budget Committee
to make adjustments to the allocation
of budget authority and outlays to the
Senate Committee on Agriculture, pro-
vided certain conditions are met.

Pursuant to section 216, I hereby sub-
mit the following revisions to H. Con.
Res. 290:

Current allocation to Senate
Agriculture Committee

Fiscal year:
2000 Budget Authority
2000 Outlays
2001 Budget Authority
2001 Outlays
2001-2005 Budget Authority
2001-2005 Outlays .......c.......

Adjustments

Fiscal year:
2000 Budget Authority

$10,843,000,000
7,940,000,000
14,254,000,000
10,542,000,000
61,372,000,000
43,745,000,000

5,500,000,000
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2000 Outlays
2001 Budget Authority
2001 Outlays
2001-2005 Budget Authority
2001-2005 Outlays ......cc.cceu..

Revised allocation to Senate
Agriculture Committee

2000 Budget Authority
2000 Outlays
2001 Budget Authority
2001 Outlays
2001-2005 Budget Authority
2001-2005 Outlays ......c..cce...

5,500,000,000
1,639,000,000
1,493,000,000
1,608,000,000
1,619,000,000

16,343,000,000
13,440,000,000
15,893,000,000
12,035,000,000
62,980,000,000
45,364,000,000

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, today
we address two issues vital to our Na-
tion’s farmers and ranchers: the need
to reform the Federal Crop Insurance
Program, and the need for financial re-
lief to help producers deal with the
third year in a row of low prices.

I support this Crop Insurance con-
ference report, and I will vote for it.
But I must also express my deep con-
cerns about the farm relief provisions
of the bill.

Half of this bill represents Congress
at its best.

Last year Congress was given a man-
date to improve the federal crop insur-
ance program—both by the strength of
public support for reform, and by the
Budget Committee’s allocation of $6
billion last year and $8 billion this year
expressly to implement that reform.

Half of this bill responds to that call,
and offers increased benefits to farm-
ers. Those benefits are well-conceived,
and they are equitable.

The program invests public resources
in a system that effectively leverages
funds in the private sector, and empow-
ers producers to use their own best
judgment in managing their production
risk.

I want to thank my colleagues and
their staffs, who have dedicated long
hours over the past year, for their ex-
cellent work in reforming this vital
program.

However, I believe that the other half
of this bill represents a low moment for
Congress.

The other half of this bill represents,
for the third year in a row, Congress’
stubborn refusal to address another
significant risk of farming: price risk.

Across the country, and for numerous
commodities, poor prices have dogged
producers for three years now.

The $7.1 billion in this bill that will
go to producers as ad hoc emergency
relief is critically needed in the coun-

tryside. We should be providing re-
sources to struggling farmers and
ranchers.

But I am deeply disappointed with
the way the funds are distributed.

Clearly, it would have been impos-
sible to perfectly match resources to
need—particularly under the time con-
straints we face.

But we could have done better than
this.

This year could have been different
than the past two years. Producers
pleaded with Congress to make it dif-
ferent, and it should have been dif-
ferent.
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First, by including the relief alloca-
tion in the Budget resolution, the
Budget Committee allowed Congress to
avoid the rancorous fight over emer-
gency spending authorization that has
plagued us in the past two years.

Second, in contrast to the previous
two years, this year the Agriculture
Committee was made the arbiter of
how the funding would be allocated.

This should have resulted in hearings
and the kind of substantive, construc-
tive debate that yields good policy.

Third, Congress was given a deadline
of June 29 by which to determine how
to spend this money, which provided
more than adequate time for such a de-
bate to occur.

Despite all of these advantages, here
we are, a month early, with a bill pro-
duced in the very same way as the two
emergency relief bills that preceded
it—behind closed doors, without the
free and open exchange of ideas, and
without the opportunity for amend-
ments by members on behalf of their
constituents.

