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SENATE—Wednesday, August 4, 1999

The Senate met at 9 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, source of strength for
those who seek to serve You, we praise
You for that second wind of Your power
that comes when we feel depleted. You
have promised that, ‘“‘As your days so
shall Your strength be.”

Lord, You know what these days are
like before the August recess. The Sen-
ators and all who work with them feel
the pressure of the work and the little
time left to accomplish it. In days like
these, stress mounts and our emotional
reserves are strained. Physical
tiredness invades effectiveness and re-
lationships can be strained. In this
quiet moment, we open ourselves to
the infilling of Your strength. We
admit our dependence on You, submit
to Your guidance, and commit our
work to You. Give us that healing as-
surance that You will provide strength
to do what You guide and that there
will always be enough time in any one
of these days to do what You have
planned for us to do. In Your all-power-
ful name. Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable WAYNE ALLARD, a
Senator from the State of Colorado, led
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

——
RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LARD). The acting majority leader is
recognized.

———
SCHEDULE

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, today
the Senate resumes consideration of
the Agriculture appropriations bill

and, by previous order, will begin 40
minutes of debate on the dairy amend-
ment, to be followed by a cloture vote
at 9:45 a.m. Following the vote, the
Senate will resume consideration of
the pending Ashcroft amendment. Fur-
ther amendments and votes are ex-
pected throughout today’s session of
the Senate with the anticipation of
completing action on the bill.

For the remainder of the week, the
majority leader has asked it be an-
nounced that he hopes the Senate can
complete action on the tax reconcili-
ation conference report and the Inte-
rior appropriations bill. Therefore,
Senators should expect votes through-
out the day and into the evenings prior
to adjourning for the August recess.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-

ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2000

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now resume consideration of S.
1233, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 1233), making appropriations for
Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and
Drug Administration, and Related Agencies
programs for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other purposes.

Pending:

Lott (for Daschle) amendment No. 1499, to
provide emergency and income loss assist-
ance to agricultural producers.

Ashcroft amendment No. 1507 (to amend-
ment No. 1499), to provide stability in the
United States agriculture sector and to pro-
mote adequate availability of food and medi-
cine for humanitarian assistance abroad by
requiring congressional approval before the
imposition of any unilateral agricultural or
medical sanction against a foreign country
or foreign entity. (By 28 yeas to 70 nays
(Vote No. 251), Senate failed to table the
amendment.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 40

minutes for debate to be equally di-
vided between the proponents and op-
ponents prior to the vote on a cloture
motion.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I yield my-
self up to 5 minutes.

I rise today in strong opposition to
cloture on the majority leader’s mo-
tion to recommit. If it carries, the Ag-
riculture appropriations bill will be re-
ported back to the floor with what is
known as the Jeffords dairy compact
amendment and will be subject to 30
hours of continuous debate.

Now, as most in the Senate know by
now, I am committed to fighting the
creation, expansion, or continuation of
the price-fixing cartels known as dairy
compacts. They embody bad national
policy, bad economic policy, bad prece-
dent, and disastrous implications for
farmers who are forced to operate out-
side the protectionist walls these com-
pacts throw up.

But that is not only why I oppose the
Jeffords amendment. I oppose the Jef-
fords amendment because it would do
something much worse. It would re-
move the Federal Government from the
milk market order system. The Jef-
fords compact amendment would spe-
cifically disallow USDA from spending
money to administer the milk market
order system. What would be the result
of that? According to the Secretary of
Agriculture, with whom I spoke yester-
day, the result would be ‘‘chaos and
confusion” in the dairy industry.
USDA would have no way to enforce
any price system, so processors would
end up setting the price of milk. Farm-
ers would have no recourse to USDA or
anywhere else if they thought they
were receiving an unfair price.

What does the amendment achieve by
creating this mess? Certainly not what
its proponents claim. The amendment
would not continue the current pricing
system, or 1-A, as many of you know
it. Regardless of whether this amend-
ment passes or not, the old pricing sys-
tem will expire on October 1.

I have a letter from the general coun-
sel of USDA that says just that, and I
ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the RECORD.

@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a member of the Senate on the floor.
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There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL,
Washington, DC, August 2, 1999.
Hon. HERB KOHL,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR KOHL: In your letter of July
23, 1999, you ask several questions con-
cerning our issuance of a final rule to imple-
ment the milk marketing order reform re-
quired by the Agricultural Market Transi-
tion Act and the effect of a possible appro-
priations bill prohibition on the use of fiscal
year 2000 funds to implement the reform.

As you know, the final dairy reform order
was published in the Federal Register on
April 2, 1999, and we are now in the process
of conducting referenda to determine if the
orders should be implemented. This will be
completed and a final implementing order
published at the end of August. Implementa-
tion will thereafter occur on October 1st
without further action by the Department.
You are correct in your understanding that
existing marketing orders and the Northeast
Interstate Dairy Compact will expire upon
implementation of milk marketing order re-
form on October 1st. If the Department were
prohibited from spending appropriations to
carry out the order reform, it would not be
able to provide oversight for the milk mar-
keting order system. Day-to-day operation of
the respective order areas could continue,
however, because such operations are funded
through industry assessments, not appro-
priated funds. As you correctly point out,
the specific implementation date require-
ment contained in Public Law 105-277 pro-
hibits the Department from altering the ef-
fective date. The issue of whether the statu-
tory language also prevents the Secretary
from rescinding the order presents novel
questions which will require further anal-
ysis.

Sincerely,
CHARLES R. RAWLS,
General Counsel.

Mr. KOHL. The amendment will not
create new dairy compacts in the
Southeast or open up the current
Northeast Compact to any new mem-
bers. None of those items is contained
in this amendment.

The amendment will not extend the
life of the Northeast Dairy Compact.
USDA has made it clear that the com-
pact will expire on October 1, whether
this amendment passes or not.

So, then, why are we even consid-
ering this amendment? I can only
imagine it is because the proponents of
the amendment are betting that they
will get some of the things they prom-
ised—most notably, an extension of the
Northeast Dairy Compact—in con-
ference.

I think that is a cynical and an irre-
sponsible bet, especially by Senators
who are not even on the conference
committee. Under an uncertain and un-
regulated system, dairy farmers across
the country stand to lose $194 million a
year. Furthermore, this very week
dairy farmers all across America are
voting on what sort of milk market
system they want. So should we not
wait to see what farmers have to say
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before we bet their farms on the Jef-
fords amendment?

The Jeffords amendment is not 1-A.
It is not a dairy compact. It is a des-
perate last attempt to carve a dairy
cartel for the Northeast out of the cur-
rent pricing system. Unfortunately,
the authors of the amendment used an
ax rather than a knife, and the result
will be a milk market order system
that will be a bloody mess.

The proponents of this amendment
have accused us of describing their
amendment in a way that makes it
more terrifying than the ‘‘Blair Witch
Project.”” They are correct. Their
amendment is more terrifying. That is
because the chaos it would create
would not be a fiction; it would be real.

The Jeffords amendment is opposed
by the 300,000 farmers of the National
Farmers Union and the 300,000 tax-
payers of the National Taxpayers
Union. I urge my colleagues to join the
taxpayers and the farmers of your
States and oppose cloture on the Jef-
fords amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks recognition?

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, has
the Senator from Wisconsin finished?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, first
of all, the reason we are here today is
to talk about cloture, whether we
should have time to fully discuss and
be able to make sure that this body
knows the importance of what we want
to do, and that is to protect the dairy
farmers of the United States. We are
not here to discuss the fine points of
the issues which the Senator from Wis-
consin has brought out, with which we
sincerely most heartily disagree, but
whether or not we ought to have the
opportunity and whether it is impor-
tant enough to this country and to the
dairy farmers to have a full discussion
by getting cloture. If we don’t get clo-
ture, then chaos will happen in many
areas, in especially New England which
has a compact which would go out of
being and would require dramatic ac-
tion in order to repair the damage that
would be done.

Dairy farmers around the country
are watching the actions of the Senate
this week with great anticipation and
anxiety. They know that under the 1996
farm bill, Congress instructed the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to develop much
needed new pricing formulas for how
milk is priced. Unfortunately, they
also know that Secretary Glickman’s
resulting informal rulemaking process
is developing pricing formulas that are
fatally flawed and contrary to the will
of Congress.

The Nation’s dairy farmers are
counting on this Congress to prevent
the dairy industry from being placed at
risk and instead to secure its sound fu-
ture.

This chart says it all. This is the dev-
astation that will come from the pro-
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posed order of the Secretary. What this
shows is, with the new order 1-B, there
is only one area of this country that
will substantially benefit. Guess what
area that is? Wisconsin and Minnesota.
The rest, clearly delineated by the red,
will lose money—all of them. There is
a little green in the tip of Florida,
there is a little green on the coast of
California, and there is a little green in
a couple of States, but the rest all lose
money.

The question is whether 1-A, which
was studied, should be replaced to
make sure that does not occur. Mr.
President, 1-A, which is supported by a
letter to the Secretary by 61 Members
of the Senate, will not create this dev-
astation. In fact, it will provide an or-
derly system for farmers all over this
country to make a decent income.

Secretary Glickman’s final pricing
rules, scheduled to be implemented on
October 1, will cost dairy farmers, not
the Government, millions of dollars in
lost income from their pockets. There
are no Federal funds involved with
this. That is something that may be
confusing because in the past, the
dairy program cost millions of dollars.
It does not cost anyone anything now.

This amendment will prevent the
Secretary’s rule from being imple-
mented, thereby maintaining the cur-
rent law for dairy pricing for another
year.

Do not be taken in by any of the mis-
leading claims made by the opposition,
including their references to the letter
from USDA supposedly indicating the
amendment does not accomplish its
purpose. First of all, it can be easily
modified in conference and, secondly,
it does accomplish its purpose. This
will allow a new rulemaking procedure
for the Secretary to carry out the will
of Congress for a new and improved
pricing structure. It will also allow the
Northeast Dairy Compact pilot
project—remember, this is a pilot
project which was put into law in 1996
to see if by States gathering together
they can organize an order system
which would protect them from high
prices to the consumers and low prices
to farmers because of the fact, when
you get into milk situations, you can
get devastation with a little bit of sur-
plus.

Mr. President, how much time do I
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. About
15% minutes.

Mr. JEFFORDS. I thank the Chair. I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Vermont, Mr. LEAHY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I strong-
ly support this amendment which helps
dairy farmers across the country.

I think the least the Senate should
do when debating a relief bill for farm-
ers is to not reduce farm income.

The Department of Agriculture’s
milk marketing order—the so-called
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modified ‘“‘option 1-B’— would reduce
farm income by about a million dollars
per day. That doesn’t sound like farm
aid to me. It sounds like a recipe for
disaster.

Why should dairy farmers in Mis-
sissippi, North Carolina, Georgia, or
California, for example, have their in-
come cut by USDA rules when other
farmers will get helped under this bill?
I think dairy farmers are as deserving
as other farmers.

Isn’t it enough that the price of milk
paid to dairy farmers dropped by al-
most 40 percent recently? Why should
the Secretary be allowed to change
current policy to punish dairy farmers
even more by reducing their income?

Sixty-one Senators signed a letter to
Secretary Glickman opposing the cuts
in farm income that would result from
implementing the so-called option 1-B.

Those sixty-one Senators pointed out
that ‘“‘dairy farmers . . . are receiving
essentially the same price for their
milk that they received fifteen years
ago while the cost of production has in-
creased. Option 1-B would further re-
duce the price of milk received by
farmers in almost all regions of the
country, thereby reducing local sup-
plies of fresh, fluid milk and increasing
costs for consumers.”

This amendment—the Lott amend-
ment—mandates that current law be
continued and that option 1-B be put
on ice.

I must address some unfortunate
misinformation that is being spread
about the amendment.

We received a ‘‘Dear Colleague’ let-
ter from Senator FEINGOLD that incor-
rectly suggests that the Lott amend-
ment would terminate the milk mar-
keting order system.

That, of course, is not the case. Prob-
ably only a few Senators want to elimi-
nate milk differentials and the mar-
keting order system. The great major-
ity of Senators, including myself, be-
lieve that this is not the time to termi-
nate the milk order system.

The Lott amendment would not ter-
minate that system and a letter from
the General Counsel of USDA that is
being used by opponents of the Lott
amendment does not even make that
point.

Indeed, the General Counsel says:
‘“‘the issue of whether the statutory
language also prevents the Secretary
from rescinding the order presents
novel questions which will require fur-
ther analysis.”

But, we already know this amend-
ment does not terminate the mar-
keting order system since it is drafted
the same way we drafted a similar ex-
tension of the milk marketing order
system last year.

Section 738 of last year’s appropria-
tions bill provided a similar extension.
No one at USDA argued that last year’s
extension terminated all milk mar-
keting orders.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Indeed, Congress can pass laws that
supercede rules issued by Departments.

Of course any drafting glitch could be
fixed at Conference, but there is no
glitch since we are simply extending
current law, just like we did last year.

I want to address other misinforma-
tion that is being spread. Some have
been saying that the amendment could
mean higher prices for consumers.

I will compare milk prices in New
England against the Upper Midwest
any day of the week.

A General Accounting Office, GAO,
report dated October, 1998, compared
retail milk prices for various U.S. cit-
ies.

For example for February, 1998, the
average price of a gallon of whole milk
in Augusta, ME, was $2.47 per gallon.

The price for Milwaukee, WI, was
$2.63 per gallon. Prices in Minneapolis,
MN, were much higher—they were $2.94
per gallon.

Let’s pick another New England
city—Boston. The price of a gallon of
milk was $2.54 as compared to Min-
neapolis, MN, which was $2.94 per gal-
lon.

Let’s look at the cost of 1% milk for
November, 1997, for example.

In Augusta, ME, it was $2.37 per gal-
lon, the same average price as for Bos-
ton, New Hampshire and Rhode Island.
In Minnesota, the price was $2.82 per
gallon.

I could go on and on comparing lower
New England retail prices with higher
prices in other cities for many dif-
ferent months.

It is clear that our Compact is work-
ing as it was intended to by benefitting
consumers, local economies and farm-
ers. I will submit a lengthy list of addi-
tional price comparisons to prove my
point for the record.

I conclude by saying that sixty-one
Senators warned the Secretary of Agri-
culture to not cut farm income by im-
plementing option 1-B.

What we are offering is narrowly tai-
lored, sensible and modest. It simply
extends current law. Punishing dairy
farmers in New England and other re-
gions of the country makes no sense.

I urge my colleagues to join with me
in protecting farm income for dairy
farmers by voting for cloture for this
amendment.

Mr. President, I would also like to
make a few additional comments on
the Northeast Dairy Compact.

The success of the Northeast Dairy
Compact is undeniable. In fact, thanks
to the Northeast Compact, the number
of farmers going out of business has de-
clined throughout New England for the
first time in many years.

If you are a proponent of States
rights, regional compacts are the an-
swer. Compacts are State initiated,
State ratified, and State supported pro-
grams which assure a continuous safe
supply of milk for consumers.

If you support interstate trade, then
regional compacts are the answer. The
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Northeast Dairy Compact has prompt-
ed an increase of milk sales from
neighboring States into the northeast
compact region.

If you support a balanced budget,
then regional compacts are the answer.
The Northeast Compact does not cost
taxpayers a single cent, and this is a
lot different than most farm programs.

If you support farmland protection
programs, then regional compacts are
the answer. Major environmental
groups have endorsed the Northeast
Dairy Compact because they know it
helps preserve farmland and prevent
urban sprawl.

If you are concerned about the im-
pact of prices on consumers, then re-
gional compacts are the answer. Retail
milk prices within the compact region
are lower on average than in the rest of
the country, something the opponents
do not point out.

The Northeast Compact has done ex-
actly what it was established to do:
stabilize fluctuating dairy prices, as-
sure a fair price for dairy farmers, keep
farmers in business, and protect con-
sumer supplies of fresh milk.

Many of our friends in the South
have seen how the compact provides a
modest but crucial safety net for strug-
gling dairy farmers, and I think all of
us should look at these compacts as a
way to help farmers without costing
the taxpayers.

There are many additional areas to
discuss. I am going to reserve my time,
but in closing I do want to say this: It
is clear that our compact is working as
intended by Dbenefiting consumers,
local economies, and farmers.

Sixty-one Senators have warned the
Secretary of Agriculture to not cut
dairy farm income by implementing
option 1-B. What we are offering is nar-
rowly tailored, sensible, and modest. It
simply extends current law.

We are here to protect hard-working
dairy farmers. I urge the 61 Senators,
plus everyone else, to join with us and
vote for cloture on this amendment.
The 61 Senators who signed that letter
to Secretary Glickman should, and I
hope that other Senators, having lis-
tened to this debate, will as well.

Mr. KOHL. I yield 5 minutes to the
Senator from Wisconsin.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I first thank the sen-
ior Senator from Wisconsin for his
leadership and dedication on this issue.
He has been determined, and I think ef-
fectively, in fighting this battle that
we have to fight on behalf of Wisconsin
dairy farmers, upper Midwestern dairy
farmers, and I think dairy farmers all
over this country. I thank him and join
in his words that we will fight this
thing as hard and as long as we have
to, to prevent this extremely unfair
idea of trying to continue the New
England Dairy Compact.

But the really interesting thing
about the measure before us, the issue
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the cloture is going to be about, is that
it really does not have the impact that
a lot of Senators think it might have.

The Jeffords-Leahy amendment that
they have offered will withhold fund-
ing—it will withhold funding—for im-
plementation of the Federal milk mar-
keting order reform in an attempt to
preserve the Northeastern Interstate
Dairy Compact.

