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We would show this kind of a system 

where people from the States would sit 
down on a commission and make sure 
the price of milk was held at a level 
which would guarantee a supply of 
fresh fluid milk, which is a basic part 
of agricultural law, and that the dem-
onstration program would be reviewed 
when the milk orders were to be imple-
mented.

What happened? Did the program 
work? That was the problem, it did. 
That is why we are here tonight be-
cause the program did work. 

As the Senator from Maine pointed 
out, the opponents of this, in the Mid-
west in particular, were so confident it 
was going to fail, they went out and 
got the OMB, who they figured would 
be most friendly to them being of the 
administration, many Democrats—
whatever, that is beside the point—but 
so certain were they that it would be a 
failure, they got OMB to do a study. 

Lo and behold, what happened? The 
study came back, and the GAO later 
came back and said it worked great, it 
is a wonderful program. That is why 25 
States now have said that ought to be 
a program in which they can get in-
volved. Half the States in the country 
have already said it is a success. OMB 
said it is a success. 

What is the problem now? Why? Be-
cause of the desire of those in the Mid-
west to take over and supply these 
areas with milk themselves and not the 
local dairy farmers, which helps make 
sure we have that fresh quality milk 
available, they decided they will put 
them out of business. 

They cannot put them out of business 
because it is working. The processors, 
who have been used to setting the price 
themselves—in many cases there are 
one or two; there are not many proc-
essors, so when there is a good supply 
of milk, they can go to zero. That has 
stopped. It is working well. 

The Department of Agriculture was 
not going to do the pilot program. We 
had to get it extended. 

That is where we are. We wanted to 
extend it, and when we had one, at 
least we thought we had one in the 
conference committee that we would 
have approved because the majority in 
the House and Senate agreed it was a 
good program and ought to be ex-
tended, what happened? Forces came in 
and put pressure on Members and we 
ended up without a majority in the 
committee. Therefore, we got thrown 
out into the cold. 

We are here to make sure this bill, 
which belonged on that conference re-
port, that everyone seemed to agree to, 
goes forward. That is why we are now 
trying to hold up this bill to get ac-
tion. We are not going to try to hold up 
the bill for the disaster payments. We 
will get into a further discussion of 
this whole bill and the stuff in it. 

The one part that worked so well 
that does not cost any money and pre-

vents disasters, we cannot get it put 
into law. That is why we are here. We 
are going to continue. We are going to 
fight as long as we possibly can to 
make sure the dairy farmers in our 
States, the family farms, the small, 
beautiful hillsides that have their nice 
wonderful cows will be there for people 
to look at, and we will have a fresh 
supply of milk from our local farms. 

Hopefully, since it was such a suc-
cessful program, the 25 States that 
have already passed laws through their 
legislatures to participate in the com-
pact will have the wonderful opportuni-
ties that have been so successful in 
New England. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire. 
f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate now proceed to a pe-
riod for morning business, with Sen-
ators permitted to speak for up to 10 
minutes each. 

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

f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON FOR-
EIGN OPERATIONS APPROPRIA-
TIONS

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I sup-
ported passage of the Conference Re-
port on H.R.2606, the Foreign Oper-
ations Appropriations bill for Fiscal 
Year 2000. 

Foreign aid programs, which con-
stitute a mere one percent of federal 
spending, are an important and under-
appreciated component of United 
States foreign and national security 
policy. Passage of the annual appro-
priations bill for foreign operations is, 
consequently, an imperative. It is for 
this reason that I voted for its passage, 
and anticipate its being signed into law 
by the President. 

Despite my support for passage of the 
Conference Report, this legislation is 
not without its flaws. While it includes 
essential economic and military assist-
ance for Israel and Egypt, it contains 
none of the funding associated with im-
plementation of the Wye River accords 
involving Israel, Jordan, and the Pales-
tinian Authority. It is anticipated that 
such funding will be included in a sup-
plemental appropriations bill at some 
point in the not-too-distant future, but 
I question the fiscal and political wis-
dom of budgeting in this manner. 
Smoke and mirrors rarely provide for 
sound budgeting practices or a coher-
ent foreign policy. 

I am also concerned about the con-
tinued inclusion in this legislation of 
unrequested earmarks and adds. While 
the Conference Report represents a 
vast improvement over the bill passed 
by the Senate in June, it still rep-

resents the legislature’s continued re-
fusal to desist from earmarking in 
spending bills. Such earmarks in the 
bill include $500,000 for what by any 
other name remains the Mitch McCon-
nell Conservation Fund, $15 million for 
American universities in Lebanon, and 
a requirement to establish a $200 mil-
lion maritime fund using United States 
commercial maritime expertise. The 
bill essentially mandates the establish-
ment of an International Law Enforce-
ment Academy in Roswell, New Mex-
ico, thereby demonstrating yet again 
that fiscal prudence and operational 
necessity remain alien concepts to 
members of this body. 

There are more examples, but I think 
I have made my point. As I have stated 
in the past, there is undoubtedly con-
siderable merit to some of the pro-
grams for which funding is earmarked 
at the request of members of Congress. 
My concern is for the integrity of the 
process by which the federal budget is 
put together. Merit-based competitive 
processes ensure that the interests of 
the American taxpayer are protected, 
and that the most cost-effective ap-
proach is employed. Absent such proce-
dures, I will continue to have no choice 
but to highlight the practice of adding 
and earmarking funds for programs and 
activities not requested by the respec-
tive federal agencies. 

Finally, I must register my strong 
opposition to language in the bill pro-
hibiting any direct assistance to Cam-
bodia and requiring U.S. opposition to 
loans from international lending insti-
tutions for that impoverished country. 
Cambodia’s election was not perfect; in 
fact, the months leading up to the vote 
were characterized by numerous efforts 
on the part of the Cambodian People’s 
Party to intimidate its political oppo-
sition. Cambodia, however, is experi-
encing its first period of relative peace 
and stability in many years, and it is 
regrettable that some in the Senate re-
main committed to isolating the gov-
ernment in Phnom Penh during a time 
when we should be working within that 
country to strengthen democratic in-
stitutions while facilitating economic 
growth. Section 573 of the Conference 
Report, consequently, represents a sig-
nificant impediment to our ability to 
help Cambodia move forward from an 
enormously painful past. 

Despite these flaws, Mr. President, I 
reiterate my support for passage of the 
bill and request the accompanying list, 
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT FINANCING, AND

RELATED PROGRAMS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR
ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 2000, AND FOR OTHER
PURPOSES—DIRECTIVE LANGUAGE AND EAR-
MARKS

BILL LANGUAGE PROVISIONS

Not less than $500,000 should be made avail-
able for support of the United States Tele-
communications Training Institute; 
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