So, we are left with farm relief that
I and many of my colleagues believe is
deeply flawed. Once again, our assist-
ance fails to target family farmers.

Once again, it wastes public dollars
on the biggest operators, who have lit-
tle or no need for emergency relief.

Once again, it wastes public dollars
on some people who do not farm at all.

Most importantly—once again—it
fails to meet critical needs in farm

country.
With over $7 billion at our disposal,
Agriculture Committee jurisdiction,

and time for debate, not one hearing
has been held to assess the scope of
need.

A flawed process has produced a
flawed bill. But because farmers and
ranchers are in need of relief, I intend
to vote for the conference report.

For the third year in a row, I urge
my colleagues to acknowledge the fail-
ures of current farm policy, and come
together to change it.

We need policies that better address
the interests of family farmers and
ranchers.

In addition to crop insurance, fair
trade, and competitive opportunities
for all producers, farmers and ranchers
must have an income safety-net that
can offset severe price fluctuations,
and that can help manage uncertain-
ties in the marketplace.

Such policies are critical to long-
term survival in an industry in which
the majority of producers operate on
margins of less than 5 percent.

I believe there is a lot we can agree
on.

And by working together, in the spir-
it of the crop insurance portion of this
bill, T am certain that there is a lot we
can accomplish.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of the conference re-
port on the Agricultural Risk Protec-
tion Act of 2000. Farmers in Wisconsin
and all across the country need im-
proved risk management products to
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help them guard against adverse
weather and market conditions. I also
want to express my thanks to Chair-
man LUGAR, Senator HARKIN, and other
members of the Agriculture Committee
for including in this conference report
expansion of a dairy options pilot pro-
gram that will help dairy farmers
achieve similar levels of protection af-
forded other agricultural producers.

I also want to mention the fact that
this conference report includes $7.1 bil-
lion in additional assistance to farmers
and ranchers this year and in 2001. This
level of spending was made possible due
to a budget reserve included in the fis-
cal year 2001 budget resolution which
provided an additional $5.5 billion in
mandatory spending to the Agriculture
Committee in fiscal year 2000 and an
additional $1.6 billion in fiscal year
2001. The budget resolution specified
that these funds were to be made avail-
able to assistance producers of program
and special crops. Senator DOMENICI,
chairman of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee, made reference to the action
taken by both the Budget and Agri-
culture Committees in providing for
this budgeted approach to meeting the
needs of America’s farmers.

I want to take this opportunity to
mention additional assistance for
farmers provided in the pending Agri-
culture appropriations bill which in-
cludes, among other items, emergency
spending for America’s dairy farmers.
Senators will note that within the ad-
ditional $7.1 billion included in the Ag-
ricultural Risk Protection Act of 2000,
no funds are provided for dairy farmers
who are now suffering from the great-
est price collapse in history. Dairy
farmers in Wisconsin, in Vermont, in
the South, in the West, in all parts of
the nation are suffering terribly from
this dire emergency and it is proper
that the Congress take action, as we
have, to meet this situation.

I mention this in order to remind my
colleagues that we will shortly be con-
sidering the Agriculture appropriations
bill on the Senate Floor and I ask for
the support of all Senators in our ef-
forts to help America’s dairy farmers. I
would also note that to those who may
be confusing the funding provided in
our bill with the amount provided in
the budget resolution, that dairy pro-
ducers were not included in the de-
scription of agricultural producers to
receive assistance though the agricul-
tural budget reserve directed to the au-
thorizing committee. The emergency
funding for dairy farmers is separate
from the actions taken in the bill now
before the Senate, is indeed an emer-
gency, and the action taken by the Ap-
propriations Committee in this regard
is proper and must go forward.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, our col-
leagues have suggested that if Senators
are amenable to yielding back time, at
least in this instance, we might pro-
ceed to a vote, with the understanding
that provision might be made for addi-
tional time for comments by Senators
on this legislation. There would ap-
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pear, at least to the ranking member
and myself, to be no visible opposition.