They thought this amendment would
produce the same result it did when a
similar amendment was offered during
the appropriations bill last year—and
that is a delay of milk marketing order
reform—and then an extension of the
compact. But it does not do that. As
the senior Senator from Wisconsin has
indicated, it does not do that.

This isn’t what the 61 Senators whom
the Senator from Vermont was talking
about signed a letter about. It isn’t
about picking 1-B or 1-A. That isn’t
what it does. What it simply does is
create chaos. That is exactly what Sen-
ator KOHL has indicated. And we are
not asking you to just take our word
for it. Take the word of the general
counsel of the USDA, who has made it
clear that he believes the legal effect of
this latest dairy initiative by the Sen-
ators from Vermont will be uncer-
tainty and no Federal oversight of the
system.

A lack of funding at USDA will throw
administration of the Federal Milk
Marketing Order Program into chaos,
effectively leaving no program at all.

The Senator from Vermont hangs his
hat on the notion that this letter says,
at the end, that the issue involves
novel questions. But that ignores the
heart of the letter, which I want to re-
peat. It is a letter addressed to Senator
KoHL, dated August 2, 1999, from
Charles Rawls, general counsel, U.S.
Department of Agriculture. It says:

You are correct in your understanding that
existing marketing orders and the Northeast
Interstate Dairy Compact will expire upon
implementation of milk marketing order re-
form on October 1st. If the Department were
prohibited from spending appropriations to
carry out the order reform, it would not be
able to provide oversight for the milk mar-
keting order system. Day-to-day operation of
the respective order areas could continue,
however, because such operations are funded
through industry assessments, not appro-
priated funds.

So it is not equivocal about whether,
in fact, this will happen. It simply says
that the compact will expire and that
in fact at this point we will not have
an order system. That is not ambig-
uous.

I think it is very ironic that the Sen-
ator from Vermont came up and tried
to argue that somehow our position on
this is unfair to the rest of the country.
It is just the reverse. The amendment
that has been offered actually makes
things much worse for almost the en-
tire country than the current status
under the bill.

Under the Jeffords-Leahy amend-
ment, the impact on dairy income in
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various regions is startling. For the
Northeast—if you can believe this—it
involves a net loss of $225 million in
dairy income, if this chaos ensues; in
the Appalachia area, $122 million in
lost dairy income; in Florida, $100 mil-
lion; in the Southeast, $112 million in
lost dairy income—and down the line.

Overall, I believe the figure is a total
loss of some $194 million net income if
this amendment goes through and the
consequence that we believe occurs.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a
letter from the National Farmers
Union, also addressed to Senator KOHL,
of August 3, indicating opposition and
concerns about this amendment.

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

NATIONAL FARMERS UNION,
Washington, DC, August 3, 1999.
Hon. HERBERT H. KOHL,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR KOHL: I write today on be-
half of the 300,000 members of the National
Farmers Union to express our concern re-
garding the Jefford’s amendment that would
prohibit the use of funds for USDA to imple-
ment or administer dairy marketing order
reform later this year.

As you know, expiration of the current na-
tional marketing order is due October 1st,
and with the passage of the Jefford’s amend-
ment, dairy farmers across the nation could
be left without any federal marketing order
that could risk destroying the remnants of
the dairy safety net.

We have deep concerns about pitting re-
gion versus region in agricultural policy, es-
pecially dairy policy. We strongly encourage
a policy that will benefit all dairy producers
nationally.

Specifically, we support legislation to es-
tablish dairy compacts and amend the fed-
eral order system if those provisions are cou-
pled with legislation to establish the na-
tional dairy support price at $12.50 per hun-
dredweight. If Congress chooses to amend
the federal order system, the amendment
should strike the provision in the final rule
that increases the processors’ manufacturing
allowance at the expense of family farmers.

Thank you for your consideration of our
position on dairy policy.

Sincerely,
LELAND SWENSON,
President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s b minutes have expired.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I ask the Senator
from Wisconsin if I could be granted 1
more minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I thank the Chair
and Senator KOHL.

The other piece that I think ought to
be printed in the RECORD, especially in
light of the comments of the Senator
from Vermont with regard to some of
the groups interested in this issue, is a
letter from the National Taxpayers
Union strongly opposing this amend-
ment and specifically saying that, ‘‘the
Dairy Compact concept acts as a cartel
system that only a Robber Baron could
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admire.” I ask unanimous consent that
the letter be printed in the RECORD.

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

NATIONAL TAXPAYERS UNION,
Alexandria, VA, August 3, 1999.

Vote NO on Cloture on Tomorrow’s Ag
Approps Dairy Amendment—And Keep the
Glass Half Full for Taxpayers

DEAR SENATOR: Tomorrow the Senate will
vote on cloture for an amendment to the Ag-
riculture Appropriations Bill that is in-
tended to halt the progress of dairy subsidy
reform. In order to prevent this consumer
rip-off and preserve the prospect of modest
gains towards a competitive dairy market,
the 300,000-member National Taxpayers
Union (NTU) urges you to vote ‘“NO’’ on this
cloture motion.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture’s
(USDA’s) final rule on Milk Marketing Order
reform was, at best, an imperfect solution. In
an ideal legislative and regulatory climate,
the cumbersome 893-page document would be
jettisoned in favor of a comprehensible blue-
print that simply substitutes a free market
for the current cartel. In the absence of this
approach, taxpayers’ interests can best be
served by ongoing Congressional oversight of
the results of USDA’s plan, rather than leg-
islative micro-mandates that only further
cloud a murky reform.

Price-setting mechanisms such as the
Northeast Dairy Compact can not only cost
consumers millions due to overinflated
prices, they can also raise omnious Inter-
state Commerce issues. Rather than pro-
moting trade and preventing abusive tariffs
among states—the clear intent of the Con-
stitution’s Commerce Clause—the Dairy
Compact concept acts as a cartel system
that only a Robber Baron could admire.

The 1996 Freedom to Farm Act held the
promise of finally phasing out the dairy
price support system as well as sunsetting
the Northeast Dairy Compact. The bill
passed Congress by strong bipartisan mar-
gins. Today, some Members believe that this
timetable for reform should be discarded en-
tirely or that new compacts should be au-
thorized. Either action would signal a move
in the wrong direction. NTU, along with
many Members, would actually support a
more aggressive timetable towards wholesale
elimination of dairy subsidies.

The impact of tomorrow’s amendment,
which would withhold USDA implementation
of milk marketing order reform, may not be
entirely predictable. But its original intent
is clear to sabotage the bipartisan consensus
in Congress toward a freer milk market, and
open the door for re-regulation in con-
ference. For this reason, NTU urges you to
play it safe for taxpayers, and vote ‘“NO” on
cloture on the Dairy Amendment to Agri-
culture Appropriations.

Sincerely,
PETE SEPP,
Vice President for Communications.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I, of
course, join with my senior Senator
and friend from Wisconsin, Senator
KOHL, in asking that we not take what
is, frankly, an irrational step of using
this mechanism that was forced be-
cause of the rule XVI change to pre-
tend that somehow this will extend the
dairy compact. It will not do that. It
will just lead to a chaotic situation—
that the Department of Agriculture
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cannot do their job of administering
the milk marketing order system.

I thank the Senate and the Senator
from Wisconsin.

Mr. KOHL. I yield Senator GRAMS up
to 4 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise in
opposition to the cloture motion on the
motion to recommit the appropriations
bill to committee with instructions to
include the Jeffords/Leahy amendment.

First, I would like to express my dis-
pleasure with this attempt to dodge
the clear purpose of Rule 16.

I am at a loss to understand how we
can reinstate Rule 16 one week then
turn around and justify offering what
is an extremely controversial policy
change that is clearly non-germane on
a major appropriations bill. Drafted to
circumvent Rule 16 restrictions, Mr.
JEFFORDS’ proposed changes to the
farm bill almost guarantee litigation
and confusion in the milk marketing
system due to the uncertainty over its
effect. It is a controversial, non-ger-
mane issue that does not belong on an
appropriations bill as a floor amend-
ment.

It is important that I remind some of
my colleagues that this amendment
does not extend authorization of the
compact to your states. Also, this Au-
gust 2nd letter from Charles Rawls,
General Counsel for USDA, states that
funds have already been spent to imple-
ment the milk marketing order reform
and the reform could still operate with-
out oversight from USDA. The order
reform is administered by producer as-
sessments so no other federal funds are
required to implement it. Thus, though
the Jeffords Amendment intends to
maintain the status quo in milk mar-
keting orders by not funding imple-
mentation, counsel for USDA states
that the specific implementation date
requirement contained in Public Law
105-277 remains unaltered. Any uncer-
tainty in the effect of this amendment
is between whether the reform can be
implemented without USDA oversight
or whether we will have no dairy mar-
keting orders at all. Reinstating the
current system similar to 1A is simply
not an option here.

Mr. President, as the letter from Mr.
Rawls shows, it’s not clear this amend-
ment would save the Northeast Com-
pact, and it certainly does not solve
any problems for the other states seek-
ing to form compacts. Not only does
the amendment fail to extend com-
pacts to other areas of the country out-
side the Northeast, it also does not im-
plement Option 1-A.

Despite the fact that I do not believe
Mr. JEFFORDS’ amendment accom-
plishes its intended goal I also urge
you to vote against cloture on the sim-
ple grounds of rejecting the concept of
providing a benefit to producers in one
area of the country which gives them a
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competitive advantage over dairy
farmers in other regions of the United
States.

Dairy farmers are suffering all over
the country. Why support this compact
legislation that helps mainly one area
of the country at the expense of oth-
ers? Why support an effort that would
send the signal that we can consider
endless controversial non-germane
issues on appropriations bills in the fu-
ture? Why risk passage of needed relief
to America’s farmers?

Besides addressing the narrow issue
of the pending amendment, I would
like to remind you why compacts that
penalize consumers, particularly low-
income consumers, milk processors,
and regional dairy producers are Sso
dangerous, and urge my colleagues to
reject this blatantly unfair barrier that
penalizes some of the best and most ef-
ficient dairy farmers in America.

First, I would like to explain what
dairy compacts are. The Northeast
Dairy Compact raises the price of Class
I fluid milk above the prevailing fed-
eral milk marketing order price within
the participating states, and, I might
add, above what the market would pay.
Milk processors have to pay the higher
price for the raw milk they process,
and this higher price is passed along to
the consumer at the grocery store.
With higher prices, consumption goes
down, and children are the biggest los-
ers. I don’t argue against a fair price—
or honest price for any dairy farmer in
Minnesota or Vermont, but I cannot
support price fixing that distorts the
free market.

The Northeast Compact was author-
ized in 1996 during consideration of the
larger Federal Agriculture Improve-
ment and Reform (FAIR) Act. This
controversial issue was inserted in the
conference committee, avoiding a sepa-
rate vote, after the measure had been
overwhelmingly defeated on the floor.
While most of the FAIR Act was de-
signed to help farmers compete in
world markets and reduce government
involvement in agriculture, the North-
east Interstate Dairy Compact estab-
lished a regional price-fixing cartel
within our very own country that pro-
motes higher production which de-
presses prices outside the compact. The
Northeast Dairy Compact has harmed
dairy farmers in Minnesota, and this
kind of unfair subsidy should be termi-
nated.

When this issue came to the fore,
compacts were roundly condemned in
the major newspapers of the compact
region. The New York Times, Boston
Herald, the Connecticut Post, and the
Hartford Courant all weighed in
against the cartel, in addition to na-
tional publications such as USA Today
and the Washington Post.

Again, compacts were hardly con-
sensus legislation to begin with. The
House refused to put the provision in
its broader farm bill. And I must reit-
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erate, the Senate voted on the floor to
strip the Compact language from its
bill. Despite these defeats, the compact
provision was slipped into the bill in
conference and signed by the President.
The compact legislation could not
withstand the scrutiny of a fair debate
on the floor, and had to be muscled in
at the last minute in conference.

Knowing that this scheme was a bad
idea from the start, Congress limited
the life of the compact. That’s why
proponents will seek an extension by
amendment today.

Retail prices of milk jumped imme-
diately after the higher Compact price
was implemented. As predicted, the
milk produced in New England in-
creased by four times the national rate
of increase in a six-month period fol-
lowing compact implementation. The
surplus milk was converted into milk
powder, leading to a 60% increase in
milk powder production.

Soon after implementation, the
Northeast Compact had to begin reim-
bursing school food service programs
for the increases in cost caused by the
milk price hikes; an admission that
prices have gone up and consumers are
being affected. However, low-income
families that need milk in their diet
are not being reimbursed by the Com-
pact for their increased costs. Milk is a
food staple, and are we going to vote
today to extend this milk tax that hits
low-income citizens hardest who spend
a high percentage of their income on
food? What’s next, a special tax on
bread, eggs, ground beef, or potatoes?
Consider the low-income families with
small children and the elderly on fixed
incomes in your state and ask if this is
the population you want bearing the
brunt of this regressive milk tax.

I cannot stress to my colleagues
enough that you simply cannot contain
the market distortions and economic
hardship that these compact schemes
cause. Proponents present an idyllic
picture of the compacts as only a few
cents hike in the price of milk to pre-
serve the small, rural dairy farmer.
This is simply not true. Dairy com-
pacts are an economic zero-sum game
in which there are many losers—most
importantly the consumer (especially
the low-income consumer) and dairy
farmers in non-compact regions. The
real winners in this zero-sum game are
large dairy producers in the Northeast
that receive literally tens of thousands
of dollars in subsidies for their already
profitable businesses, not the small
dairy farmer who supporters said was
the focus of this idea. The average six
month subsidy for large Northeast
dairy farms is projected to be $78,400.
Dairy farmers in Minnesota would rel-
ish that income over the whole year,
but Minnesota farmers wisely reject
this effort to distort the system and
harm their fellow farmers in other
states.

It also is erroneous to characterize
this issue as small family farms in one
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region falling victim to large, cor-
porate-style farming conglomerates in
another. There are no, if you will,
“Wal-Marts” of dairy farming in Min-
nesota. In our state, we have families
that farm as a way of life, know that
they must stay efficient to remain
competitive, and want desperately to
compete on a level playing field. Min-
nesota has thousands of family farms—
passed from generation to generation
—that are struggling to stay afloat in a
rigged market that unfairly favors pro-
ducers in a different part of the coun-
try. And many have failed. Compacts
are not a policy that saves family
farms.

As Wayne Bok, President of the Min-
nesota-based co-op Associated Milk
Producers has put it, consider what
would happen if the Northern states de-
cided they wanted to produce oranges,
and formed a compact to do so. Or-
anges sold in the North would receive a
higher price than oranges sold in other
regions. As a result, production of or-
anges would increase in the North.
Prices in the South would drop until
production decreased to compensate
for the increase in Northern produc-
tion. Moreover, Northern farmers
would begin to convert from, say, corn
and dairy farming, to the now more
profitable farming of oranges.

Would this be good for the country’s
most efficient orange growers in Flor-
ida and California? Absolutely not.

Would this be good for consumers?

Absolutely not.

This outrageous scenario dem-
onstrates the ridiculousness of current
dairy policy. Let each farm region of
the country do what it does best and
don’t erect artificial barriers that keep
the products of the most efficient pro-
ducers out of the hands of the con-
sumers.

In 1996 Congress and the President
committed to a new farm policy, mov-
ing our country away from artificial
price and supply controls, and freeing
farmers to compete on the world mar-
ket. American farmers are the most
skilled and efficient in the world, and
they deserve the opportunity to com-
pete and expand their markets. At the
same time that we are calling upon our
global trading partners to bring down
their trade barriers for the benefit of
both consumers and producers, we at-
tempt to continue or construct new
barriers between regions in our own
country that discourage the free flow
of commerce and create significant
market distortions and price increases.
Its hypocritical for us to demand free
trade at a global level but enact trade
barriers within our own country.

I urge my colleagues today to com-
mit to fairness in dairy policy. Please
be fair to consumers and dairy pro-
ducers—vote against this or any other
compact amendment.

I must also address the other in-
tended effect of the dairy amendment,
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the proposal to zero out funding for im-
plementation of the final rule presum-
ably to maintain the status quo in fed-
eral milk marketing orders and to ex-
tend the Northeast Dairy Compact. I
believe that Mr. JEFFORDS’ amendment
fails to accomplish this intent.

The current milk marketing system
requires processors to pay higher min-
imum prices for fluid milk the further
the region is located from Eau Claire,
Wisconsin. To reform this antiquated,
Depression-era method for supplying
milk to consumers, which basically
picks winners and losers in the dairy
industry, Congress, through the 1996
FAIR Act, required USDA to signifi-
cantly reduce the number of milk mar-
keting orders (regions) in the country
and transition to a more market-ori-
ented system of milk distribution.
After many months of study and hav-
ing received comments from hundreds
of market participants, USDA proposed
Options 1-A and 1-B. The Option 1-A
proposal made minimal changes to the
old marketing order pricing system,
while Option 1-B contained some basic
free market reforms and moderniza-
tions of the system. The Midwest did
not like what we saw in 1B, actually,
and like the compromise even less, but
it was a small step in the right direc-
tion.

The compromise came after the
USDA received testimony concerning
the two alternatives, and its final rule
again takes steps toward simplifying
and modernizing the milk marketing
order system. The new compromise or-
ders will be effective October 1, 1999. I
hoped for a proposal closer to 1-B, but
accepted the need for compromise and
have supported it.

