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SENATE—Wednesday, March 22, 2000

The Senate met at 9:45 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:

Gracious Father, in this quiet mo-
ment, we seek the ultimate joy of life.
We come to abide simply in Your pres-
ence. We would not interrupt what You
have to say to us with our chatter. We
need You more than anything that You
can provide for us. Make us as ready to
listen as we are to talk. You have cre-
ated us for communion with You. We
thank You for speaking to us in our
souls. Now we hear what You have to
say to us: We are loved, forgiven, and
cherished by You. You have plans for
us: A personal will for each of us and a
will for our Nation. Bless the Senators
now as they wait on You. Inspire us to
follow their leadership as far as they
follow You. We open our minds and
hearts to receive You, our Lord, our
Saviour, Peace, and Power. Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable LINCOLN CHAFEE, a
Senator from the State of Rhode Is-
land, 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. L.
CHAFEE). The Senator from Delaware.

SCHEDULE

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, today the
Senate will immediately begin the
final 15 minutes of debate on H.R. 5,
the Social Security earnings bill. By
previous consent, the Senate will pro-
ceed to a vote on final passage of the
bill at approximately 10 a.m. Following
the vote, the Senate will begin a period
of morning business of 2 hours with the
time controlled by Senators BYRD,
MURKOWSKI, and DURBIN. For the re-
mainder of the time, the Senate is ex-
pected to begin debate on the crop in-
surance legislation. However, negotia-
tions regarding amendments and de-
bate time are ongoing, and if no agree-
ment can be made, the Senate may
turn to any Legislative or Executive
Calendar items available for action.

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention.

MEASURES PLACED ON
CALENDAR—S. 2262 AND S. 2263

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I under-
stand there are two bills at the desk
due for their second reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bills by title.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 2262) to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to institute a Federal fuels
tax holiday.

A Dbill (S. 2263) to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to institute a Federal fuels
tax holiday.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, on behalf
of the majority leader, I object to fur-
ther proceedings on these bills at this
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the rule, the bills will be placed on the
calendar.

———
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, what is the
order of business?

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

———

SENIOR CITIZENS’ FREEDOM TO
WORK ACT OF 2000

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of H.R. 5, which
the clerk will report by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 5) to amend title II of the So-
cial Security Act to eliminate the earnings
test on individuals who have attained retire-
ment age.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 15
minutes of debate equally divided for
closing remarks.

The Senator from New York is recog-
nized.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, it
has been agreed that I will begin these
brief remarks in order that our chair-
man might conclude the debate and
proceed to the vote which I think has
every prospect of being prodigious in
its majority.

We have heard the compelling argu-
ments to eliminate the so-called earn-
ings penalty for persons 65 years and
older. There is a short-term cost that
is followed by a long-term payback, if
you like, such that in a 20- to 30-year
period the Social Security trust funds
will not in any way be affected. The
present practice is to decrease benefits
to persons who continue working after
their technical retirement age is
reached, and then to compensate them
after they reach age 70 or stop work-

ing. It is a complicated calculation. It
is a cause of much distress, if you like,
within the Social Security Administra-
tion—about $100 million a year just in
sorting out the claims. It is not under-
stood. There is the elemental fact that,
although at 65 if you continue to work
you know you will get back your bene-
fits, that is in actuarial terms. For the
cohort of several million persons, it
will all be evened out. You may not be.
So why not get rid of this archaic com-
plexity? It is a remnant of Depression
legislation of the 1930s.

In that regard, however, we do have
the question attending the long-term
deficit of the Social Security system.
Yesterday our friend from Arizona,
Senator MCCAIN, spoke eloquently
about that matter, having raised it
during his primary campaign on his
side of the aisle. Senator KERREY spoke
with equal eloquence. Senator MCCAIN
was kind enough to note legislation
that Senator KERREY and I have intro-
duced in this matter.

In very short order, I would simply
like to recapitulate the four simple
steps which put Social Security on an
actuarially sound basis for the next 75
years. They are:

No. 1, provide for an accurate cost-of-
living adjustment. In 1996, the Boskin
Commission originally estimated that
the CPI overstates changes in the cost-
of-living by 1.1 percentage points; now
they say it is 0.8 of a percentage point.

No. 2, normal taxation of benefits.

No. 3, extend coverage to all newly
hired State and local workers.