Mr. SCHUMER. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. LUGAR. Yes.

Mr. SCHUMER. I have no problem
with yielding time. I have to go to my
daughter’s recital. If I can speak after
the vote for 5 minutes, I would appre-
ciate that.

Mr. LUGAR. We have been trying to
accommodate our side. They were
aware we might have another hour of
debate, but in the event that the dis-
tinguished Senator from Iowa and the
Senator from Minnesota are prepared
to yield back all time, I would be pre-
pared to do that.

Mr. TORRICELLI. If the Senator will
yield, I would like to comment for the
RECORD, also.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
yield back my time.

Mr. HARKIN. I yield back my time.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I yield
back the time yielded to me.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to
the conference report.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there a sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
GREGG), the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
MURKOWSKI), amd the Senator from
Ohio (Mr. VOINOVICH) are necessarily
absent.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Connecticut (Mr. DODD) and
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE)
are necessarily absent.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 91,
nays 4, as follows:—

[Rollcall Vote No. 115 Leg.]

YEAS—91

Abraham Dorgan Leahy
Akaka Durbin Levin
Allard Edwards Lieberman
Ashcroft Enzi Lincoln
Baucus Feingold Lott
Bayh Feinstein Lugar
Bennett Fitzgerald McConnell
Biden Frist Mikulski
Bingaman Gorton X
Bond Graham ﬁﬁﬁ;?an
Boxer Gramm
Breaux Grams Regd
Brownback Grassley Reid
Bryan Hagel Robb
Bunning Harkin Roberts
Burns Hatch Rockefeller
Byrd Helms Roth
Campbell Hollings Santorum
Chafee, L. Hutchinson Sarbanes
Cleland Hutchison Schumer
Cochran Inhofe Sessions
Collins Jeffords Shelby
Conrad Johnson Smith (NH)
Coverdell Kennedy Smith (OR)
Craig Kerrey Snowe
Crapo Kerry
Daschle Kohl :Eemr

. . evens
DeWine Landrieu Thomas
Domenici Lautenberg
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Thompson Torricelli Wellstone
Thurmond Warner Wyden
NAYS—4

Kyl McCain
Mack Nickles

NOT VOTING—5
Dodd Inouye Voinovich
Gregg Murkowski

The conference report was agreed to.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote and I move to table
that.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I want to
take just 1 minute to thank the staffs
who have made this event possible.
From my own staff: The chief of staff

Keith Luse, Dave Johnson, Terry
Nintemann, Andy Morton, Michael
Knipe, Carol Dubard, Bob White,

Danny Spellacy, Jeff Burnam, Marcia
Asquith, and Bob Sturm;

From Senator HARKIN’s staff, who
worked with us so well: Mark Halver-
son and Stephanie Mercier;

From Senator ROBERTS’ staff: Mike
Seyfert;

From Senator COCHRAN’s staff: Hunt
Shipman;

From Senator HELMS’ staff: George
Holding and Brian Meyers;

From Senator COVERDELL’S
Richard Gupton and Alex Albert;

From Senator KERREY’s staff: Bev
Paul;

From Senator LEAHY’s staff: Ed Bar-
ron and Melody Burkins;

From Senator CONRAD’s staff: Scott
Carlson;

From the Legislative Counsel’s staff:
Gary Endicott and Greg Kostka;

And from the House Agriculture
staffs, who worked for 3 weeks continu-
ously with our Senate staff: Bill
O’Conner, chief of that staff; Tom Sell;
Vernie Hubert; and Chip Conley.

I thank again the distinguished rank-
ing member.

I earlier mentioned especially Sen-
ator ROBERTS and Senator KERREY as
authors of an excellent crop insurance
legislation bill, and Senator CRAIG who
has offered titles IV and V. I thank the
majority leader, Senator LOTT, and mi-
nority leader, Senator DASCHLE, for ex-
pediting our having this opportunity.