Option 1-A is basically no reform,
and would ignore the direction of Con-
gress in the FAIR Act. It would in-
crease prices for consumers by $74 mil-
lion per year, affecting most the low-
income consumer that spends a high
percentage of their wages on food. Op-
tion 1-A also keeps in place a region-
ally discriminatory milk pricing sys-
tem that benefits producers in some
parts of the country at the expense of
dairy farmers in other regions, much
like compacts. Again, it’s a govern-
ment program that picks winners and
losers, not allowing the market to set
the prices. It is opposed by free market
taxpayer advocacy groups, consumer
groups, regional producer groups, and
processor groups, and it does nothing
to protect the nation’s supply of fresh
fluid milk; our nation produces an
abundance of milk that is sufficient to
supply consumers’ needs.

Secretary Glickman, writing about
the final rule, said that:

USDA’s own analysis shows that nation-
ally, dairy farmers will realize virtually the
same cash receipts under the new, fairer plan
as they do now, and when aggregated, the
all-milk price will remain essentially un-
changed from that under the existing pro-
gram, which virtually all sides agree sorely
needs changingf.]
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Moreover, Chairman LUGAR said that
the final compromise rule ‘‘is a good
first step toward a policy that places
the nation’s dairy industry in a posi-
tion to better meet the challenges of
the global markets of the new
century[.]”’

Again, the final rule is a compromise,
not the best for either 1A or 1B advo-
cates but a middle ground. We should
not rush to reverse a process that took
months to complete in order to keep
the status quo.

What we have here is a double wham-
my. Compacts are bad enough, but re-
taining the failed dairy policies of the
past is just incomprehensible.

Finally, what we need to ask our-
selves even more is why are we consid-
ering these controversial issues on this
appropriations bill. The Judiciary
Committee has jurisdiction over com-
pacts and Agriculture over milk mar-
keting orders. Please respect these
committees’ opposition to these
amendments which circumvent their
jurisdiction, respect the reimplementa-
tion of Rule 16, and vote against this
attempt to legislate through the appro-
priations process. And most of all, re-
ject an amendment that doesn’t even
accomplish its intended purpose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise to
voice my opposition to the proposed
amendment that would effectively ex-
tend the Northeast Interstate Dairy
Compact and open the door to the cre-
ation of additional interstate dairy
compacts. I urge my colleagues to vote
against the cloture motion. These
interstate compacts would allow states
to form alliances that would create
economic barriers and foster economic
warfare between the states. First, I
want to commend my colleagues for
their efforts on behalf of their states.
In particular, Senator JEFFORDS has
been a forceful advocate for dairy com-
pacts. But although I share the con-
cerns of my colleagues for the future of
all American farmers, we cannot au-
thorize interstate compacts that would
encourage activities which are con-
trary to the constitutional principle of
establishing and maintaining a na-
tional free market for the products of
all citizens.

To date, only one dairy compact, the
Northeast Interstate Dairy Compact,
has been authorized by Congress. It ini-
tially passed as an amendment in con-
ference to the 1996 farm bill, after the
Senate had stripped the compact lan-
guage out of the bill on the Senate
floor. The compact authorization was
for 2 years only, but was extended last
year, until October 1, 1999, by an
amendment to appropriations legisla-
tion. Since the creation of this com-
pact, a number of state legislatures
have authorized the creation of new
interstate dairy compacts. And today,
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once again, an amendment to the Agri-
culture appropriations bill has been in-
troduced that would extend the life of
the Northeast Interstate Dairy Com-
pact and possibly lead in conference to
the authorization of a Southern Com-
pact.

The Framers of the Constitution in-
tended the compact clause to help pre-
serve national unity by prohibiting
States from entering into interstate
compacts without congressional ap-
proval. See Virginia v. Tennessee, 148
U.S. 503 (1893). Like the commerce
clause, the compact clause prevents
States from joining forces to the det-
riment of the national interest. It is
true that the overwhelming majority
of compacts serve benign purposes that
are not intended to insulate States
from competition or to harm the na-
tional economy, or otherwise adversely
affect the national interest. Indeed,
Congress has approved hundreds of
interstate compacts. These compacts
have facilitated nationally beneficial
projects such as the development of
highway, railroad, and subway trans-
portation, the construction of bridges,
the allocation of water-control rights,
the establishment of boundary lines,
and protection against forest fires.
These are precisely the type of agree-
ments the compact clause was intended
to facilitate.

The proposed dairy compacts, how-
ever, would frustrate, rather than fa-
cilitate, free trade among the States.
In essence, dairy compacts prohibit
interstate competition by preventing
non-compact dairy farmers from freely
setting the price for their dairy goods
sold in compact states. These compacts
represent economic protectionism,
pure and simple. Indeed, this is an at-
tempt by a group of states to dictate to
the rest of the country’s dairy farmers
the terms under which they can sell
their goods into compact regions. It is
unimaginable that the Senate would
vote to embrace a form of economic
protectionism that flies in the face of
the Constitutional principle of a free
market society.

As the Supreme Court stated in H.P.
Hood v. DuMond, 336 U.S. 525, 529 (1949):

. our system, fostered by the Commerce
Clause, is that every farmer and every
craftsman shall be encouraged to produce by
the certainty that he will have free access to
every market in the Nation, that no home
embargoes will withhold his exports, and no
foreign state will by customs duties or regu-
lations exclude them. Likewise, every con-
sumer may look to the free competition
from every producing area in the Nation to
protect him from exploitation by any. Such
was the vision of the Founders . . .

If we continue to approve dairy com-
pacts, that vision will be forsaken.
And, if we continue down this road, I
ask my colleagues: ‘“‘what’s next?”’ Will
we be asked to protect the poultry in-
dustry? Why not protect regional soft-
ware or Internet companies? If the
logic behind these dairy compacts is
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that states or regions should be al-
lowed to collude to raise artificially
the price of dairy products to protect
farmers and producers at the expense
of the consumer, then why not give
certain states or regions the right to
collude to raise artificially the prices
of other goods and services? Because
AOL employs so many people in Mary-
land and Virginia, shouldn’t those two
states be permitted to agree to prevent
any company from offering Internet ac-
cess to consumers in Maryland or Vir-
ginia at a price below that offered by
AOL? The minimum price could be jus-
tified by stating its purpose is to pro-
tect the jobs created by AOL in these
states. Certainly, the argument would
go, the purpose is not to eliminate
competition—that is just an unfortu-
nate circumstance of protecting an in-
dustry that contributes significantly
to the states’ economies.

This hypothetical may sound far-
fetched, but it is not. The logic is the
same: ‘“We need to protect our state’s
industries regardless of the effects on
competition or consumers.” No, my
colleagues, we simply cannot start
down the road of protecting one re-
gion’s industries against others, re-
gardless of how significant an industry
may be to one state’s interests. We
cannot elevate one region’s concerns
over the nation’s interest in ensuring a
stable, free market that thrives on
competition.

A vote against these compacts is not
a vote against dairy farmers. All of the
Senators who are opposed to these
compacts, myself included, sympathize
with the plight of so many of Amer-
ica’s farmers who are struggling to
stay in business, but we cannot solve
this problem by pitting one industry
against consumers, or one region
against the nation. As chairman of the
Judiciary Committee, I cannot support
dairy compacts that allow states to
collude to thwart competition, the re-
sults of which ultimately harm Amer-
ica’s consumers. I urge my colleagues
to vote against the dairy compact
amendment which would allow less ef-
ficient producers in one region of the
country to exclude lower priced dairy
goods from other regions in an effort to
protect their farmers and producers at
the expense of consumers. This is not
the type of agreements the founders
envisioned interstate compacts would
facilitate—indeed, it is exactly the
type they feared.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I
rise with Senators SPECTER and SCHU-
MER in support of the Northeast Inter-
state Dairy Compact. This issue is one
of critical importance to the dairy
farmers of New Jersey. It is rare that I
come before this body to talk about
issues affecting our Nation’s farmers,
however this is an issue of extreme im-
portance to my state and family farms
nationwide.

Today New Jersey has less than 200
family dairy farms. These farms have
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been in families for centuries, and have
been handed down from generation to
generation. I've met with New Jersey’s
family farmers, from Sussex and War-
ren and Hunderdon Counties, and heard
their concerns. I know how important
they are to my State. Dairy farming is
not an easy or lavish life. They milk 7
days a week, 365 days a year, starting
out long before dawn, before most of us
are out and about.

These courageous farmers want to
keep their farms, and pass them down
to their children. However, without our
help, they will not be able to realize
this dream. The family farm is the
backbone of agriculture in New Jersey;
however, today, it is on the verge of ex-
tinction. In fact, New Jersey has lost 42
percent of its dairy farms in the past
decade.

Erratic fluctuations in the prices
dairy farmers receive for their raw
milk is causing such losses that these
farmers are forced out of business.
These farms produce over 289 million
pounds of milk each year, but as prices
decline and costs continue to increase,
farmers need help to stabilize milk
prices for survival. Without a mecha-
nism to ensure stable prices for milk,
New Jersey’s family dairy farms will be
forced out of business.

However, this problem is not unique
to my State. Family farms all across
the country are hurting. Our Nation’s
dairy farmers recently experienced a 37
percent drop in the price they receive
for their milk. This presents a dilemma
for family farms, which must still pay
the same amount to feed their cows,
hire help, and pay utility costs. This
enormous strain will no doubt force
some dairy farmers out of business.

We must protect America’s family
farms, and ensure the future vitality of
America’s dairy industry by re-author-
izing and expanding the Northeast
Interstate Dairy Compact. I am hopeful
that my colleagues will consider the
farmers of my state when this issue is
debated in conference.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of the Jeffords amend-
ment to delay implementation of the
final pricing rule on Federal milk mar-
ket order reform. The intent of this
amendment is to delay the expiration
of the Northeast Dairy Compact. I am
proud to be a strong supporter of the
Compact, which is a proven success
that is critical to the survival of dairy
farmers in Maine and throughout New
England.

First approved by Congress in the
1996 farm bill, the New England Dairy
Compact already has a proven track
record of quantifiable benefits to both
consumers and farmers. The Compact
works simply by evening out the peaks
and valleys in fluid milk prices, pro-
viding stability to the cost of milk and
ensuring a supply a fresh, wholesome,
local milk.

This past year, the Compact has
proven its worth to both dairy farmers
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and consumers. As prices climbed and
farmers were receiving a sustainable
price for milk, the Compact turned off,
allowing the market to function
through principles of supply and de-
mand. But when prices dropped sharp-
ly, the Compact was triggered to soften
and slow the blow to farmers of an ab-
rupt and dramatic drop in the volatile,
often unpredictable milk market.

Consumers also benefit from the
Compact. Not only does the Compact
stabilize prices, thus avoiding dramatic
fluctuation in the retail cost of milk, it
also guarantees that the consumer is
assured the availability of a supply of
fresh, local milk. We’ve known for a
long time that dairy products are an
important part of a healthy diet, but
recent studies are proving that dairy
products provide a host of previously
unknown nutritional benefits. Just as
we are learning of the tremendous
health benefits of dairy foods, however,
milk consumption, especially among
young people, is dropping. It is a cru-
cial, common-sense, first step to re-
verse this trend, for milk to be avail-
able and consistently affordable for
young families.

Finally, the Compact, while pro-
viding clear benefits to dairy producers
and consumers in the Northeast, has
proven it does not harm farmers or tax-
payers from outside the region. A 1998
report by the Office of Management
and Budget showed that, during the
first 6-months of the Compact, it did
not adversely affect farmers from out-
side the Compact region and added no
costs to Federal nutrition programs.

Mr. President, many of Maine’s dairy
farmers tell me that the Compact is
critical to their long-term survival and
ability to continue to maintain a way
of life vital to rural communities. On
behalf of these farmers and consumers
throughout New England and the coun-
try, I urge my colleagues to support
the Jeffords amendment.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise in
support of extending the Federal Milk
Marketing Order system for one year,
and in support of the preservation of
small family dairy farms throughout
Maine and all of New England.

As you are aware, Mr. President, the
Farm Bill of 1996 authorized the USDA
Secretary to fundamentally revisit the
federal Milk Marketing Orders, which
is a regulation voluntarily initiated
and approved by a majority of pro-
ducers in a given area. The regulation
places requirements on the first buyers
or handlers of milk from dairy farmers,
such as processors who distribute fluid
milk products in a designated mar-
keting area. One of those requirements
is that handlers must pay an assigned
minimum price according to the use of
the milk. Also, a milk order requires
that all payments by handlers be
pooled and the same average price is
paid to individual dairy farmers.

On January 30, 1998, the USDA pro-
posed two options to reform differen-
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tials, including Option 1-A that closely
reflects the current program, which is
a market-oriented option for fluid milk
prices, and Option 1-B that would be
accompanied by transition assistance
for dairy farmers. I immediately heard
from Maine dairy farmers, who asked
for my support for the Option 1-A dif-
ferential because it is the fairest and
most equitable pricing option for them
as it stabilizes prices for dairy farmers
and ensures that consumers do not pay
higher milk prices in the supermarket.

My response was to join 60 other Sen-
ators on April 29, 1998 and send a letter
to USDA Secretary Glickman in sup-
port of Option 1-A, saying that the
other option, Option 1-B, would further
reduce the price of milk received by
farmers in almost all regions of the
country, thereby reducing local sup-
plies of fresh, fluid milk and increasing
costs for consumers.

My actions the previous year, 1997,
were the same as I joined 47 other sen-
ators, in writing to Secretary Glick-
man stating that Option 1-A was the
most viable and economically sound
approach to the future pricing of fluid
milk.

When the USDA announced its final
rule on March 31, 1999, it selected a
form of Option 1-B that will reduce
monies to dairy farmers in New Eng-
land by at least 2 percent. The final
rule will become law in October unless
there is Congressional action to stop
the final rule. I believe the Congres-
sional action to extend the Milk Mar-
keting Order system until October 1,
2000—which also extends the Northeast
Dairy Compact until that time—is re-
quired so that there is an appropriate
time period to assess such a major and
potentially devastating change to the
pricing formula for producers through-
out my region, and other regions as
well.

I am currently a cosponsor of S. 1256,
Senator COVERDELL’s bill that will im-
plement Option 1-A for Class I fluid
milk as part of the implementation of
the final rule to consolidate the federal
Milk Marketing Orders.

Mr. President, since the Northeast
Compact was put in place in 1996, there
has been no groundswell of opposition
from the consumers of New England,
but they have actually preferred to
protect a cultural way of life for the re-
gion. In addition, for this August, the
Maine dairy producers will be receiving
an extra $2.28 per hundred weight for
their milk because the Compact is cur-
rently in place—and this is still not
bringing in enough money to the dairy
farmers to meet their cost of produc-
tion. No one is getting rich off of the
Compact, Mr. President, but they will
get poorer or go out of business after
this October if the Compact is allowed
to expire.

The Compact has only helped sta-
bilize the dairy industry in the North-
east and protected farmers and con-
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sumers against volatile price swings.
The Compact has protected against the
loss of small family owned dairy farms
and protected against a decrease in the
fresh local supply of milk at a fair
price for consumers.

Mr. President, Maine had over 2,000
dairy farms in the 1980s. We now have
less than 500. The Compact has helped
stem the tide of the loss of small fam-
ily owned dairy farms—and a way of
life. We have been talking on the floor
for two days now about how natural
disasters are affecting the family farm-
er. I urge you not to create a manmade
disaster by allowing the Northeast
Compact to expire. I urge my col-
leagues to support the extension of the
federal Milk Marketing Orders—which
will also extend the Northeast Dairy
Compact—and I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont has 10 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. LEAHY. Will the Senator yield
me 1 minute?

Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. The distinguished Sen-
ator from Wisconsin and his colleague
discussed the National Farmers Union.
I hope everybody reads the letter dated
June 18, 1999, because it says:

. .. we support legislation to establish
dairy compacts and amend the federal order
system if those provisions are coupled with
the legislation to establish the dairy support
price of $12.50 per hundredweight.

Even though my distinguished col-
leagues from Wisconsin quote from the
National Farmers Union as somebody
we should be listening to, my col-
leagues specifically oppose what the
National Farmers Union says they
want. I would vote for that NFU pro-
posal in a minisecond; I had hoped that
since the NFU proposal benefits all
dairy farmers that we could have
worked together on this. But the dis-
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin op-
poses it.

There are a lot of quotes going
around here. The National Grange
strongly supports the Northeast Dairy
Compact. They represent 300,000 mem-
bers nationwide, and they say that ‘‘re-
gional dairy compacts offer the best
opportunity to preserve family dairy
farms.”

If we are going to quote some of
these organizations, let us be honest in
what they say. They support the dairy
compacts. These farm organizations
strongly support it. A few processors
and the Senators from Wisconsin do
not.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I
yield 1 minute to the Senator from
New York.

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Senator
from Vermont for yielding.
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I rise today to express my strong sup-
port for the dairy compact and urge my
colleagues to vote for cloture on the
dairy amendment offered by Senators
LEAHY and JEFFORDS. I believe the
dairy compact will not only help stem
the tide of farm closures but will help
New York consumers by halting the
trend of consolidation within the dairy
industry into a few large farms that
control most of the market. This pro-
posal gives two hopes for New Yorkers:
1-A, which is far better for us than 1-
B; and second, if the dairy compact is
kept alive, we hope to be added. We re-
alize that because of technical rules,
we couldn’t do it here, but we are hope-
ful that will go forward.

In conclusion, I am well aware of the
strong objections of my colleagues
from Wisconsin and Minnesota. But for
upstate New York, one of the few areas
of the country losing population and
not sharing in the Nation’s current
prosperity, the dairy compact is a mat-
ter of economic survival. I sincerely
hope that we can find some common
ground——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 1 minute has expired.