I might interject, if ever there was a
holdover from the 1930s, it was this. It
was not clear at that time whether the
Federal Government could tax a State
entity, so they were left untaxed. A
great many workers in civil service po-
sitions pay no taxes on their principal
jobs, but qualify for benefits from
“‘side’ jobs, and it is just not fair. We
are not taking away anything, but just
covering newly hired workers like ev-
eryone else.

No. 4, increase the length of the com-
putation period from 35 to 38 years.

We now have a 75-year, long-term ac-
tuarial deficit of 2.07 percent. This
would bring that down by 2.05 percent,
leaving an inconsequential .02 percent
over the 75-year period.

These are data based on actuarial
calculations and they are clearly with-
in our capacity. Let us hope one day we
do it before it becomes too late. That
time will come sooner than you may
think.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent the table be printed in the RECORD
at the conclusion of my remarks.

@ 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:

ELIMINATING SOCIAL SECURITY’S LONG-
TERM DEFICIT
[Numbers expressed as a percent of payroll]l

Long-term (75 year) actuarial deficit 2.07
Reduction in deficit due to:
0.8 percentage point cost of living
correction .......ccoceevviiiiiiiiiiiniiinnn, -1.16
Normal taxation of benefits ........... 2-0.43
Extend coverage to all newly hired
State and local workers ............... 3-0.21
Increase length of computation pe-
riod from 35 to 38 years ................ —0.25
Total reduction in deficit ......... -2.05

1Estimates are based on the intermediate assump-
tions of the 1999 Trustees Report and ignore inter-
actions among the provisions.

2Social Security benefits would be treated like in-
come from a private pension so that benefits that
are attributed to employer contributions and inter-
est earnings would be subject taxed, while benefits
attributed to employee contributions would not be
taxed. Currently, benefits are taxed only if income
exceeds certain thresholds and, depending on some
complex formula, only up to 50 or up to 85 percent
of the benefit is subject to taxation.

3This is the rule that applied to newly hired Fed-
eral workers in 1984 and thereafter.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
look forward to the statement of our
revered chairman, who is going to have
a historic triumph this morning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, first let me
thank and congratulate my distin-
guished colleague, the senior Senator
from New York, for his Ileadership
throughout the years on this most im-
portant domestic program, Social Se-
curity. There is no program of greater
importance and interest to the Amer-
ican people than Social Security. The
distinguished Senator, Mr. MOYNIHAN,
as I said, throughout his career has
played a critical role in the develop-
ment, the preserving, and the strength-
ening of this important program. I
thank him and congratulate him.

As Senator MOYNIHAN pointed out,
the Senate is now turning to the vote
to repeal the Social Security earnings
limit, an important step in preparing
Social Security for the 21st century.
This repeal is good for seniors, it is
good for America, and it is good gov-
ernment. As we have heard, the Social
Security earnings limit was enacted 65
years ago to encourage older persons to
retire during the Great Depression. But
today, with Americans living longer,
and the tightest labor market in 30
years, this rule is not only outdated,
but it harms both our senior citizens
and the economy.

Repealing the earnings limit will
help improve the retirement security
of seniors by giving them the choice to
work longer and to save more. Abol-
ishing the earnings limit will allow us
to protect the Nation’s economic gains
of the past 17 years by encouraging our
Nation’s most experienced workers to
continue working, not only for today
but into the future.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Finally, repealing the earnings limit
is just plain good government. It will
save the Social Security Administra-
tion money and reduce very common,
frustrating mistakes in calculating
benefits. So let me say, I urge each
Senator to support this bill.

I am happy to yield the remaining
time to the distinguished assistant
leader of the majority.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, how
much time remains on our side?

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

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I com-
pliment my colleagues, Senator ROTH
and Senator MOYNIHAN because they
work so well together.

Today, we are going to pass some-
thing that will have a positive impact
on millions of Americans. I say mil-
lions—some people say there are only
800,000 people who are currently paying
the Social Security earnings penalty.
There are millions of people who want
to work, maybe have to work, but basi-
cally their taxes are so punitive that
they cannot work; it does not make
sense to work. Their taxes are so high
they have to work more for govern-
ment than they work for themselves.