Finally, I thank all Senators for a de-
cisive vote on what I believe is signifi-
cant legislation for America’s farmers.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I join
with my distinguished chairman,
thanking all the staff who worked so
hard on this and hammered out all the
agreements over a long period of time
on both sides of the aisle. All the Mem-
bers of our committee and their staffs
did a great job. I join our distinguished
chairman in thanking them.

Let me also thank our chairman, our
leader, Senator LUGAR, for his persist-
ence and doggedness in getting this bill
through. I think it has been at least 1%
years, if I am not mistaken, since we
started on this road. It has had a lot of
twists and turns and ups and downs.

staff:
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Senator LUGAR stayed in there. He
knew how important this bill was to
our farmers. It is a great bill. It is one
that is really going to help our farmers
manage their risks.

I again compliment him and thank
him for his leadership but also for
being so kind and generous, to always
work with me and be open and above-
board. I have never had an instance
where I thought in any way that my
chairman was ever keeping anything
hidden, going behind the door or any-
thing such as that. It has been a great
working relationship. I thank my
friend and my chairman for having
that kind of good working relationship
with this side of the aisle.

Mr. LUGAR. I thank the Senator.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I will
take a few seconds. Earlier in my
statement I said very nice things, as
they deserved, about the chairman,
ranking member, and their staffs and
every other staff member of the Agri-
culture Committee except for one.
That was the person who wrote the
statement I was reading earlier on the
floor. So I want to just take a moment
to thank Bev Paul for all the work she
did on this piece of legislation. I appre-
ciate very much Senator HARKIN, you
and Leader DASCHLE, trusting me
enough to put me on the conference
committee. I appreciate Bev’s con-
tribution to it.

Mr. DOMENICI. I wonder if the dis-
tinguished manager will just yield for
an observation? It will not take long.

Mr. LUGAR. I yield.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
want to say hearty thanks to the U.S.
Senate for passing the budget resolu-
tion that contemplated this issue and
this problem and this solution. Nor-
mally, in years past on agriculture
emergencies, we have waited until the
end of the year and gotten into an
enormous argument as to how much
emergency relief is enough emergency
relief. This year we decided, in the
budget resolution, with the help of
some experts and the committee, to de-
cide that we would modify the resolu-
tion that applies to this year and pro-
vide $5.5 billion in this year’s budget to
be spent by the authorizing committee
from a reserve fund set up by the Budg-
et Committee and $1.6 billion for next
year, all of which could be used for
emergency purposes by the authorizing
committee if they chose.

They have chosen to follow that to
the letter: $5.5 billion this year and $1.6
billion next year. We have provided in
advance a pretty good package, as my
colleagues have said, on emergency re-
lief.

I am not the expert. I am not here
vouching for every item in the bill, but
I am suggesting it is good to recognize
that we had the foresight this time in
advance to devise a prescription for the
solution of what I think is most of the
emergency relief that is going to be
sought for farmers. There may be oth-
ers in other bills. I thank everyone for
living under that resolution and under
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that format. I thank the experts who
told us this is a pretty good package,
and we provided for it in advance. It
turned out to be a pretty good dollar
number that provides a rather substan-
tial amount of relief.

In addition, we have had budgeted for
quite sometime money for crop insur-
ance. It has been languishing until
now. It is high time a solution to that
has been tailored, and now they are to-
gether. There is $7.1 billion of emer-
gency assistance, and it is prescribed
by the budgets we have voted for here-
tofore.

I commend those who have lived
within those margins. I do hope the
farmers of America understand that we
have prescribed a very large package
here, in addition to the regular appro-
priations bill that comes through, and
we may have additional arguments on
how much additional emergency money
might be provided, if any.

I do believe this is a good example of
doing it right for a change. We did it
right from the very start, and now we
are seeing the fruits of some good
thinking in advance to avoid conflict
at the end of the year.