Mr. SCHUMER. That will allow the
dairy industry to prosper in both re-
gions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. KOHL. Before I yield to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota, I will quote from
the National Farmers Union letter:

with the passage of the Jeffords
amendment, dairy farmers across the nation
could be left without any federal marketing
order that could risk destroying the rem-
nants of the dairy safety net.

The National Farmers Union is not
supportive of the Jeffords amendment.
It is categorically clear. I yield up to 3
minutes to Senator WELLSTONE.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, to
add to what my colleague said from the
same letter:

We have deep concerns about pitting re-
gion versus region in agricultural policy, es-
pecially dairy policy. We strongly encourage
a policy that will benefit all dairy producers
nationally.

I don’t have time to engage in a long
discussion by way of policy. There is
just no time for doing that. Let me
make an appeal to my colleagues. In
Minnesota, we have 8,700 dairy farmers.
We rank fifth in the Nation’s milk pro-
duction. It is $1.2 billion for our farm-
ers. We are losing three family farmers
a day.

What the Secretary of Agriculture is
now trying to do is change the milk
marketing order system, in the words
of the Farmers Union, that will benefit
dairy producers nationally, to try to
bring about some fairness. Now what
we have is an effort on the part of some
of my colleagues to basically block the
Secretary of Agriculture from imple-
menting this reform.

I say to every single colleague, Dem-
ocrat and Republican alike, I don’t

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

have time to argue all of the policy im-
plications, but I make an appeal as a
Senator from Minnesota to not vote for
cloture. I make an appeal as a Senator
from Minnesota to support the kinds of
changes that the Secretary of Agri-
culture is trying to make that will
bring about some fairness and won’t pit
region against region and will give
dairy farmers in our country, family
farmers, a chance to make it.

This is an incredibly important ques-
tion for my State of Minnesota. Other
Senators would argue the same way if
it were their State. I hope they will
vote against cloture, and I appeal to
them to do so.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, how much
time is remaining, please?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eight
minutes remain for the opponents; 2
minutes 49 seconds for the proponents.
The Senator has 8 minutes.

To correct that, the Senator from
Wisconsin has 2 minutes 45 seconds.

Mr. KOHL. And the other side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
other side has 8 minutes.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I reserve
the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, this
is my 20th year dealing with dairy pro-
grams, and I understand the confusion
that results in Members’ minds who
have not been in this body or had the
exposure of sitting on the Agriculture
Committee. Let me try to correct, as
best I can, some of the statements that
have been made.

First of all, this amendment con-
forms with the dictates of rule XVI. We
cleared that with the Parliamentarian.
Also, the amendment is legally sound
and the intent is clear. The letter from
USDA was expected, as will be further
lawsuits. What they state in the last
part of the letter is: Rescinding the
order presents novel questions which
will require further analysis.

Let me correct the situation about
who makes the money in this country
with respect to the dairy farmers. For
each period of time the USDA reports
what the mailbox price is to the dairy
farmer. They go region by region. The
charts that we have seen show that, for
instance, New England, in 1998, re-
ceived $14.89 per hundredweight, 10
cents below the national average. More
importantly, the Midwestern farmer
received $15.27 per hundredweight aver-
age, 28 cents above the national aver-
age. So who is making money right
now? They are making money, not us.

Incidentally, the American Farm Bu-
reau supports the 1-A option, which is
all this is about. This is a cloture vote.
It is designed for us to have an oppor-
tunity to demonstrate the importance
and the necessity to Vermont and New
England and the whole country that we
must change what now is in the offing.
The dairy farmers, as this chart shows,
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will be devastated, as will be the rest of
the country. The only exception is
where? Minnesota and Wisconsin and
surrounding areas. They are the ones
that are going to make the money if we
can’t change this situation.

Also, the compact has worked ex-
tremely well. California, for instance,
is so big as a State they don’t need a
compact, but they are doing exactly
what the six States in New England are
doing. Theirs is working fine. And the
New England compact is working fine.

Incidentally, the opponents asked for
a study. The study they wanted was
from OMB, from whom they thought
they would get a friendly study. They
did a study of the compact. What did
they find out? The compact worked
fine. It worked well. It has helped save
the farmers. The consumers had a 5-
percent lower price than the rest of the
country. Why? Because the States got
together. They formed a compact. They
take care of matters by having con-
sumers on board and everybody sets
the price. It is working beautifully.
That is why almost half the States in
the Nation decided to take a look and
said, hey, this is a good idea. We ought
to have compacts. We can protect our
consumers. We can protect our farm-
ers. Vermont has demonstrated to the
country a way to help dairy farmers.
We ought to have that opportunity. All
we are talking about is a chance to do
that, a chance to get everybody to-
gether for a lengthy, solid debate
which is allowable when you get clo-
ture.

This issue is only cloture, so that we
can discuss these things and remove all
of the statements that have been made
which are contrary to the facts.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I yield 1
minute to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I will
talk a little bit about the numbers the
Senator from Vermont was using. He
said that somehow right now Min-
nesota and Wisconsin dairy farmers are
making more money than the other
farmers around the country. That is
simply not true. By $2, $3, $4 per hun-
dredweight, the rest of the country is
getting more money today than what
Minnesota and Wisconsin dairy farmers
are allowed to receive for their milk.

And that is why I say under this old,
arcane program, if we were going to go
start a new dairy program today, it
would never look anything like this.
But when they say we are getting more
money, that is not true. They are way
up in prices, $17, $18, $19 a hundred-
weight for milk, and we are at $10, $11,
$12, $13. If ours comes up 20 cents a
hundredweight under this arrangement
and theirs stays about the same, we are
not even close to them yet.

So this is a very small move in the
right direction for reforms. But it by
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no means is putting Minnesota or Wis-
consin ahead of anybody in the coun-
try. I still think it is unfair for all the
other States under this old program to
stand and discriminate against dairy
farmers in Minnesota and Wisconsin.
We want fairness in this program—
nothing more, nothing less.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I reserve
the remainder of our time.

Mr. JEFFORDS. How much time re-
mains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four
minutes remain.

Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield 2 minutes to
the Senator from Vermont, Mr. LEAHY.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, to reit-
erate, we have to wonder what is going
on. I know the upper Midwest mas-
sively overproduces milk. We are sim-
ply asking to produce the milk we are
going to consume in our area. They
massively overproduce it. As the Min-
neapolis Star Tribune explained, Min-
nesota farmers want to sell ‘‘reconsti-
tuted milk in Southern markets.”
They talk about drawing water out and
shipping down some ‘‘glop.” I will let
the reporter of debates figure out how
to spell that. I don’t know how. It sort
of looks like it sounds.

All we want is fresh milk in our re-
gion. We are not trying to take over
any other part of the country. We have
something that we have proved works.
It doesn’t cost the taxpayers anything.
It helps stabilize farm income. Con-
sumers have a voice in it and like it in
the area. All we are saying is let us
make some determination in our own
part of the world. We are talking about
billions and billions of dollars in farm
aid in this bill. The amendment that
Senator JEFFORDS, Senator LOTT, and
I, and others support says we don’t
want any Federal money; we want to
set things the way we are now doing it,
protecting our consumers and our
farmers.

Mr. President, I know the Upper Mid-
west massively overproduces milk—
they overproduce far more than they
can consume—and thus want to sell
this milk in the South.

I have read the press reports about
how they want to dehydrate milk—
take the water out of milk—and then
hydrate it by adding water in distant
states. The Minneapolis Star Tribune
explained that Minnesota farmers want
to sell “‘reconstituted milk in Southern
markets.”

The article from February 12, 1992,
points out that ‘‘technology exists for
them to draw water from the milk in
order to save shipping costs, then re-
constitute it.”

Regular milk needs refrigeration and
weighs a lot and is thus expensive to
ship. Also, only empty tanker trucks
can come back since nothing else can
be loaded into the milk containers.

But dehydrated milk can be shipped
in boxes.

By taking the water out of milk, the
Upper Midwest can supply the South
with milk.
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I realize that according to a St. Louis
Post-Dispatch article in 1990 that Wis-
consin farmers defended the taste of re-
constituted milk. The article points
out that Dan Hademan, of Wisconsin,
“says fluid milk should be treated the
same nationwide, whether it is fresh
whole milk or reconstituted milk.”

That article notes ‘“‘Upper Midwest
farmers say technological advances in
making powdered milk and other con-
centrates has improved the taste and
texture of reconstituted milk.”

However, the House National Secu-
rity Committee had a hearing on this
reconstituted milk issue in 1997. I will
quote from the hearing transcript:

. . . the Air Force on Okinawa decided that
the reconstituted milk was not suitable for
the military and as a quality of life decision
they closed the milk plant and opted to have
fluid milk transported in from the United
States.

There was a great article in the
Christian Science Monitor a few years
ago that talks about the school lunch
program. It mentions the first time
that the author, as a first-grader, was
given reconstituted milk.

He said: “Now, I like milk. . . . But
not this stuff. Not watery, gray, hot,
reconstituted milk that tasted more
like rusty pump than anything re-
motely connected with a cow. We wept.
We gagged. We choked.”

The second problem with the strat-
egy of Wisconsin and Minnesota farm-
ers selling their milk down South is
what about ice storms or snow? What
happens when flooding or tornado dam-
age or other problems stop these
trucks laden with milk?

Southern parents might not be able
to buy milk at any price any time an
ice storm hits the Upper Midwest if the
South does not have fresh, local, sup-
plies of fresh milk. Just remember the
panic that affects Washington, D.C.,
when residents think we might get
what is called in Vermont a ‘‘dusting of
snow.”’

Most Americans do not remember
why Friday, March 5, 1999, is signifi-
cant. But most dairy farmers will re-
member that date as long as they live.

On that date, the Department of Ag-
riculture announced the largest cut in
milk prices ever—a month-to-month
drop of $6.00 per hundredweight.

This was the largest month-to-month
drop in history—yet retail store milk
prices remained high. Processors made
huge windfall profits. And, while the
milk prices received by farmers
dropped by almost 40 percent the prices
stores charged to consumers hardly
dropped.

Imagine a month-to-month drop in
other commodity prices of almost 40
percent. Imagine what that would do to
your family farmers.

The only region in the country that
enjoyed some modest protection
against this huge drop in farm prices
was New England—because of the
Northeast Dairy Compact.
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Half of the states have approved a
similar system regarding dairy pricing.
While a regional diary compact does
not offer complete protection against
huge and unexpected drops in the price
of milk for farmers, it does provide a
modest measure of relief.

It is a safety net that prevents farm-
ers from hitting rock bottom.

THE COMPACT INCREASED INTERSTATE TRADE

Contrary to the views of opponents of
the compact, note that OMB reports
that the Northeast Compact has in-
creased interstate trade in fluid milk.

This only makes sense. Dairy farmers
fortunate enough to be living in states
neighboring the Northeast compact re-
gion have increased milk sales into the
compact area to gain the benefits of
the higher compact price. OMB re-
ported an 8 percent increase in trade—
increased sales of milk into the com-
pact region from New York and other
neighboring states to take advantage
of the higher prices.

If other states could trade places
with New York, I am certain that those
farmers would quickly figure out that
they should sell milk into the Compact
region to take advantage of the mod-
estly higher benefits of the compact.

The Northeast Compact does not cost
taxpayers a single cent. This is dif-
ferent from the costliness of many
farm programs.

If you support farmland protection
programs, regional compacts are the
answer. Major environmental groups
have endorsed the Northeast Dairy
Compact because they know it helps
preserve farmland and prevent urban
sprawl.

And if you are concerned about the
impact of prices on consumers, re-
gional compacts are the answer. Retail
milk prices within the compact region
are lower on average than in the rest of
the nation.

The Northeast Compact has done ex-
actly what it was established to do:
stabilize fluctuating dairy prices, en-
sure a fair price for dairy farmers, keep
them in business, and protect con-
sumers’ supplies of fresh milk.

Many of our friends in the South
have seen how the compact provides a
modest but crucial safety net for strug-
gling farmers. They, too, want the
same for their farmers, and their farm-
ers deserve that same opportunity.

Congress should not stand in the way
of these state initiatives that protect
farmers and consumers without costing
taxpayers a penny.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, how
much time remains on the opposition
side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One
minute 45 seconds for the opposition,
and 2 minutes remain on the Senator’s
side. If neither side seeks recognition,
time runs equally.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr.
yield myself 1 minute.

President, I
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont is recognized for 1
minute.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I
think it is important to understand
why we are here. First of all, this is a
cloture vote. There are obvious dis-
putes and they ought to be resolved.
But complicated issues such as this
can’t be resolved in 40 minutes. We
need to have a full debate on these
issues. It is important to dairy farmers
and all farmers. We must not end today
by refusing to allow us to go forward,
to take the Vermont/New England
compact, a model that is being looked
at by States all over the country be-
cause it works so well to protect its
farmers and consumers. We should be
able to debate that fully and not to run
out of time by virtue of the rules.

In addition to that, this chart shows
it all. It shows who is going to win and
lose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, before I
close, I want to make it known that
some other Senators, including Sen-
ators LUGAR and GRASSLEY, wanted to
be down on the floor to speak in favor
of this side, but they could not get
here.

I simply want to say to my col-
leagues, if we invoke cloture on this
bill now, then we will kill the bill. But
if we pass the Jeffords amendment, I
believe we will kill the dairy industry.

I urge my colleagues to vote no on
cloture.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? One minute remains on
each side.

Mr. KOHL. I yield to Senator CRAIG.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

DAIRY COMPACTS; ANTICONSUMER, ANTI-
FARMER, REGIONALLY DIVISIVE, CONTRARY TO
THE HEART OF THE CONSTITUTION, INEFFEC-
TIVE AND INEFFICIENT
Mr. CRAIG. Mr President, I rise

today to make a few remarks con-

cerning dairy compacts.

When most people think of dairy
states they think of Wisconsin,
Vermont, or Minnesota—not Cali-
fornia, Texas, or Idaho. However, Idaho
is now sixth in total milk production,
just ahead of Texas. Dairy cow num-
bers in Idaho are projected to grow
from 292,000 in 1988 to 398,000 in 2008.
While potatoes are still ranked first as
the top agriculture commodity in
Idaho, dairy products are a close sec-
ond. I tell you this so you know that
dairy policy is important to me and my
state.

Although I am speaking, in part, on
behalf of the interests of Idaho dairy
farmers, let me assure you that the na-
tional debate about dairy compacts is
far more than just an old fashioned re-
gional squabble between Northeast and
Southern dairy interests, on the one
hand, and the interests of the rest of
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the country’s dairy farmers, on the
other. This debate is all about whether
the Senate will say ‘‘enough is enough”
and put an end to an incredibly bad
policy proposal.

In my 19 years in Congress I cannot
remember any major farm legislation
that has been as overwhelmingly con-
trary to the interests of farmers, con-
sumers, public health, the U.S. econ-
omy, and our Constitution as the
amendment to extend and expand
interstate dairy compacts. This is a
lose, lose, lose situation if there ever
was one. It’s bad for the country and
it’s bad for the Senate, which it is
needlessly dividing along regional
lines.

An expanded Northeast Compact and
a new Southern Compact will combine
to impose an enormous milk tax on
consumers in compact states. If com-
pact commissions raise prices to the
limit allowed by the proposed amend-
ment, the costs to Eastern, Mid-Atlan-
tic and Southern consumers would be
enormous. Based on USDA data and
USDA’s estimates of milk prices for
the rest of this year and for next year,
the costs could soar to as high as $2.6
billion a year.

It only gets worse. Higher milk
prices there will reduce milk consump-
tion and increase milk production.
Consumers will lose in two ways; they
will have to pay more and they will
drink less of a calcium-rich product.
That’s not very good public policy at a
time when the National Academy of
Sciences is urging Americans to take
steps to eliminate their dangerous cal-
cium intake deficit. The scope of the
consumption decline is suggested by a
January 1999 study of the economic im-
pacts of an expanded Northeast Dairy
Compact and a new Southern Dairy
Compact conducted by the University
of Missouri’s Commercial Agriculture
Program. The study was endorsed by
the federally funded Food and Agricul-
tural Policy Research Institute, other-
wise known as FAPRI. Findings of that
study suggest that milk consumption
could drop by more than 200 million
gallons a year if compacts expand into
the Mid-Atlantic and Southern states.

The damage doesn’t stop there. It
reaches into every corner of the nation.
Because dairy farmers in compact
states will get paid more, they will
produce much more milk. If you doubt
that, just look back to what happened
when Congress pushed milk prices to
unprecedented levels in the 1980’s. In-
creased production and lower consump-
tion will mean that the nation, which
already had record milk production
last year, will be awash in milk.

That impact is even worse for dairy
farmers in states like Idaho, which are
not covered by dairy compacts. First of
all, their incomes will be drastically
reduced because dairy compacts ulti-
mately drive everyone else’s milk
prices down. As milk production in-
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creases and consumption drops in dairy
compact states, the nation’s milk sur-
plus will grow and milk prices will fall.
The University of Missouri study
showed that dairy farms in states out-
side of dairy compact regions would
lose $310 million in the first year alone.
And that study was based on an unreal-
istically-low, minimum, dairy compact
price hike. It also did not include all of
the states covered by today’s amend-
ment. If all states are included and
compact commissions boost prices as
high as the proposed legislation would
allow, the loss of income will be rough-
ly four times as large as estimated by
the Missouri study.