These are senior citizens, not par-
ticularly wealthy people. You can be a
senior citizen and have, as an indi-
vidual, an earned income of $30,000.
You are in the 28-percent tax bracket.
Because of the earnings penalty on So-
cial Security, that is an additional 33-
percent tax bracket. Add those two to-
gether and you are at 61 percent. You
have to pay Social Security tax. If you
are self-employed, you add 15 percent
to that. That is 76 percent, and you
have not even paid taxes to the State.
For most States, that is 6 or 7 percent.

You can have a marginal tax rate of
80 percent; you work four times more
for the Government than you do for
yourself. That is way too high. This 33-
percent penalty for seniors between the
ages of 656 and 70 who want to have
earned income—maybe need to have
earned income—is long past overdue
for repeal.

I am delighted that today we are
going to fulfill what the House has
done. I compliment Chairman ARCHER
in the House. I compliment Chairman
ROTH and Senator MOYNIHAN. I remem-
ber Senator MCCAIN speaking on this
issue for years. I remember Senator
ASHCROFT making tireless speeches,
saying we need to repeal the earnings
penalty.

Over the years, we have raised the
amount people can save before the pen-
alty takes effect, but the penalty still
takes effect for any income above
$17,000. The real solution is to repeal it.
That is what we are going to do today.
We are going to open up economic op-
portunity for millions of Americans
who are at age 65 and maybe do not
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want to retire. They might be a STROM
THURMOND; they who may have another
50 years of very energetic hard work
ahead of them and they don’t want to
say they want to retire. We should not
force them to retire.

The earnings penalty forces many of
these people to retire—some of our
most productive citizens in America. I
think it is wrong. This tax penalty is
wrong. We are going to repeal it today.
We are repealing it with bipartisan
support. It is going to become the law
of the land.

Again, I compliment our leader for
proving we can get some good things
done that will have a positive impact
on millions—frankly, on all of us, be-
cause a lot of us want to work beyond
the age of 65. Now we are telling sen-
iors they can do so.

Again, my congratulations to the
leaders for making this happen. I think
this will make Social Security policy
better and, frankly, it will make eco-
nomic policy better for all Americans.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
urge my colleagues to vote yes on this
bill.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of H.R. 5, the Senior
Citizens’ Freedom to Work Act. The
passage of this legislation is long over-
due. The Social Security earnings test
is bad for our economy and bad for in-
dividual senior Americans who wish to
continue in the workforce. I am ex-
tremely pleased that the Senate is
moving to eliminate the earnings test.

I am hopeful, however, that passage
of this bill will not mark the end of
thoughtful policy regarding the role of
seniors in the American workforce.
Senior workers are an invaluable re-
source for our nation. As the number of
Americans of retirement age increases,
the economy’s need for senior workers
will inevitably increase as well. We
should encourage those seniors who
wish to continue working by making
certain that they are treated fairly by
tax and retirement laws.

Too often, government policy toward
retirees has assumed that all seniors
have the same needs, goals, and de-
sires. Mr. President, each individual is
different. Many seniors look forward to
a leisurely retirement that allows
them to pursue activities for which
they did not have time when they were
working. American seniors have earned
this option, and trends over the last
several decades that demonstrate the
average senior is enjoying a healthier
and more prosperous retirement are ex-
tremely encouraging.

But other senior Americans wish to
delay retirement for as long as pos-
sible. Many seniors who have commu-
nicated with me about this subject
simply enjoy the stimulation that a
workplace provides on a daily basis.
Others are not ready to leave busi-
nesses or farms that they have spent
their entire lives building. Still others
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wish to continue to contribute to the
income of their families, children, or
grandchildren. Regardless of their rea-
sons for wanting to stay in the work-
place, no senior should find that gov-
ernment policy is a disincentive or bar-
rier to work.

In addition to ensuring basic fairness
to individuals, providing further incen-
tives to senior workers makes good
sense for our economy. Seniors who
stay in the workforce continue to pay
taxes on their earnings and continue to
provide much-needed experience to the
American economy. As our economy
grows and the baby-boom generation
approaches retirement age, we may ex-
perience more frequent labor short-
ages. Ultimately, a declining number
of qualified workers could be detri-
mental to the economy. Adding incen-
tives that reward older Americans for
staying in the workforce could help al-
leviate such shortages while con-
tinuing to improve our economy and
standard of living.