Mr. President, while the spending in
this conference report does not violate
the budget, and again I congratulate
the authors for following those spend-
ing guidelines, I must be honest in say-
ing that some provisions in Title II of
this conference report concern me.
When the Budget Committee estab-
lished the $7.1 billion funding to assist
producers of program crops and spe-
cialty crops, I can assure you that at
least this Senator did not envision
some of the types of indirect assistance
to producers this bill provides. None-
theless the bulk of assistance will go
directly to producers and provide some
relief to those now suffering depressed
farm incomes.

Finally, it must be said, that once
this $5.5 billion in Agriculture Mar-
keting Transition Act, AMTA, pay-
ments are made this year, total Com-
modity Credit Corporation, CCC, out-
lays for FY 2000 may exceed $30 bil-
lion—a historic record level of spend-
ing. Just for the calendar year 2000, di-
rect payments to producers will exceed
$21.6 billion—another record. It is also
understood that when we return from
the Memorial Day recess, the FY 2001
Agriculture Appropriations bill may be
before the Senate, and it to may con-
tain additional emergency spending for
the current fiscal year.

At a time when the U.S. Congress and
the European Parliament are focused
on agriculture trade issues, and the
level of subsidies being provided on
both sides of the Atlantic, I think it is
important to take a step back and
make sure we all understand what as-
sistance is being provided in this bill to
agriculture.

I will support this conference agree-
ment today. But I hope that another
bill the Senate may consider after the
recess—the PNTR China bill—will pro-
vide expanded markets for our agri-
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culture sector and thereby lessen the
need for future agriculture subsidies.
Most farmers and ranchers I know
want to and will produce for the mar-
ket given a chance. They do not want
and should not want to ‘‘farm” govern-
ment subsidies.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, I thank Senator LUGAR,
Senator HARKIN, and all the conferees
for their hard work in producing a fair
final crop insurance package that will
provide $100 million in targeted pro-
grams for Northeastern farmers who
have struggled in recent years, facing
low prices and severe damage by
drought, flooding, and freezing.

Speaking on behalf of the farmers of
New York State, I especially thank my

esteemed colleague, Senator PAT
LEAHY, and his hardworking staff—Ed
Barron, J.P. Dowd, and Melody

Burkins—for their creativity and per-
sistence in defending the interests of
our region which have all too often
been neglected in agricultural debates.

Back in March, I joined Senators PAT
LEAHY, BOB TORRICELLI, and JACK REED
in a spirited and successful effort to
amend this bill to include, for the first
time in the history of crop insurance,
funds targeted specifically to help our
region.

Northeastern farmers have histori-
cally low participation in crop insur-
ance for several reasons. Many grow
speciality crops that are not eligible
for Federal crop insurance, or find
that, while they are eligible, the Fed-
eral crop insurance programs do not fit
their needs. Many are simply not aware
of available crop insurance options or
have no agents located nearby to sell
them policies.

The results have often been cata-
strophic. When a disaster such as last
summer’s drought strikes, our farmers
have no safety net to fall back on, un-
like so many of their Midwestern and
Southern counterparts.

As such, these provisions—a $50 mil-
lion program to promote risk manage-
ment practices tailored to North-
eastern farmers, $25 million for crop in-
surance education and recruitment tar-
geted at areas traditionally under-
served by crop insurance, and $25 mil-
lion for research into better crop insur-
ance programs for the Northeast—will
go a long way to helping the farmers of
New England and the Mid-Atlantic re-
gion.

Our farmers will especially benefit
from the removal of the area trigger
for crop insurance policies. This will
benefit farmers located in areas iso-
lated by valleys or mountains by allow-
ing them to collect crop insurance for
their localized disasters.