In addition, the overproduction in
dairy compact states will flood the
market in compact states with dairy
products made from surplus milk pro-
duced in compact states. That means
sharply less market access for low-
cost, efficient dairy farms in the Upper
Midwest, Plains, and Mountain regions.
Just like all protectionist schemes,
dairy compacts penalize efficiency and
reward inefficiency.

If this seems hard to believe as we
head into the 21st century, just remem-
ber this: by definition, dairy compacts
prevent cheaper milk, produced by
more-efficient farmers in noncompact
states, from entering into compact
states at less than the compact price.
Dairy compact proponents argue that
dairy compacts do not impose inter-
state trade barriers because they allow
other states to sell milk into compact
regions at the compact price.

Technically that’s true. In practice,
it’s completely misleading. The prob-
lem with the argument is that the in-
creased production caused by higher
prices in compact states will virtually
eliminate the local demand for milk
from efficient producers outside of
compact states. While the market re-
mains open in theory, compact states
will be saying to Idaho and other non-
compact farmers, ‘‘sorry, but we don’t
need your milk anymore.” Let’s face
it, dairy compacts are nothing more
than a mean spirited attack on other
states, skillfully disguised as a cure for
small dairy farmers.

If the regional inequities and schisms
created by interstate dairy compacts
are not reason enough for my fellow
senators to reject this amendment,
then I hope you will vote against it
simply because it violates the basic
premises of our Constitution. The es-
tablishment of regional trade barriers
through interstate dairy compacts
would undermine the interstate com-
petition that fostered the birth of the
nation and that has been so critical for
the sanctity of our Constitution. No
amount of repeating the unsupportable
claim that interstate dairy compacts
are a manifestation of states’ rights
will make it so. The Founding Fathers
would surely cringe if they were sub-
jected to that argument in defense of
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dairy compacts. They knew that the
nation would not last if they permitted
some regions to be walled off at the ex-
pense of others. That’s why they re-
jected an Articles of Confederation and
chose a Constitution anchored by the
Interstate Commerce Clause. That’s
also why three Constitutional scholars
who appeared at a House Judiciary
Subcommittee hearing last week testi-
fied against interstate dairy compacts.

If dairy compacts pit region against
region in the Senate, damage dairy
farmers in noncompact states, cause
great harm to consumers, and under-
mine the Constitution, then why are
we even having this debate? It should
be an open and shut case. Perhaps it
has to with the desire of some of my
colleagues to do something for the
small family dairy farmers in their
states. That may be an important ob-
jective. However, make no mistake
about it. Dairy compacts are a terribly

inefficient and ineffective way of
achieving that goal. If you want to
help small dairy farms, this is the

worst way to do it.

The chart on my right (left) makes
this abundantly clear. Here are 14 of
the 28 states that the proposed amend-
ment would allow to join the Northeast
and Southern Dairy Compacts. The
chart shows that small farms—those
with less than 50 cows—on average,
would receive only between $1,100 to
$5,200 a year from dairy compacts. This
is hardly surprising since each farmer
receives the same price increase for
every gallon of milk they produce.
Thus, the large farms receive huge sub-
sidies, while the small farms receive
only a drop in the bucket. The bottom
line is that a few thousand dollars in
extra income is not sufficient to ensure
long-term economic viability for these
small farms.

The Commissioner of Agriculture in
Massachusetts, who is a member of the
Northeast Dairy Compact Commission,
seems to agree. Last October, he put
before the Commission a formal pro-
posal that would have redistributed the
Compact’s revenues away from big
farms and to the small farms. The pro-
posal, which was essentially dead on
arrival, has never been adopted. Why?
Because dairy compacts have nothing
to do with saving small family farms.

For the sake of argument, however,
let’s assume that the primary goal of
dairy compacts is to increase the in-
comes of small family farms. That
would make sense since the Census of
Agriculture reveals that in New Eng-
land, Mid-Atlantic states, and the
South, 76%, 86% and 88% of the farms
that have left the dairy business since
1982 have had less than 50 cows. Clear-
ly, small dairy farmers are the most
vulnerable ones. Let’s also assume, for
the sake of argument, as compact pro-
ponents insist, that dairy compacts
keep small farms in business.

Then we can answer the question: is
this a good use of the public’s money.
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If we look at the table to my right
(left), we can see how amazingly ineffi-
cient dairy compacts are at transfer-
ring money to small dairy farms. The
relevant question here is: how much do
dairy compacts cost consumers for
each small dairy farmers saved? The
answers provided in the table are
alarming. For the 14 New England,
Mid-Atlantic and Southern states it
takes anywhere between $90,000 and
$632,000 a year in higher milk prices to
provide a single small dairy farmer
with a meager subsidy of only $1,000
and $5,200. At the extreme, for every
one dollar of subsidy the compact gives
to a single small dairy farmer, it costs
the public roughly $632 in higher milk
prices! $632 dollars spent to achieve a
one dollar impact! That is truly a pub-
lic policy embarrassment!

Is this really how the Senate wants
to force the public to spend their
money? I certainly hope not! Dairy
compacts give new meaning to the ex-
pressions ‘‘bureaucratic ineptness’ and
“government inefficiency’”. Remember
the legendary stories about the Pen-
tagon spending thousands of dollars for
a toilet seat? When you take the time
to look at the evidence, it becomes
clear that dairy compacts make those
expenditures look efficient by compari-
son. This is surely not the legacy that
any members of this body will want to
carry with them through their careers.

In closing, this is no way to legislate
dairy policy. We need to work on a na-
tional policy that is fair to all farmers
and that makes us more competitive
on the world market. Dairy compacts
are anti-consumer, regionally divisive,
anti-farmer, contrary to the heart of
the Constitution, ineffective and hope-
lessly inefficient. I urge Senators to
vote no on the Jeffords amendment.

Mr. President, again, when we think
of dairy, oftentimes we think of Wis-
consin, Minnesota, and Vermont. Let
me tell you when we think that way,
we are not thinking total because Cali-
fornia, Texas, and Idaho are some of
the leading dairy producers in the Na-
tion. My State is sixth in the Nation
right now and growing very rapidly
into fifth place, and within a few years
it could even be fourth place.

What is being proposed today is not
good for our Nation’s dairy industry. It
is regionalism at its worst. It is estab-
lishing economic barriers that don’t
allow the reasonable flow of commerce,
and while it is early on argued as good
for producers, let me suggest that in
the end when you create these barriers
it is wrong and bad for producers. When
we struggle to create agriculture pol-
icy in this country, we struggle to cre-
ate uniformity.

In the dairy industry, uniformity is
critically important for the growth and
the overall strength of that industry,
both for the producers and for the con-
sumers.

I hope we will oppose the cloture mo-
tion.
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to print a chart on the effects of
the compact on small dairy farms.

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

DAIRY COMPACTS ARE THE WORST WAY TO TRY TO HELP
SMALL DAIRY FARMS

Annual

Annual Annual

consumer  No. farms
s WO wins S o
compacts than 50 y”
in mil- cows per sma save one
Jions) farm small farm
$20 52 $1,100  $385,000
14 1 3,800 140,000
43 68 2,500 632,000
35 176 3,900 199,000
16 143 4,000 112,000
27 157 4,300 172,000
25 256 1,200 97,000
12 115 5,000 104,000
38 67 3,400 567,000
35 180 5,100 194,000
17 60 4,300 283,000
82 603 2,900 135,000
32 355 5,200 90,000
12 134 4,700 90,000

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont has 1 minute.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I
must state a deep disagreement with
my friend from Idaho. We are not talk-
ing about any kind of limitations at
all. The compact we have in Vermont
allows anybody to be able to come and
sell in our market. We are talking
about the ability of States to do what
California and Idaho already do be-
cause they are so large, and that is to
have their own milk orders. All we
want to do is be able to form to-
gether—and I point out that when the
opposition asked OMB to make a deter-
mination as to whether or not our
farmers were in any way, through this
pact, violating anything, they came
back and said it would even save
money for some. Look at this chart.
This is the end. This shows what hap-
pens. If you go with 1-B instead of 2-A,
the whole country, including Idaho,
loses money. Why my good friend
wants to have his farmers lose money,
I don’t know.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. JEFFORDS. I urge a vote for clo-
ture so we can fully debate this.

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the motion to invoke
cloture.

CLOTURE MOTION

We the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on the pend-
ing motion regarding the dairy compact
amendment:

Trent Lott, Jim Jeffords, Susan M. Col-
lins, John H. Chafee, Fred Thompson,
Richard Shelby, Olympia J. Snowe,
Christopher Bond, Jesse Helms, Paul
Coverdell, John Ashcroft, Strom Thur-
mond, John Breaux, Jay Rockefeller,
Arlen Specter, and Patrick Leahy.
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CALL OF THE ROLL

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the quorum call has
been waived.

VOTE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Is it the sense of the Sen-
ate that debate on the motion to re-
commit the bill, S. 1233, with instruc-
tions to report back forthwith with an
amendment, shall be brought to a
close?

The yeas and nays are required under
the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 53,
nays 47, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 252 Leg.]

YEAS—53

Ashcroft Gregg Reed
Biden Helms Robb
Bond Hollings Rockefeller
Boxer Hutchinson Roth
Breaux Hutchison Santorum
Bunning Inhofe Sarbanes
lgli,r? Iieffor%s Schumer

afee ennedy :
Cleland Kerry gflsswns

. elby
Cochran Landrieu Smith (NH)
Collins Leahy
Coverdell Lieberman Snowe
Dodd Lincoln Specter
Edwards Lott Stevens
Feinstein Mack Thompson
Frist Mikulski Thurmond
Gorton Moynihan Torricelli
Graham Murray Warner
NAYS—47

Abraham Domenici Kyl
Akaka Dorgan Lautenberg
Allard Durbin Levin
Baucus Enzi Lugar
Bayh Feingold MecCain
Bgnnett Fitzgerald McConnell
Bingaman Gramm Murkowski
Brownback Grams Nickles
Bryan Grassley Reid
Burns Hagel Roberts
Campbell Harkin .
Conrad Hatch Smith (OR)
Craig Inouye Th-omag
Crapo Johnson Voinovich
Daschle Kerrey Wellstone
DeWine Kohl Wyden

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

BUNNING). On this vote the yeas are 53,
the nays are 47. Three-fifths of the Sen-
ators duly chosen and sworn not having
voted in the affirmative, the motion is
rejected.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1507

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the Ashcroft
amendment.

The amendment (No. 1507) was agreed
to.
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Mr. COCHRAN. I move to reconsider
the vote by which the Ashcroft amend-
ment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In my
capacity as a Senator from the State of
Kentucky, I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. ROBERTS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

AMENDMENT NO. 1509 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1499
(Purpose: To make a perfecting amendment)

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I send
a second-degree amendment to the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS],
for himself, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. CRAIG, Mr.
GORTON, Mr. BURNS, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr.
HAGEL, Mr. GRAMS, and Mr. GRASSLEY, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 1509 to
amendment No. 1499.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.””)

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, we
have had a great deal of discussion in
regard to the kind of emergency assist-
ance we would all like to see happen in
the Senate. We have heard quite a bit
of debate as to what is appropriate.

I have a package that has been en-
dorsed by about six or seven Senators—
Senator BURNS and Senator SANTORUM,
more especially, who have been espe-
cially helpful—Senator CRAIG, Senator
GRASSLEY, Senator GRAMS, Senator
HAGEL, all of the cosponsors, to try to
reach some accommodation. I am not
sure, but perhaps we could conclude
this debate and simply have a vote
within, I would say, a half hour. I do
not know what my friends and col-
leagues on the other side would say
about that, but I make a recommenda-
tion and seek unanimous consent that
debate on this amendment be for 30
minutes, with 15 minutes divided
equally.

Could there be an agreement on that?
I see the distinguished Democratic
leader nodding his head.

Mr. DASCHLE. If the Senator from
Kansas would yield.

Mr. ROBERTS. I would be glad to
yield.

Mr. DASCHLE. I think a 30-minute
timeframe, equally divided, would be
appropriate. We have debated the issue
now for some time. This is another
iteration, in our view, that is com-
pletely unacceptable, but we would be
happy to talk about it. Thirty minutes
would be acceptable to us.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The
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Mr. DORGAN. Reserving the right to
object, I ask the Senator from Kansas
if the amendment has been made avail-
able to others of us on the floor. I
think the Senator mentioned seven
Senators he has worked with, but is the
amendment available at this point?

Mr. ROBERTS. Basically, the amend-
ment is the same as I have discussed
with my friend and colleague, with the
addition of $400 million for disaster as-
sistance, after talking to the Secretary
of Agriculture as of this morning. But
we have a summary of the amendment,
and we will endeavor to make as many
copies as we can during the debate.

I think most of my colleagues on
that side—and we have been trying to
work together—understand what is in
the amendment. But without question
we will make the copies available to
you.

Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, after the
disposal of the Roberts amendment, it
is my understanding that there would
then be room for amendments; is that
correct? I ask the parliamentary situa-
tion after the disposal of the Roberts
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, sir,
additional amendments would be in
order.

Mr. McCAIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that my amendment be in order

after the disposal of the Roberts
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DASCHLE. Reserving the right
to object, could the Senator share with
us what his amendment is about?

Mr. McCAIN. It is the elimination of
the sugar quota.

Mr. DASCHLE. I have no objection to
the offering of the amendment.

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

Mr. McCAIN. I thank my friend.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
quest is agreed to.

The Senator from Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank the Chair.

I say to the distinguished Democratic
leader, I would have hoped that he
could have described my amendment as
perhaps acceptable as opposed to the
completely unacceptable amendment
by the Senator from Arizona, and I
would hope that would be the case.

It is my understanding now we have
30 minutes of time and 15 minutes on a
side. I am going to yield time to the
distinguished Senator from Pennsyl-
vania who has been a real help to us in
trying to put together an amendment
that will be acceptable to all parties.

I do also thank my friends across the
aisle, more particularly Senator DOR-
GAN and Senator CONRAD and Senator
HARKIN. We had a discussion yesterday.
I know this amendment does not cross
every ‘“‘t” or dot every ‘i” in their
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eyes, but I would say to them that we
on our side have tried to move at least
to a compromise bill that could be
worked out.

I had a telephone conversation with
Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman
about 45 minutes ago. I want to point
out that the Secretary of Agriculture,
and many on the other side, and many
on this side, have had the opportunity
to work on many farm bills together.

There have been 13 emergency or sup-
plemental bills in the last 10 years in
regard to agriculture. That shows you
the tremendous change that occurs in
global agriculture. We have worked to-
gether on many of these bills. Sec-
retary Glickman and I are very good
friends. We have very strong dif-
ferences of opinion from time to time;
there is no question about that, but we
have tried to work together as a team
on behalf of agriculture.

In regard to this debate, I suggest to
everybody that today is the day for
compromise and teamwork on behalf of
our hard-pressed farmers and ranchers.
I do not think they want us debating
over and over again the philosophy or
the ideology in regard to farm bills.
What they want is emergency assist-
ance, and we can then address the prob-
lems that we have all talked about in
regard to a long-term agenda on behalf
of agriculture.

Today is not the day to express
strong opinions about the current farm
bill or assess blame or make the polit-
ical rhetoric. We have had those days.

Today is the day to pass an emer-
gency bill. Senators BURNS and GORTON
and SANTORUM and GRASSLEY and
GRAMS and HAGEL and I have offered an
amendment, now endorsed by the Na-
tional Association of Wheat Growers,
the American Soybean Association,
and the American Farm Bureau. Obvi-
ously, we have not had enough time to
contact all of the commodity organiza-
tions, all the farm groups. But I think,
without question, most of the farm
groups, if not all, certainly support
this approach.

What does it do? The purpose of this
amendment is to provide direct income
assistance to farmers and ranchers in
the fastest way possible. I know my
colleagues across the aisle would prefer
a different way, or at least a portion of
this assistance to come in a different
way, in what is called the LDP pro-
gram. That is an acronym for the Loan
Deficiency Payment.

This amendment does provide the as-
sistance through the transition pay-
ment, which will provide assistance to
farmers in 10 days. We went the LDP
route during the last emergency assist-
ance—or to be more accurate, there
was emergency assistance granted in
the last emergency bill.

It took the Secretary of Agriculture
6 to 8 months to get assistance to farm-
ers. We do not need to do that. So it is
the fastest way possible. As I have indi-
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cated, it is through the structure
called the additional transition pay-
ments that are contained in the farm
bill. It does it with additional pay-
ments of 100 percent.

Let me say something about the 100
percent for those farms that are in pro-
gram crops. It means not only do you
get a transition payment; you get an-
other transition payment 100 percent
equal to that. I will venture to say,
with that payment most farmers in
America, in terms of wheat and corn
and your basic crops—and, yes, in re-
gard to cotton and step 2, which is an-
other program—that extra income as-
sistance will move those prices at least
to the cost of production and maybe
even more.

As opposed to other amendments,
this approach that has been offered
does not change current farm program
policy. You do not need to rewrite the
farm bill during the appropriations
process or during an emergency bill.

You may have very strong beliefs
about this farm bill. I do. But now is
not the time to rewrite the farm pro-
gram in regard to this emergency bill.
We can do that next year. I hope we do
not in the middle of an election year,
but obviously people have strong be-
liefs. I do not believe this is the appro-
priate place.

The bill also provides assistance to
soybean and oil seed producers. It pro-
vides assistance to livestock producers,
to cotton producers, with regard to the
step 2 program that has been so elo-
quently described by the distinguished
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, Senator COCHRAN, and to spe-
cialty crop producers and others who
do not receive program crops.