Last month, with the support of Sen-
ators BREAUX and GREGG, I introduced
two pieces of legislation that would en-
courage American seniors to stay in
the workforce. These bills, entitled the
Retired Americans Right of Employ-
ment Acts (RARE I and RARE II), are
based on the premise that many sen-
iors want to work and their labor is in-
valuable to our economy and society.
Both bills would repeal the earnings
test, as we are seeking to do today. But
they would go further by implementing
specific tax and benefit changes that
would reward seniors who choose to
work.

Among other provisions, both bills
would phase in a formula allowing in-
come earned after the retirement age
to be counted in the calculation of an
individual’s Social Security benefits.
Currently, Social Security benefits for
most people are based on the average of
the top 35 earning years prior to age 62.
Allowing income earned after age 62 to
be included in benefit calculations
would increase the benefits of those
seniors who choose to continue work-
ing.

The two bills offer alternative meth-
ods to reduce the taxes of working sen-
iors. RARE I would cut the FICA tax of
seniors by 10 percent when they reach
full retirement age. As a result, retir-
ees would see their FICA tax reduced
from 7.65 percent of their paycheck to
6.885 percent. Because taxes are levied
on the first dollar of wages earned, this
tax reduction would benefit all income
levels of retirees, including those who
choose to work part-time.

RARE II would provide individuals
who have reached the full retirement
age with a tax credit equal to 10 per-
cent of the lesser of the amount of in-
come tax owed or the earned income of
the individual. This provision would ef-
fectively reward older Americans who
continue to earn and to pay taxes after
reaching retirement age.
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Mr. President, in closing, I want to
reiterate my strong support for the un-
derlying bill being discussed today. The
elimination of the Social Security
earnings test would be a huge step to-
ward ending the disincentives for sen-
iors to work if they choose. But I hope
this is only a first step in adjusting
policy governing seniors in the work-
place. Other changes contained in the
RARE bills, which I have described, as
well as the repeal of the Clinton Ad-
ministration’s 1993 tax on Social Secu-
rity benefits, would reaffirm the im-
portance of seniors in our society. The
health of our economy and even our na-
tional strength will increasingly de-
pend on retaining the services of pro-
ductive seniors. We should begin con-
structing these policies now.

Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, the
time is right to repeal the Social Secu-
rity earnings test. I ask my colleagues
to join with me today in support of the
passage of H.R. 5, the Senior Citizens’
Freedom to Work Act of 1999.

We all know that reaching retire-
ment age does not necessarily mean a
person is ready to retire. It is good
news that Americans are now living
longer and healthier lives, and I believe
that the Social Security system should
not penalize those who want to work
longer. I understand that many older
workers choose to remain in the work-
force because they need additional in-
come or have no desire to stop work-
ing. I fully support this choice, and I
believe that no one should face finan-
cial penalties for that personal deci-
sion.

In South Dakota this year, 2000 peo-
ple have seen their Social Security
benefits reduced because they chose to
continue working when they reached
the age of 65. All told, Social Security
withheld about $8 million in Social Se-
curity payments last year from those
South Dakotans. That works out to a
loss of about $4000 in Social Security
benefits for each of those 2000 South
Dakotans. That is not right. Let’s not
penalize them for staying in the work
force to achieve a better standard of
living. I know many Americans over 65
in my state who could use that money
to pay for health insurance, prescrip-
tion drugs, and electric bills.

H.R. 5 will not only help these 2000
workers who are not receiving their
Social Security benefits, but also en-
courage those who want to work, but
are not doing so now because they fear
the earnings limit would consume most
or all of their earned benefits. As baby
boomers begin to retire, it is especially
important that these older Americans
who want to work be encouraged to do
s0. Our nation is celebrating record low
unemployment. Let us seize this oppor-
tunity to recognize the skills, knowl-
edge, and experience that people over
65 have to offer. I am pleased that Con-
gress is on the verge of removing the
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earnings limit to encourage citizens in
my state and across the country to
continue making an important con-
tribution to the American economy.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to build on the momentum created by
this bipartisan bill to work toward So-
cial Security reform. We can pass legis-
lation this year that will extend the
solvency of Social Security for 50 years
by using the interest savings earned by
paying down the debt. We should take
that simple step this year on a bipar-
tisan basis, just as we are passing this
bill today.

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise to
strongly support HR 5, the Senior Citi-
zens’ Freedom to Work Act. This very
important legislation would help mil-
lions of American seniors who choose
to, or must work after retirement.