Further, specialty crop farmers, as so
many of the fruit and vegetables grow-
ers in New York State, will benefit
from the $200 million USDA purchase
of speciality crops as directed in the
emergency agriculture package at-
tached to this bill.
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I also echo Senator LEAHY’S remarks
on our understanding of the Agri-
culture appropriations bill, which we
have been assured will contain several
additional critical provisions, particu-
larly the assistance for our Nation’s
dairy farmers who have suffered ter-
ribly from low prices, and for apple
farmers who have been hard hit by low
yields and low quality after 2 years of
unavoidable weather extremes, from
hurricanes to drought.

I have visited regularly with dairy
and apple farmers in my own State and
can say they desperately need our help.

I thank, once again, the conferees for
crafting a bill that for the first time
truly takes into account the unique
needs of Northeastern farmers. I voted
for the package, and I am glad so many
of my fellow Senators voted for it as
well.

———
TRIBUTE TO PAT ROONEY

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, today, I
rise to pay tribute to a businessman
who has witnessed the transformation
of a company from a single plant oper-
ation into a multinational corporation.
The businessman I am referring to is
Pat Rooney, who is retiring on June
3rd after almost 45 years of service to
Cooper Tire and Rubber Company. Mr.
Rooney began his career with Cooper
Tire in 1956 as a sales trainee. In 1994,
Pat Rooney was elected CEO and
Chairman of the Board of Cooper Tire.
That hierarchical progression is as-
tounding. In this day and time with the
ever changing economy, it is almost
hard to fathom someone working for
one employer for four and a half dec-
ades. Pat Rooney saw Cooper Tire and
Rubber grow from 1,000 total employees
to now 25,000 worldwide. During his
tenure at Cooper Tire, Mr. Rooney
spent time working in Clarksdale, Mis-
sissippi at the rubber products oper-
ation in the Mississippi Delta. Cooper
has built a significant presence in my
state, employing numerous Mississip-
pians at locations in Clarksdale and
Tupelo. Pat Rooney lives in Findlay,
Ohio and has been very active in the
community. He is a Rotarian, active in
the Findlay/Hancock County Chamber
of Commerce, and the County Commu-
nity Development Foundation and
served on the advisory council of the
Arts Partnership of Hancock County.
Again, I want to commend Pat Rooney
today for his service to his company
and his community. Cooper Tire has
been fortunate to have such a dedi-
cated employee, leader, and visionary.
Mr. Rooney I hope you will enjoy your
well deserved retirement.

———

SCHOOL SAFETY

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, earlier
this month, the Senate began consider-
ation of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, a reauthorization bill
that would determine our national edu-
cation policy. We spent a few days on
that bill, offering and debating amend-
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ments, to reduce class size and reward
teachers who improve student achieve-
ment, among other things.

On May 9, 2000, the Majority Leader
withdrew the education bill from con-
sideration, and the Senate moved on to
other business. At the time, the Major-
ity Leader indicated his intent to come
back to the education bill, either later
in that same week, or the week after.

It is now more than three weeks later
and Congress is preparing to adjourn
for the Memorial Day recess without
addressing a critical component of our
national education policy: school safe-
ty.

The education bill was likely with-
drawn from the Senate because of the
possibility of a school safety amend-
ment aimed at curbing gun violence.
Unfortunately, education and gun vio-
lence are now inseparable issues. The
wave of school shootings—in
Jonesboro, Arkansas, Littleton, Colo-
rado, and recently, in Mt. Morris
Township, Michigan—has changed
America’s perception of safety in
school.

Over the last few years, we have
made some gains. Over the four year
period, from 1993 to 1997, the percent-
age of high school students who carried
a weapon to school declined from 12%
to 9%; the rate of crime against stu-
dents ages 12 to 18 fell one-third; and 90
percent of schools reported no inci-
dents of serious violent crime in 1996-
1997.

Despite these gains, students feel less
safe at school, and access to guns is a
primary reason why. School violence,
or even the threat of school violence,
instills fear in our students, and limits
their ability to learn. School violence
also threatens and intimidates teach-
ers—making instruction more difficult.