I say to Senators paying attention—
I hope they are, either in their officers
or wherever they are—all of you who
represent farmers who do not have pro-
gram crops not covered by the farm
bill, this amendment provides the most
assistance to those who are in spe-
cialty crops and others. We do not go
down every commodity and raise
amendments such as the one that is
going to be introduced by the Senator
from Arizona. Some of these commod-
ities, some of these programs raise a
lot of objections. We have had historic
debates in that regard. Let’s not go
down that path. We give money to the
Secretary of Agriculture for specialty
crops. Only the USDA can determine
which of those crops, which of those re-
gions really need the assistance. I
think that approach is best.

Most important, it contains funds for
crop insurance reform to keep the crop
insurance premiums at current levels.
We reduced them last year. They will
spike up again. So we have money to
keep those at that level.

I tell my colleagues, finally, those of
us who have tried to keep this bill
under $7 billion for budgetary concerns,
we have also provided another $400 mil-
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lion for disaster assistance as a result
of talking to the Secretary of Agri-
culture, who was in West Virginia with
Senator BYRD yesterday. We have all
seen on television the effects of
drought. Anybody who comes from
farm country understands the effects of
drought. Secretary Glickman said: I
need money immediately. So we pro-
vided $400 million. Will it be enough? 1
don’t know. But at least in terms of
that request, I think it is appropriate.
As I say, Secretary Glickman was in
West Virginia with Senator BYRD, and
the need is very crucial. That brings
the total of the package to $7.5 billion,
but we have a drought on hand and we
have an emergency.

All this assistance is provided with-
out each commodity or specialty crop
coming to the table in a bidding war.
We have already had that, reopening,
as I have indicated, the historic and
unneeded debates of the past. Instead
we have emergency assistance that will
provide farmers needed assistance
down the road. If you want to look at
farm program policy in future debates
with hearings, perhaps that is appro-
priate.

How much time does the Senator re-
quire?

Mr. SANTORUM. Three minutes.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, might
I inquire how much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven
minutes.

Mr. ROBERTS. I yield 3 minutes to
the distinguished Senator from Penn-
sylvania, who, I might add, is a valu-
able member of the Agriculture Com-
mittee and who talks with us contin-
ually about farmers who are not in the
program crop arena, the value of crop
insurance, and the value of disaster as-
sistance, because there are some areas
of the country that need assistance
that are not covered by the farm bill. I
thank the Senator for his contribution.

Mr. SANTORUM. I thank the distin-
guished former chairman of the House
Ag Committee and obviously one of the
most knowledgeable people on agri-
culture in this country. It has been a
pleasure to work with him.

To pick up on the point he just made,
I will speak to Senators who do not
come from areas which have program
crops, places such as Pennsylvania,
many of them, places such as Pennsyl-
vania, New York, and Maryland, and
most of the New England States, where
previous emergency packages had very
little to offer for those of us who have
farmers experiencing difficulty in that
area of the country.

Obviously, we are experiencing hor-
rible difficulties with the drought that
is occurring in the Mid-Atlantic region.
I did not vote for either of the pack-
ages yesterday because I didn’t think
they offered anything of real value to
the farmers that I represent and to the
region of the country that I try to rep-
resent on the Agriculture Committee.
But this package does.
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Three things the Senator from Kan-
sas just mentioned: No. 1, the money
for specialty crops—most of the crops
that are grown in Pennsylvania are
specialty crops; they are not program
crops—3$300 million; $400 million for
help with crop insurance premiums. We
need to get more people in the Crop In-
surance Program in Pennsylvania. If
my farmers said one thing to me over-
whelmingly, it was: Of all the things
you can do to help us, give us some
money to help us begin to get into crop
insurance, to begin to insure ourselves
against these losses and against the
fluctuations of the market.

Farmers want to be self-sufficient.
They don’t want disaster payments.
They don’t get AMTA payments. What
they want is some mechanism where
they can begin to control their destiny
and ensure some income for their fam-
ily. That is what we are trying to do,
to help them in transitioning.

Finally, $400 million, as the Senator
from Kansas just mentioned, for dis-
aster assistance for this year’s 1999
crops. Obviously, we have no idea what
the extent of the drought is going to be
and the damage, but it is going to be
extensive. It is going to be very tough
on our farmers in Pennsylvania and
throughout the Mid-Atlantic States.

I say to all those Senators who rep-
resent that area of the country, you
now have a bill you can vote for that is
going to do something meaningful for
your farmers. I hope we can get bipar-
tisan support for this amendment and
get this acted upon quickly.

I thank the former chairman and dis-
tinguished member of the Agriculture
Committee for his terrific work on this
amendment.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I re-
serve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I will
take a couple of minutes, and I think
my colleague, perhaps both of my col-
leagues, would like to add a comment.

My hope has been, and still is, that
we will have a bipartisan solution to
this issue today. This is not such a
solution.

A number of discussions have taken
place with a number of Senators from
both sides of the aisle. We face the
same crises: collapsed prices in rural
America and a drought that is spread-
ing across our country.

There is not a Republican or a Demo-
cratic way to go broke on the family
farm. It is just human misery and trag-
edy that allows those to lose their
hopes and dreams and lose their farms
because of economic collapse in Asia or
price collapse in the U.S. or the worst
crop disease of a century or a wet cycle
that means 3 million acres can’t be
planted in our State this spring. It is
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not the farmer’s fault. So we need to do
something. The question is, What do
we do?

We have had several different plans.
This is the third, I guess, that will be
voted on in the Senate. It is short on
disaster aid, as we know. We know
there is a disaster occurring. Turn on
the television set and listen to the
newscasts. They say it is the worst
drought in a century in some parts of
this country. We might as well be pre-
pared to face that. We ought to add
some of that to this legislation.

Second, my colleague, in his presen-
tation of the amendment, talked about
dollars going to producers imme-
diately. As we all know, AMTA is going
to get dollars to people who aren’t pro-
ducing. That is one of the problems.
AMTA is a payment scheme based on
1991 and 1995 production history. They
are going to be sending money to the
people who aren’t producing anything.

One other point: My expectation is
that this amendment does not change
the payment limits. I wonder how
many of my colleagues know that the
potential, under this approach—and I
am able to be corrected, if I am inac-
curate—the potential under this ap-
proach is to pay $460,000 essentially to
a farmer, $460,000 as a new payment
limitation. The $80,000 payment limit
under current law is doubled. So for
AMTA and LDPs, the potential is
$460,000 for a producer.

Who wants to tell a wage earner in
some community someplace that we
want you to pay taxes so we can give a
little help to family farmers? And by
the way, some might get $460,000. What
kind of a payment limit is that? How
does one describe this as help to fam-
ily-sized farms?

We don’t need to help agrifactories in
America. We don’t need a Department
of Agriculture. We don’t need a farm
program. If our future is in
agrifactories, we don’t need to con-
struct these kinds of programs or have
a Department of Agriculture, for my
money.

The purpose is to try to protect and
help and nurture family farming as an
enterprise in this country because it
strengthens our country. But $460,000
in payment limits? A potential farmer
will get $460,000? What kind of nonsense
is this? My expectation is that it is
still part of the amendment. My hope
is that we will still have an oppor-
tunity for a bipartisan solution today.

Those of us who come from farm
country, in both the Republican and
Democratic Parties here, serve the
same interests, have the same desire,
and have the same passion to try to
help family farmers get through this
troubled period.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President,
much time remains on our side?

how
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eleven
minutes 20 seconds.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I wonder
if my friend from Kansas will yield for
a couple of questions so I can better
discern what we have here. I ask the
author of the amendment exactly how
this differs from the last package, the
Cochran amendment, which is set aside
right now. As I look at it, the dif-
ference between this package and what
we voted on yesterday, the Cochran
amendment, is $400 million for crop in-
surance premium reductions and $400
million for disaster payments for 1999
crop losses. Is that correct?

Mr. ROBERTS. That is correct. That
is not all of the differences, but the
Senator has accurately described two
of the differences.

Mr. HARKIN. Well, I have looked at
other things in the bill and I can’t find
any differences other than that.

Mr. ROBERTS. If the Senator will
yield, what we tried to do with the ap-
proach, rather than specifically men-
tioning some of the crops that have
been in controversy on the floor from
time to time—and I am talking about
sugar and peanuts and tobacco—we
have simply provided a fund for the
Secretary of $300 million for specialty
crops and others not specifically men-
tioned elsewhere in the amendment.

In talking to Secretary Glickman as
of this morning and going over speci-
fied funding for these crops, which may
or may not need assistance in regard to
weather problems or lost income prob-
lems, he indicated he would rather
have that at his discretion. After all, it
is the USDA, in the end result, that
would be able to determine at the end
of the crop years, after harvest, specifi-
cally what the situation is.

When I mention specific numbers for
these particular programs, I am not
going to indicate that the Secretary is
endorsing this bill in total by any
means, but I think his preference
would be that he would have the discre-
tion to address these as needed, as op-
posed to saying we are getting X num-
ber of dollars for this particular pro-
gram. Then we get into a bidding war,
and the Senator knows that is what
has happened in the past.

Mr. HARKIN. Again, I ask the Sen-
ator, there was, if I am not mistaken,
in the Cochran amendment $300 million
for specialty crops; is that right? I
thought that was in the Cochran
amendment.

Mr. ROBERTS. If the Senator will
yield, I don’t have a copy of the Coch-
ran amendment with me. In our origi-
nal amendment it was $200 million. We
increased that to $300 million. The Sen-
ator may be correct.

Mr. HARKIN. I am told it was $50
million in the Cochran.

Mr. ROBERTS. That is correct. I
thank the Senator for reminding me.

Mr. HARKIN. The other point—and,
again, I ask the Senator; maybe he
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can’t figure it out now, but maybe his
staff can pencil it out—as I look at the
bill, you have reduced the livestock
and dairy portion of the Cochran
amendment from $325 million to $250
million.

Mr. ROBERTS. If the Senator has
those figures, I am sure that is correct.

Mr. HARKIN. I am just looking, and
it is hard to discern things sometimes
in these bills. I am told by my staff the
total amount of funds for livestock is
reduced from $325 million to about $250
million. If I am wrong, correct me.

Mr. ROBERTS. I now have staff here;
I now have my brains on the floor, so I
am happy to respond.

Mr. HARKIN. In examining this
amendment now before us, the dif-
ference is about $3800 million, give or
take a little bit. So while the package
yesterday was about 6.9, this raises it
to about 7.7, if I am not mistaken.

My opinion on this, Mr. President, is
that while we are making some move-
ments here, I think things are working
right.

I yield again to my friend from Kan-
sas.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, it is
my understanding that the Cochran
amendment had—I apologize to my
friend and colleague because I don’t
have the specifics of the Cochran
amendment here, and I should. Staff
has informed me that there was $350
million for livestock payments at the
discretion of the Secretary, and we pro-
vided $250 million. I am making an as-
sumption, but most of the problems we
are experiencing now are in the Sen-
ator’s area in regard to hog producers.

In talking with Secretary Glickman
today, I don’t think we can make a de-
termination yet as to where most of
that money would go—the extra $100
million, if in fact we can call it extra.
Well, it goes from $350 million to $250
million. It went to crop insurance, and
it went to adding $100 million more on
the disaster side. It was a matter of
priorities.

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator for
clarifying that.

Again, I make the point that I think
we do see some movement. I am still
hopeful we can reach a decent com-
promise on these packages. I believe
that is accomplishable. I think we can
accomplish that.

I might just say that I think the $400
million in disaster payments for this
year, I say to my friend from Kansas, is
still inadequate, too low. From all of
the indications we get from disasters
up and down the east coast, in the Mid-
Atlantic States, plus some of the dis-
aster we have had out in North Dakota
and other places, and flooding, as we
have had in my State of Iowa, $400 mil-
lion is simply not going to be enough
to handle the disasters this year. I
think we need to work a little bit more
on that in terms of disaster payments
for this year.
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The $400 million you put in for the
crop insurance, I applaud. We had that
in our bill. I think that is a good meas-
ure. I am a little concerned about the
payments for oilseeds. Here is where we
get into the policy issue on the AMTA
payments and LDP.

Mr. ROBERTS. May I ask a question
of the Senator? Would he yield for a
question?

Mr. HARKIN. I think I am probably
running out of time.

Mr. ROBERTS. I will make it brief.
We have $400 million for the disaster
program. That is a commitment to ag-
riculture to know that the Secretary
can begin to work on the problem in
the Atlantic States. That doesn’t mean
if down the road we have continued
droughts—it is the worst in a hundred
years in the Atlantic region—that we
will not be committed to doing what
we have to do. But to do it here, we
have no way of knowing what that crop
damage will be. So I urge the Senator
to say here is $400 million in regard to
all of the problems we are experiencing
in terms of national disasters, and it
doesn’t mean that down the road that
could not be addressed; we just don’t
know at this particular time. I don’t
think it would be responsible to add a
whole bunch more money when we
don’t even know.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. HARKIN. I appreciate that. We
can work on that. The Senator may not
be wrong on that. That may be closer
to what we probably should be doing.
There are other things in that disaster
part I tell the Senator to look at. We
did not completely fill the needs of last
year’s disaster. I think the Senator
from North Dakota can talk about
that. We had about $300 million in our
bill just to meet the disaster needs of
last year that were not fully paid for.
So I ask you to look at that. You may
be right on not anticipating or know-
ing exactly where the Mid-Atlantic
States are right now. But there are
other things we had in our disaster bill
that we do know about and that do
need to be addressed.

Lastly, I want to say again, on the
payments to oilseeds, which is in the
Senator’s bill, which is about $500 mil-
lion, this really gets to the heart of
whether we should have all AMTA pay-
ments or some mix of that and LDPs.
Under AMTA payments, of course, you
don’t get any payments for soybeans.
Under LDP, you do. Under the proposal
we had, which our side offered yester-
day, under LDP, we estimated there
would be about $1 billion that would go
to soybean producers for their losses
this year. Under the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Kansas,
there is $600 million in payments to all
oilseeds, including soybeans. So we had
not only $1 billion in the LDP, we had
about $1 billion in purchases. So the
$5600 million is about a fourth of what
we estimated the need would be for oil-
seeds.
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That is why I still hope we can reach
some compromise on having a blend of
AMTA payments and LDP payments,
because I think LDP payments would
more adequately respond to the needs
of oilseeds than would a $500 million
payment.

Other than that, as I said, I think
there is some good progress here, and I
think there is some basis for reaching
some kind of compromise agreement
before the Sun sets today.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
HUTCHINSON). Who yields time?

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield
time off the Democratic side.

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

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we are
making progress. I can feel the con-
crete breaking. I don’t think we are
quite there yet because at this point
this is not a bipartisan proposal before
us. There has not really been a negotia-
tion between the two sides. There has
been a negotiation on the other side.

There are a number of things I be-
lieve are deficient in terms of the pro-
posal that is before us. We do not keep
the promise of the disaster package of
last year. We devised a formula. We
didn’t fully fund it. The result was that
people got 85 percent of what was
promised.

No. 2, there is not sufficient money
for the crop losses that are occurring
now. Some say, well, we don’t know
the full amount. That is true. But I can
tell you that we know enough to know
that $400 million is not going to solve
the problem. In my State alone, we
know the flooded land losses. We abso-
lutely know what has occurred there.
Three million acres have not even been
planted and millions more planted late.

In the Democratic alternative, we
have $250 million for flooded lands. I
don’t see anything specifically set
aside in this proposal—mnot $1 is set
aside—specifically to address the prob-
lem of flooded lands. That is just not
acceptable. Partly because of the way
this came about, I suppose it is the re-
sult.

We have not had a true discussion.
We basically had the other side saying
this is it, take it or leave it. On that
basis, we don’t have much choice but
to leave it because it does not address
the needs of the people we represent.

I say that as a preface to the remarks
that are more positive; that is, there
are some very good parts of the pro-
posal the Senator has advanced, the
chief being the crop insurance of $400
million. That goes in exactly the right
direction.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
of the opponents has expired.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, may I
inquire how much time is available?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 4 minutes remaining

The Senator from Kansas.

(Mr.
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Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished Senator
from Montana, Mr. BURNS, who has
worked very hard on this proposal.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I thank
my friend from Kansas. I will be very
brief.

I do not know of any piece of legisla-
tion that has ever been proposed hav-
ing to do with agriculture that has
been perfect. If there is one place where
it is hard to find a one size fits all, it
is in this business of agriculture be-
cause we are diverse in climate, in
growing conditions, in crops, and ev-
erything else. It is pretty tough to find
that perfect bill.

What we have sought is balance. On
balance, I think this addresses the
needs as we think they are now, and
also it is a step towards what we think
it will be at the end of the crop year. I
think it is very important that the
commitment to agriculture is here.
Without changing programs, putting
cash on the farm as fast as we possibly
can is in this piece of legislation.

Let’s take it for what it is. Sure, we
can sit and pick it apart. Yes, we would
like to see some things changed for
Montana that won’t fit the things in
Mississippi. But I think what we have
is balance.

With the leadership of Senator ROB-
ERTS and Senator CRAIG, and a lot of us
who have worked very hard on this for
a long time, knowing the prospects in
front of us, I thank them for their lead-
ership.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I yield
1 additional minute to the distin-
guished Senator from Idaho, Mr. CRAIG,
who has also worked extremely hard on
this compromise.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, in the
course of the last 2 days, we have at-
tempted to understand and define the
situation in agriculture. The chairman
of the Agriculture Appropriations Sub-
committee yesterday did an excellent
job of crafting a package that goes to
the heart of the problem.