The learning environment is in jeop-
ardy, and unless we address the
vulnerabilities of our schools, many of
our other efforts to improve the edu-
cation system will be undermined.

I'm sure all of us agree that any act
of violence—whether it’s as common as
a fist fight in the locker room or as ex-
treme as a shoot out in the cafeteria—
interferes with the educational process.
Ron Astor, an assistant professor of so-
cial work and education at the Univer-
sity of Michigan in Ann Arbor, has
said: ‘“Violence in schools . . . inter-
feres with children’s physical well
being, academic functioning, social re-
lations, and emotional and cognitive
development.”

School violence has always posed a
threat to students and teachers, but
the advent of gun violence in schools
has escalated the problem. Gun vio-
lence, not only affects students at a
particular school, it has a rippling ef-
fect on students at schools in the same
county, state, and in some cases, the
entire country.

I have a letter from Professor Astor,
who wrote to me earlier this month,
when the Senate was debating edu-
cation policy. Professor Astor has been
researching the topic of school violence
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for over 17 years, and has produced 23
publications on the topic. His research
gives us a clear understanding of how
gun violence, and the fear of gun vio-
lence, impacts schools in Michigan,
and in the United States.

Professor Astor writes:

Dear Senator LEVIN,

I am pleased that the Senate is debating
the topic of education in our nation. As a
professor of education, I hope that you will
include in your discussions the issue of
school safety. As you know, the general pub-
lic is seriously concerned with the safety of
our schools. Polls taken over the past seven
years indicated that the public considers
school violence to be the top problem facing
U.S. schools. Hopefully, the Senate’s efforts
will result in policy and legislation that
make our schools safer for our children.

He continues:

Clearly, teachers, students, and school
staff are most concerned about the presence
of firearms and weapons in our schools. In
the context of a discussion on guns and mass
shootings, consider the fear described by this
middle school teacher who participated in
one of our studies: ‘“A lot of us are afraid.
You come in the morning and you’re just
afraid to even go to work. You'’re just so
stressed out, because you’re all tensed up,
you can’t feel happy and teach like you want
to because you’ve got to spend all of your
time trying to discipline. You’re scared
somebody’s going to walk in. We keep our
doors locked. We have to keep our doors
locked.” Middle school teacher. (Meyer,
Astor & Behre, 2000).

Professor Astor goes on:

In our studies, students and school staff
often mention fear from the threat of guns
and other lethal weapons. Without a doubt,
the knowledge or rumor of a gun in a school
instills fear in the school community. Teach-
ers and students are well aware that the
shocking mass murders recently perpetrated
in schools are exclusively associated with
firearms. Our country has a long history of
lethal acts in schools (see Kachur et al, 1996
in the Journal of the American Medical As-
sociation), however, the use of guns as a
weapon of choice, has made multiple mur-
ders a more common occurrence. This, in
turn, has promoted a high level of fear with-
in schools. Obviously, the fear of death or po-
tential catastrophe is not conducive with a
positive learning environment. Con-
sequently, I urge you and your colleagues to
take a strong stance on the issue of firearms.

Professor Astor quotes a middle
school teacher frightened by the
thought of a school shooting, and she is
not alone. Teachers and students
across this nation fear what may hap-
pen to them in the classroom. Those of
us who feel strongly about education
and school safety must do something
to ease their fears. Congress must curb
young people’s access to guns. We must
pass legislation designed to reduce the
level of gun violence, and the fear of
such violence, in our communities.

Gun violence is certainly not the
only cause of fear in school. Professor
Astor explains, that in addition to con-
cerns about firearms, teachers and stu-
dents fear more common forms of vio-
lence, such as fist fights, sexual harass-
ment, teasing and bullying. All vio-
lence in school is unacceptable and we
should continue to work toward curb-
ing any and all student harm. But gun
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