Yesterday, I had hoped we could in-
clude crop insurance in it so we could
keep that management tool alive,
shaping it so that it becomes more usa-
ble to farmers, so that we are not here
again after a disaster occurs trying to
define that disaster. As we have heard
in conversation this morning, it is
nearly impossible to define at this
time.

This particular amendment offers
$400 million to maintain the 1999 level
for crop insurance premium write-
downs. It also deals with speciality
crops in a way that I think is very im-
portant in understanding farming di-
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versity. At the same time, it still
strikes that balance in working to
limit well beyond what those on the
other side had offered, and I support it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move
to table the amendment and ask for
the yeas and nays.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, can I
ask the distinguished Senator, if I
could finish up my time?

Mr. COCHRAN. I thought the chair
had announced that all time had ex-
pired.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Idaho has expired.

Mr. COCHRAN. I apologize to the dis-
tinguished Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. I may go step 1 in-
stead of step 2.

Mr. President, on the definition of
“bipartisan,” bipartisan is where you
accept our view and not your view, and
different Senators can define that de-
pending on their strong opinion.

Let me point out that when this
started, the amount of funding was
somewhere between $4 billion and $5
billion, and many thought that was too
much. It is now $7.5 billion. If that isn’t
compromise, and some would think in
the wrong direction, I don’t know what
compromise is.

Let me point out that Senators came
to me from both sides of the aisle. This
has not been exclusively a Republican
initiative by any means. They worried
that too many of these programs were
not specified, and they had a lot of
problems with those individual pro-
grams.

Let me point out that when I met
with my good friends and colleagues in
that Cloakroom and discussed this
issue for about 20 minutes, if that isn’t
bipartisan, colleagues, I must have
been in the wrong Cloakroom.

Now we are into a discussion as to
whether or not there is enough disaster
assistance when the Secretary of Agri-
culture indicated that $400 million was
at least a first step for him to take a
look at it. Then we are into these acro-
nyms of LDP and AMTA. That is why
people’s eyes glaze over when we have
any debate on farm program policy. We
ought to give the money out. Under
AMTA, you get it in 10 days. Under
LDP, it takes months. We are arguing
about acronyms and we are arguing
about numbers.

Let’s get the assistance to farmers
and end this debate and don’t change
the farm program policy.

I yield the floor.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, has all
time been yielded or used?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move
to table the amendment, and I ask for
the yeas and nays.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to table amendment No. 1509. On this
question, the yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative assistant called the
roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Florida (Mr. MACK) is
necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 66,
nays 33, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 2563 Leg.]

YEAS—66
Akaka Feingold Lincoln
Baucus Feinstein Lott
Bayh Frist Lugar
Biden Graham McConnell
Bingaman Gramm Mikulski
Bond Gregg Moynihan
Boxer Harkin Murray
Breaux Helms Reed
Bryan Hollings Reid
Bunning Hutchison Robb
Byrd Inouye Rockefeller
Chafee Jeffords Sarbanes
Cleland Johnson Schumer
Cochran Kennedy Sessions
Conrad Kerrey Shelby
Coverdell Kerry Thompson
Daschle Kohl Thurmond
Dodd Landrieu Torricelli
Domenici Lautenberg Voinovich
Dorgan Leahy Warner
Durbin Levin Wellstone
Edwards Lieberman Wyden
NAYS—33
Abraham Enzi Murkowski
Allard Fitzgerald Nickles
Ashcroft Gorton Roberts
Bennett Grams Roth
Brownback Grassley Santorum
Burns Hagel Smith (NH)
Campbell Hatch Smith (OR)
Collins Hutchinson Snowe
Craig Inhofe Specter
Crapo Kyl Stevens
DeWine McCain Thomas
NOT VOTING—1
Mack

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. CRAIG. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, as I
understand it, the order is the Senator
from Arizona will offer an amendment
at this point. My purpose for rising is
to confirm that and also to ask if we
can get an agreement to limit time for
debate on the McCain amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct, that is the order.

The Senator from Arizona.

AMENDMENT NO. 1510 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1499
(Purpose: To prohibit the use of appropriated

funds for the sugar program, other than

the marketing assessment)

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I have
an amendment at the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.
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The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN],
for himself and Mr. GREGG, proposes an
amendment numbered 1510.

Mr. MCcCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the
following:

SEC.7 .SUGAR PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—None of the funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available by this
Act may be used to pay the salaries and ex-
penses of personnel of the Department of Ag-
riculture to carry out section 156 of the Agri-
cultural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C.
7272), other than subsection (f).

(b) MARKETING ASSESSMENT.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of this Act,
funds appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able by this Act or any other Act shall be
used to pay the salaries and expenses of per-
sonnel of the Department of Agriculture to
carry out and enforce section 156(f) of the
Agricultural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C.
7272(f) through fiscal year 2001.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, if it is
agreeable with the distinguished man-
agers on both sides, I offer a unani-
mous consent agreement for 1 hour
equally divided, 30 minutes on either
side.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that following the disposition of
the McCCAIN amendment, I be recog-
nized to offer an amendment on dairy
compacts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. LOTT. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, I was not able to hear what the
Senator from Pennsylvania was sug-
gesting. Will the Senator repeat the re-
quest?

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, if I
may respond to the distinguished ma-
jority leader, I have been trying to get
this amendment up. In order to get it
sequenced, I have asked unanimous
consent to bring up an amendment on
dairy compacts. A number of Senators
intend to discuss it briefly and not to
press it to a vote because it is legisla-
tion on an appropriations bill, but we
think it important to consider the
matter so it may be taken up in con-
ference.

Mr. LOTT. I withdraw my reserva-
tion.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ob-
ject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Is there objection to the request of
the Senator from Arizona regarding
time? Is there objection?
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Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, did we agree to an
hour equally divided?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, and I will
not, I want to let my colleague, the
Senator from Wisconsin, know that I
have been working with Senator SPEC-
TER on this issue.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask for
the regular order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Regular
order.

Is there objection to the unanimous
consent request?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. McCAIN. I ask to be recognized
for as much time as I may use.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I have
offered this amendment for myself,
Senator GREGG—I am sure Senator
FEINSTEIN—that will prohibit the Agri-
culture Department from using Federal
funding for administering the various
and sundry programs that benefit the
sugar industry. This amendment is
carefully tailored by just cutting off
funds so that it is not in violation of
rule XVI.

The amendment is to send a strong
signal to my colleagues that it is time
to end the heavily subsidized sugar pro-
gram. The Federal Government is bur-
dened with an unnecessary and unprof-
itable loan program for big sugar pro-
ducers and enforcing mandated import
quotas on foreign sugar.

The sugar program has long since
outlived its purpose. It was originally
enacted in the Depression era to aid
our flailing economy. As our economy
resurged, the need for sugar subsidies
diminished. Congress recognized this
by eliminating the program in 1974, but
proponents of the sugar program were
able to resurrect it in 1981 proving
again that in this city nothing is ever
effectively killed if it is subsidized to
special interests. Efforts were made to
abolish the program once again in the
1996 farm bill, but defenders of the
sugar program Kkept it alive and even
extended it.

The sugar program is a system of
Federally-subsidized loans, import re-
strictions and protective price supports
that equates to little more than cor-
porate welfare. The present program
restricts foreign competition and en-
sures a high domestic price for sugar
far in excess of world prices. The Agri-
culture Department also guarantees
loans for sugar processors and pro-
ducers that may not be fully repaid in
dollars back to the Government. The
current law allows loan borrowers to
pledge sugar as collateral to satisfy re-
payment obligations.

Several independent reviews of the
sugar program have demonstrated that
the biggest economic burden of this
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program falls on the American tax-
payers. The Heritage Foundation stat-
ed that ‘“‘the sugar program is big gov-
ernment and corporate welfare at its
worst.”” Given the big government and
corporate welfare we have in this town,
that is a pretty impressive statement.
The Coalition for Sugar Reform, count-
ing among its members such groups as
the National Audubon Society and
Citizens Against Government Waste,
and others, has touted this program as
burdensome and unfair to the con-
sumer. These groups are leaders in ad-
vocating for reform and eventual elimi-
nation of this costly subsidy.

The continuing existence of the sugar
program has resulted in U.S. con-
sumers paying three times the current
world price for sugar and sugar-con-
tained products. The General Account-
ing Office estimates that sugar price
supports force American consumers to
pay $1.4 billion every year in artifi-
cially inflated sugar prices. Mandatory
price quotas keep the price of Amer-
ican-grown sugar at roughly 22 cents a
pound compared to 6 cents a pound for
sugar grown in other parts of the
world.

This is truly outrageous. Defenders
of the sugar program support these in-
flated consumer prices by claiming
that the sugar program is critical to
the viability of our domestic sugar in-
dustry. Reports have shown that we are
hurting our viability as a domestic
sugar industry by continuing this pro-
gram because America’s farmers can-
not compete with foreign markets and
are forced to close sugar refineries.
Since this program has been in effect,
12 of the 22 U.S. sugar refineries have
been forced to close, eliminating thou-
sands of jobs.

In the February 1998 Reader’s Digest,
there is a story about the Nation’s
largest candy-cane manufacturer open-
ing a plant in Jamaica in order to stay
competitive with foreign companies.
Sugar prices in Jamaica are as much as
50 percent cheaper than in the U.S.

Yet, the sugar program continues to
reap benefits for a small sector of the
sugar economy. Only by political clout
has this corporate welfare program sur-
vived.

A close examination of this program
reveals that its true benefits are only
realized by big sugar tycoons. Less
than one percent of the Nation’s sugar
growers gobble up 58 percent of the pro-
gram benefits. These are not small
family farmers. In a recent year, 33
cane sugar growers obtained more than
$1 million each from this Government
boondoggle. In fact, one grower re-
ceived $65 million.

The average consumer is not aware
that food products, like candy, cereal
or ice cream, are subject to a higher
price dictated by the Federal Govern-
ment—and it is a price that is likely to
be twice as high because of sugar price
supports. Not too many average gro-
cery shoppers realize they are paying
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at least 10 cents more per pound of
sugar because of these costly sugar
mandates.

We cannot ask American consumers
to continue to pay more for sugar than
the rest of the world. This richly sweet
program for big sugar producers has a
sour aftertaste for average citizens and
our Nation’s economy.

What I am proposing, because of rule
XVI, is simply a one-year halt to the
sugar program. The American con-
sumers would be held harmless for one
year to give us time to undertake a
long overdue debate on legislation to
reform and phase out the sugar pro-
gram.

This amendment retains the sugar
industry’s responsibility to pay a min-
iscule assessment on domestic sugar,
although I would be glad to eliminate
that. I do not think that is a very im-
portant aspect of this amendment.
With all the benefits received by the
sugar industry, this relatively small
assessment is supposed to be the sugar
industry’s sole contribution to reduc-
ing annual budget deficits. Last year,
this assessment generated $37.8 million
in revenues. With all that the Federal
Government and the American con-
sumers have spent over the years to
support this inflated sugar program,
this modest return of revenues to the
treasury 1is certainly warranted, al-
though I would be glad to eliminate it.

I believe we should end the subsidies
to the sugar industry and eliminate the
sugar program that is unfair to con-
sumers. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment and bring fairness
back to our American consumers.

Mr. President, in the New York
Times of Monday, July 14, 1997, they
talked about:

. . . $1.5 billion a year from consumers to a
handful of large sugar growers. Almost half
of the benefits from the sugar program go to
little more than 1 percent of growers. . ..

There is a second, powerful reason to
eliminate sugar subsidies. They breed exces-
sive production of sugar cane in environ-
mentally sensitive areas. In the Florida Ev-
erglades, about a half-million acres of wet-
lands have been converted to sugar cane pro-
duction. Excessive sugar cane production has
interrupted water flows and contaminated
the Everglades with polluted agricultural
run-off.

When I argue for campaign finance
reform, I refer to a well-known family
in Florida that has realized the Amer-
ican dream, the Fanjul brothers. Al-
fonso Fanjul is the chairman and chief
executive officer of Flo-Sun, a promi-
nent Democrat who cochaired Presi-
dent Clinton’s 1992 Florida campaign.

Jose ‘‘Pepe” Fanjul, is a prominent
Republican who served on the cam-
paign finance committee of 1996 GOP
Presidential candidate Bob Dole. He
also is vice chairman of the National
Republican Party’s finance committee.

They are major—major—givers of
soft money, major contributors.

I will include in the RECORD that dur-
ing the 1995-1996 election cycle, mem-
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bers of the Fanjul family contributed
$774,500 to Federal campaigns. It is an
excellent investment. In return, a
grateful Congress maintains a sugar
price support program worth approxi-
mately $65 million annually to the
Fanjuls.

That is a pretty good investment;
and they are getting a great return on
it.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

Mr. GREGG. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I think
we have to go back and forth.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I am will-
ing to accommodate the Senator from
New Hampshire. I understand he has a
time conflict.

Mr. McCAIN. I yield 10 minutes to
the Senator.

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

Mr. GREGG. I thank the Chair.

I thank the Senator from Arizona
and appreciate the opportunity to join
him on this amendment which is one of
those amendments that comes to the
floor of the Senate supported by logic,
common sense, and good economics,
but is opposed, regrettably, by the
forces who wish to take advantage of
the farm program for the purposes of
promoting a product in a noncompeti-
tive, nonmarket-type process.

The Senator from Arizona has out-
lined some of the harm that is done by
the President’s sugar program. Most of
that harm is directed at the American
consumer who ends up paying $1.4 bil-
lion in taxes for all intents and pur-
poses because it is a fee, a cost of
sugar, they now incur which exceeds
the market price of sugar they end up
paying—a $1.4 billion surcharge on the
American consumer in order to keep in
place a sugar industry which is totally
noncompetitive.

If you were to describe the sugar in-
dustry, you would think you were de-
scribing the Cuban sugar industry, not
the American sugar industry. The
sugar industry sets the price. The price
is at least twice the cost of sugar on
the world market. And then essentially
it guarantees that the sugar grower
and the processors will be able to real-
ize that price.

Who pays the burden? The consumer.
They end up paying twice as much for
sugar as sugar is worth on the open
market. What does that describe? That
describes a nonmarket system of sell-
ing a product. That describes essen-
tially a socialist system of selling a
product. That describes a system that
might have worked in Eastern Europe
15 years ago or might have been used in
Eastern Europe 15 years ago—it obvi-
ously didn’t work—or a system which
may still be in place today in Cuba.
But it certainly doesn’t describe a sys-
tem one would expect the United
States, the force for a free market
economy in the world, would be put-
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ting forward for the purposes of pro-
ducing a commodity such as sugar. The
effect, however, goes well beyond the
fact that consumers in America are
paying this $1.4 billion in extra cost,
which is essentially a tax on them.

This sugar program stifles competi-
tion. Seventeen growers get 38 percent
of the benefit of this program, 17 grow-
ers. Why is that? Because there isn’t
any competition in the system. It dis-
courages international trade. We look
at our Caribbean neighbors and we say:
How can we help you? Then we essen-
tially invade Haiti and spend literally
hundreds of millions, if not billions of
dollars to try to stabilize that economy
to no avail, where at the same time we
are saying to Haiti and all the other
Caribbean nations who are capable of
producing sugar, no, we are not going
to purchase your sugar because we are
going to subsidize our sugar, and we
are going to essentially close you out
of our markets.

It harms the environment. As has
been pointed out by the Senator from
Arizona, the sugar cane growing in
Florida has had a serious impact on the
quality of the environment of the Ever-
glades, a key area of natural regenera-
tion in the southern Florida area.

It affects jobs. Why does it affect
jobs? Because if you don’t have a com-
petitive industry, you don’t have a
marketplace approach, you are essen-
tially putting in a straitjacket the pro-
duction capabilities of the American
economy.

Why is America the most productive
country in the world? Because we are
the most free market country in the
world. That free market creates jobs.
People have the opportunity to com-
pete. People have the opportunity to
grow their industries. In the sugar in-
dustry, we have no competition be-
cause we have a process which is essen-
tially a socialized system, and it re-
quires unnecessary government in-
volvement in the production of a com-
modity.

Why should the American people
have to depend on the Federal Govern-
ment to price the product of sugar? It
makes absolutely no sense. Why
shouldn’t the marketplace price the
product of sugar? That is what we do
with everything else. If you go out and
you buy a Ford car, the Federal Gov-
ernment doesn’t say to Ford: It doesn’t
matter how many cars you sell or who
you sell them to, we are going to pay
you $20,000 per car; and if you only sell
the cars for $17,000, it doesn’t matter
because we are going to pay you $20,000
anyway.

We don’t say it to Apple Computer.
We don’t say it to Microsoft. We don’t
say it to the housing industry. But we
do say it to the sugar producers in this
country. It doesn’t matter how much
sugar you produce; it doesn’t matter if
your production costs are twice what
they may be in the world market; it



19340

doesn’t matter. We are going to set the
price. We are going to pay you the
price and the price is going to have no
relation to demand. It is going to have
no relation to competition. The only
thing it is going to have a relation to
is the amount of revenue that is going
to fall into the pockets of a very small
number of growers in this country
today who benefit from this program.

It is interesting, as we look at the
farm programs in this country, there is
only sugar left that has this sort of a
protection. It is able to accomplish this
because it has diffused the issue of the
maintenance of this outrageous sub-
sidy across the entire American con-
sumer base. Rather than having it flow
directly out of the American Treasury
into the growers’ pockets, this program
has been structured so that it flows di-
rectly out of the consumer into the
growers’ pockets. Because of that,
there has been a winking at this pro-
gram; this program has sort of slipped
through the cracks, where the rest of
the farm commodities in this country
have been forced to have some rela-
tionship, under Freedom to Farm, of
having their product production tied to
the product demand. Sugar has not
been subjected to that test at all.

So we have a program that should
never have been put in place in the
first instance because it is so atypical
to a marketplace economy. But clear-
ly, with the passing of Eastern Europe
and the concept of a socialized market-
place, it clearly should not be sur-
viving today, yet it does survive.

I think the Senator from Arizona
may have touched the reason. It is po-
litical influence. It is the capacity of
the grower community to assert its in-
fluence within the legislative process.
But it still is not fair, and it is not
right. It is not appropriate to ask the
American consumer to spend $1.4 bil-
lion of their hard-earned money on a
commodity simply to benefit a small
group of growers—17 growers getting 38
percent of the benefit.

That $1.4 billion could go a long way
towards educating children, towards
getting better child care, towards im-
proving the lifestyle, the health care,
even the nutrition of the people who
are paying that price. Yet that money
is not going to go to those purposes. In-
stead, that money is going to flow sim-
ply to support an industry which has
totally separated itself from the free
market.

I strongly endorse this amendment. I
have offered it in the past myself. I
hope this time the Congress will step
up and recognize that it should vote on
behalf of the consumers and abolish
this outrageous tax and put to rest this
last vestige of Eastern European eco-
nomics in the United States.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time to the Senator from Ar-
izona.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
BURNS). Who yields time?

(Mr.
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Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 3 minutes.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I would
like to tell the Senators from New
Hampshire and Arizona that this is a
sweet deal, but I can’t say that because
they are obviously deadly serious and,
in my opinion, are dramatically mis-
representing a program that has not
slipped through the cracks at all. It
was negotiated and put in the 1996 farm
bill to benefit hundreds of growers in
my State and in other States across
the Nation. It is to develop a program
that doesn’t cost the taxpayers of this
country one dime.

For the Senator from New Hampshire
to say that a consumer goes to the
marketplace and buys a candy bar, and
therefore is paying a government tax is
false on its face and false by its fact.
They are paying what the candy bar
company retails the product for.

Let me repeat for the record and for
all listening, sugar farmers, cane or
beet sugar raisers, in this country do
not receive one Government payment.
There is no subsidy involved. Instead,
there are loan programs they can use
for marketing purposes, and they pay
them back with current interest rates.
The Senator from Arizona knows that.
That is the way the program works. He
is striking that out, but he is leaving
the assessment in place. So he is say-
ing: You can’t have a relationship to
your Government where we are going
to tax you if you raise or produce sugar
in this country.

USDA estimates the sugar program
saves taxpayers $5600 to $700 million per
yvear in deficiency payments on corn
farmers and others who are paying an
added 25 cents for the value of that
product. These are the facts with which
we are dealing. Governments of all
sugar-producing countries have di-
rectly intervened in their production
and have dramatically subsidized that
production, driving down prices in the
world market. Those are the facts that
our growers deal with on an annual
basis. American workers in 42 States
benefit from the sugar policy. The
sweetener industry has a positive an-
nual impact of about $26.6 billion in the
U.S. economy, and they add about
420,000 jobs to that economy.

Here is the strange fact: You are
being told sugar producers are making
lots of money and the consumer is pay-
ing for it.

When we passed this new farm pro-
gram in 1996, from that time forward,
the price of cane sugar has dropped
about 5 percent to the producer. The
cost of beet sugar has dropped about 13
percent.

Now, it is interesting that sugar
products have gone up 20 to 30 percent,
so the consumer is paying more, but
the producer is getting less under this
program. So when you have a Senator
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standing on the floor saying the pro-
ducer is making out like a bandit, well,
if a 13-percent reduction in beet costs
and a b-percent reduction in cane is
real—and it is—who is making out like
a bandit? I guess it is the retailer or
manufacturer that has nothing to do

with this. It is the marketplace at
work.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN addressed the
Chair.

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

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
yield myself 10 minutes.

I rise in support of the McCain
amendment. I first got involved in the
sugar program when the last remaining
West Coast sugar refinery came into
my office to essentially say they were
in the process of being put out of busi-
ness by this program because they
could not buy enough sugar on the
world market to refine it. That refin-
ery is C&H Sugar. I found that the
sugar program is little more than a
system of import restrictions, sub-
sidized loans, and price supports that
benefit a limited number of sugar
growers.

Recently, Congressman GEORGE MIL-
LER and I asked the GAO to take a look
at the sugar program. A week ago, they
put out this report entitled ‘‘Sugar
Program: Changing the Method For
Setting Import Quotas Could Reduce
Costs to Users.” In short, the GAO
found that the USDA’s policy has al-
lowed too little sugar to be imported
into the country. This has increased
costs to consumers and restricted our
domestic refineries’ access to sufficient
quantities of sugar.

The GAO found:

USDA has continued to target the same
stocks-to-use ratios for determining annual
tariff-rate quotas, despite the fact that the
resulting quotas have maintained domestic
market prices that are 2 or more cents high-
er than necessary for avoiding loan forfeit-
ures. This imposes unnecessary costs on U.S.
sugar users—about $400 million annually.

They also found that:

USTR’s current process for allocating the
sugar tariff-rate quota does not ensure that
all sugar allowed under the quota reaches
the United States market.

This finding is particularly troubling
to me. By limiting the amount of raw
cane sugar available for production, 40
percent of the jobs in the sugarcane re-
fining industry have been lost in this
country. Since 1982, 9 out of 21 cane
sugar refineries in the United States
have been forced out of business by this
program. Those that have remained
open are struggling to survive under
onerous import restrictions.

I first became involved in this issue
in 1994 when David Koncelik, the presi-
dent and CEO of the California and Ha-
waiian Sugar Company, informed me
his refinery was forced to temporarily
close because it had no sugar. This 93-
year-old refinery is the Nation’s larg-
est, and the only such facility on the
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West Coast. C&H refines about 15 per-
cent of the total cane sugar consumed
in the United States.

C&H requires in excess of 700,000 tons
of raw cane sugar to meet its sales de-
mand. Hawaii is C&H’s sole source for
its domestic raw cane sugar needs. But
Hawaii’s cane sugar industry has been
in decline for over 10 years. This has
meant that C&H is forced to cover over
half of its annual consumption through
imports from other countries.

The highly restrictive sugar import
system forces C&H to pay an inflated
price for raw sugar from both domestic
and foreign suppliers. This is just plain
wrong. Even more devastating, how-
ever, the quota system Ilimits the
amount of sugar available to the refin-
ery. Simply put, C&H has been unable
to get enough sugar to refine, and it
has been forced to close its doors on
several occasions. This is as a result of
the sugar program.

In a letter to me, Mr. Koncelik notes:

The C&H Sugar refinery in Crockett, Cali-
fornia, was forced to close from November 8
to November 15 because it ran out of raw
sugar. This closing is extremely costly.
Other competitor refineries, Savannah and
Domino, have had similar experiences. The
Government-imposed shortage is forcing up
the market price for raw sugar to levels that
are bankrupting refiners.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this letter be printed in the
RECORD.

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

DEAR SENATOR FEINSTEIN: The USDA is un-
necessarily disrupting operations and injur-
ing the nation’s cane sugar refining industry
by failing to increase the annual sugar im-
port quota to adequate levels.

The C&H Sugar refinery in Crockett, Cali-
fornia was forced to close from November 8
to November 15 because it ran out of raw
sugar. This closing is extremely costly.
Other competitor refineries, Savannah and
Domino, have had similar experiences.

The Government-imposed shortage is forc-
ing up the market price for raw sugar to lev-
els that are bankrupting refiners. The tight
import quota is keeping the price of raw
sugar well above the Government support
level, and well above the level at which Gov-
ernment loan forfeitures might occur. The
increase in the cost of raw sugar since 1994
has cost the refining industry in excess of $80
million.

The structure of the market is such that
refiners cannot cover these increase costs in
the refined sugar market. As a result, C&H
and all other refiners are losing money, and
some have for three years.

In addition, the deplorable condition of the
refining industry has triggered justifiable
concern within the food processing industry
over the sugar supply. In the absence of a
viable refining industry, which accounts for
over 50 percent of refined sugar sold in the
United States, the specter of temporary food
plant closing is real and not imagined.

There is an urgent need for an immediate
and, this time, meaningful increase in the
sugar import quota. I would appreciate it if
you would discuss this matter with Sec-
retary Glickman and Ambassador Kantor.

Sincerely,
DAVID KONCELIK,
President and CEO.
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Mrs. FEINSTEIN. The reduced pro-
duction capacity has resulted in a se-
vere downsizing of the workforce at
this refinery. As recently as 1987, C&H
employed over 1,400 people. These are
not minimum wage jobs we are talking
about; the average employee in the
cane refining industry earns about
$43,000 a year. In 1995, C&H had to
eliminate 30 percent of its workforce
just to remain viable under the quota
system mandated by the sugar pro-
gram.

C&H now employs just over 500 peo-
ple. These jobs and many others around
the Nation are at risk if reforms are
not made to the sugar program.

In addition to choking off the refin-
eries’ access to sugar, the U.S. sugar
policy also has had an adverse impact
on consumers. An earlier report by the
GAO found that the program costs
sugar users an average $1.4 billion an-
nually, as has been mentioned. That
equates to $3.8 million a day in hidden
sugar taxes.

The report found that:

Although the sugar program is considered
a no-net-cost program because the Govern-
ment does not make payments directly to
producers, it places the cost of the price sup-
ports on sweetener users—consumers and
manufacturers of sweetener-containing prod-
ucts—who pay higher sugar and sweetener
prices.

What this means is that, unlike tra-
ditional subsidy programs, the funds
don’t come directly from the Treasury.
Instead, the sugar program places the
cost on consumers by restricting the
supply of available sugar which causes
higher domestic market prices. This is
our Government program; it makes no
sense.

On numerous occasions over the past
5 years, I have asked the administra-
tion to reform the sugar program. Sim-
ply increasing the amount of sugar
available through the import program
would provide immediate relief to C&H
and all other domestic refineries. To
date, no such permanent reform of the
program has occurred. In the absence
of these reforms, Congress must take
stronger action.

Congress has had opportunities in the
past to kill this program and we have
not taken them. As a result, workers
have lost jobs and consumers have lost
money.

Regardless of what happens with this
amendment, the effort to reform the
sugar program is not going to end. Sen-
ators SCHUMER, CHAFEE, GREGG, MOY-
NIHAN, myself, and others have intro-
duced legislation that would phase out
the subsidy over the next several years.

If the administration refuses to work
with us to make the program respon-
sive to the needs of the domestic sugar
refinery industry and to our con-
sumers, we will have no choice but to
push for passage of this bill.

I thank the Chair.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.
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Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I yield the
Senator from Louisiana 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for yielding time.

It is not unusual that we are doing
the sugar amendment again. It seems
that we do it about every 2 years. We
have been doing it for probably the last
20 years.

It is interesting that this time we are
doing it on a bill that is designed to
help American agriculture, except that
I think this amendment is being of-
fered to try to eliminate an entire farm
program for only one commodity. But
this amendment is on a bill we are
working on to try to help American ag-
riculture. So I guess the only thing un-
usual is not that we are doing a sugar
amendment but that we are doing it on
a bill that is designed to help American
farmers. And, of course, the amend-
ment would do the exact opposite.

It is interesting that some of my col-
leagues said, well, the program only
helps a couple of folks in south Florida
when in truth the fact is that about
420,000 people earn their living every
day either directly or indirectly be-
cause of the sugar industry.

The distinguished Senator from Ha-
waii knows its importance in the State
of Hawaii. He has been involved not
only with sugarcane-producing States
but also sugar-beet-producing States.
It is a program that has actually un-
dergone a great deal of change and
modification and improvement over
the years.

In the last farm bill, which was in
1986, we made some serious changes in
the sugar program. I think most people
involved in it said: Look, we are going
to try to make the program better
than it has been, and we are trying to
address some of the legitimate con-
cerns but also trying to provide some
protection for this very important
American industry, to do it consistent
with our international obligations. We
have done that. Domestic production
controls were eliminated. There is no
limit on how much you can produce in
beets or in sugar. You can do as much
as the market will bear.

The guaranteed minimum price was
eliminated. It is one of the few com-
modity crops that doesn’t have a min-
imum guarantee of what the farmer is
going to be receiving from the Govern-
ment.

We had a special tax for deficit re-
duction in the last farm bill, which was
increased by 25 percent.

This means sugar farmers were actu-
ally given an assessment to pay for the
Federal deficit. Of course, now that the
deficit is gone, it makes a great deal of
sense to eliminate the assessment.

Minimum imports—talking about not
getting enough sugar—in the last farm
bill were increased by about 20 percent,
a substantial increase over the pre-
vious years’ pattern on the amount of



19342

sugar being imported from about 41
countries that are greatly helped by
the program.

Forfeiture of sugar crop bpenalties
were imposed.

The point is that we made some seri-
ous changes to the program in order to
improve it. So to come before the Sen-
ate, on a bill that is designed to help
farmers, and offer an amendment to
hurt farmers sort of seems incon-
sistent. But, well, what else is new?

The other point I would make is how
many Members of Congress have let-
ters from constituents complaining
about the price of a candy bar?

How many of us have stacks and
stacks of letters complaining about the
price of a soft drink, or stacks of let-
ters complaining about the price of a 5-
pound bag of sugar in the supermarket?

They don’t do that because it is not
a price that is out of proportion to
what it has been in the past. Because of
the program, it has not spiked upward
or crashed downward but has remained
fairly stable so that people can predict
what it is going to cost for a 5-pound
bag of sugar.

It is interesting that the only real
complaints about the price of sugar
come from the large industrial users
and not from consumers in America.

I remember my colleague, Senator
CRAIG, was here back in the old days, I
would say, when we first started these
debates, and Senator INOUYE was there,
of course. It was the soft drink manu-
facturers who complained about the
price of sugar. It made them charge too
much for their soft drinks because they
had sugar in them. Then they elimi-
nated the sugar, and the price of the
soft drinks went up even more. The ac-
tual can of soft drink with no sugar
was selling for more than the price of a
can of soft drink with sugar. They said,
well, the price of sugar is making us
raise the price of the soft drink.

Then they went to sugar-free drinks,
and they charged more for that than
they did for the can with sugar in it.
They actually increased the price of
soft drinks about four times because it
said the sugar price went up.

Guess what happened when the price
of sugar went down? Did they reduce
the price of a soft drink? Don’t hold
your breath. They did not. The price of
soft drinks kept going up.

The only complaint we have about
the sugar program to any extent out-
side the Chamber is from the profes-
sional lobbyists and the large indus-
trial users which, for the most part,
have changed over to the use of corn
sweeteners and other things in the soft
drink industry.

I suggest that what we have is a pro-
gram that works better than most
farm programs because it doesn’t have
any Federal tax subsidy being used to
hurt the income for sugar farmers. We
use it by trying to regulate foreign
companies from dumping cheap sub-
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sidized sugar from other countries onto
the U.S. market. Some would way that
is pretty good. Why don’t you let them
do that because then the price of sugar
would be much lower? The problem
with that theory is if they knocked out
all of the American beet farmers and
sugar cane farmers, the price would be
lower for a short period of time, but
when they monopolize the market and
again control the market, they cer-
tainly would have the ability to exer-
cise a sugar cartel and charge whatever
they wanted, and we couldn’t compete.

In summary, we made great changes
in 1996. The program is working. Con-
sumers are not complaining. They have
a stable price for a very important
product.

Like we say back home in Louisiana,
“If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.”” Not
only is it ““ain’t broke,” but it works
very well, and should be maintained.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Hawaii 30 seconds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I wish to
associate myself with the eloquence
and wisdom of the statement of my
friend from Louisiana.

Thank you very much.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I yield 3
minutes to the Senator from North Da-
kota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized
for 3 minutes.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, it is
kind of fun to have these debates. I
look forward to a chance to once again
talk about how the world sugar indus-
try works.

The Senator from Arizona indicated
that we are having to pay three times
the world market price because of the
sugar program. It is just not right.
That isn’t the case. It appears to be the
case, but it is wrong. Here is the reason
it is wrong.

The vast majority of sugar in the
world doesn’t sell on the world market.
The vast majority of sugar in the world
sells under contract. Those contract
prices are much higher than the so-
called world market price. The world
market price is a dumping price. It is
what happens when producers produce
more than they contracted for. They
take that excess and they dump it on
the market and sell it at fire sale
prices.

The world market price they talk
about is, in fact, not a world market
price. It does not represent what sugar
sells for. It is totally misleading. As a
result, you come to a wrong conclu-
sion.

The truth is that the last time we
took away the sugar program, what
happened to the price of sugar? Did the
price of sugar go down? Does anybody
remember? The price of sugar shot up.
My, what a surprise.
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This sugar program is supposed to be
producing higher prices. Yet when it
was removed the last time, sugar prices
did not go down; they went up. In fact,
they went up dramatically.

It is because people do not under-
stand how the sugar market works.
This program in effect stabilizes prices.

Every country has a sugar program.
In fact, every country that is a pro-
ducer has a program. Our major com-
petitors spend much more on theirs
than we do on ours.

This program helps stabilize prices
for consumers and for producers.

When sugar prices fall, do candy
prices fall? Let’s go back and look.
Let’s check the record. Interestingly
enough, the last time we saw sugar
prices fall we also saw candy prices go
up. We saw cereal prices go up. The
fact is there is almost no relationship
between the price of sugar and the fin-
ished products that some are talking
about. In fact, this program stabilizes
prices for consumers and for producers.

Finally, on the question o