Under current law, the Social Secu-
rity benefits of those seniors ages 65
though 69 who continue to work will be
reduced by $1 for each $3 of earnings
over $17,000. In other words, they will
be taxed at 33.3 percent of their earn-
ings above the threshold.

However, the onerous tax burden on
our seniors does not stop there. These
seniors are also subject to a 15.3 per-
cent payroll tax, and a 15 percent in-
come tax. Combined with the earnings
test, these seniors are paying taxes of
over 60 percent on their earnings from
working. If their earnings bump up
their income, their Social Security
benefits are then taxed. The tax bite
could take 68 to 91 percent of their ad-
ditional earnings.

Mr. President, this is absurd. We
must correct this unfair tax burden on
our seniors.

When Social Security was set up 65
years ago during the Great Depression,
jobs were scarce, workers were younger
and many could not find work to sup-
port their families. One of the inten-
tions of the Social Security program
was to encourage older workers to re-
tire, so that younger workers could
find a job.

Today, our situation is dramatically
different. The economic and demo-
graphic conditions in the U.S. are not
what they were when Social Security
was established. Our strong economy
has created a tight labor market. After
filling over 20 million new jobs during
this economic expansion, we still have
a job shortage, particularly skilled
workers. It is projected that this short-
age will continue for the next 5 to 10
years.

Lower birth rates and a longer life
expectancy mean that the number and
relative size of the older population is
growing rapidly. The number of Ameri-
cans over age 65 has grown from 8 per-
cent in 1950 to 14 percent in 1990 and is
projected to reach 22 percent in 2030.

This demographic change has trig-
gered a serious Social Security crisis.
In 1940 there were 100 workers to sup-
port 1 retiree. Today that ratio has
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dropped to 3 workers supporting 1 re-
tiree. In less than 20 years, that ratio
will decrease to 2 to 1. As a result, we
have a $20 trillion unfunded Social Se-
curity liability.

The earnings test penalty has wors-
ened this situation. It discourages sen-
iors from working, even though their
skills are much needed in the labor
market. If allowed to work without
penalty, they will continue to pay pay-
roll taxes into the Social Security sys-
tem which will help us work toward
solvency of the system.

Another important reason we must
get rid of the earnings test is that So-
cial Security is a very poor investment
for Americans. Americans pay a sig-
nificant amount of payroll taxes
through their working life but face low
and declining returns from Social Se-
curity, and some receive less in bene-
fits than they have paid in payroll
taxes. Their Social Security benefits
cannot even begin to meet their pre-re-
tirement standard of living. Many sen-
iors have no choice but to continue to
work—and others want to work for the
joy of it.

Over the past 15 years, goods pur-
chased mainly by seniors increased 6
percentage points more than goods pur-
chased by the general public. Their
medical costs skyrocketed 156 percent.

As inflation on medical and pharma-
ceutical goods continues to rise, older
Americans’ hard-earned Social Secu-
rity benefits are worth less and less.
Their purchasing power will continue
to diminish.

I believe the earnings test on Social
Security benefits is wrong and unfair
because Social Security benefits are
earned benefits for many senior citi-
zens. The Social Security benefits
which working seniors are losing due
to the earnings test penalty are bene-
fits they have rightfully earned by con-
tributing to the system throughout
their working years before retiring.
These are benefits they should not be
losing just because they are trying to
survive by supplementing their Social
Security income. Reducing Social Se-
curity benefits upon additional earn-
ings is just double taxation.

As health care and other costs con-
tinue to grow, the incomes of more and
more senior citizens are falling along
with their standard of living. This
earnings test hurts seniors who choose,
or must work after retirement to main-
tain their standard of living or to pay
for costly health insurance premiums,
medical care, prescriptions and many
other expenses which increase in re-
tirement years. This is particularly
true for seniors with lower-incomes
who must work and depend on their
earned income for survival.

Mr. President, we cannot let this
practice continue.

Eliminating the earnings test on So-
cial Security benefits would reverse
this trend, and help responsible senior
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citizens. The federal government has
entered into a sacred covenant with
the American people to provide retire-
ment benefits once contribution com-
mitments are made. It is the govern-
ment’s contractual duty to honor that
commitment. The government cannot
and should not take money from sen-
iors that is rightfully theirs.

Mr. President, I'd like to briefly dis-
cuss the health of our Social Security
system. Social Security benefits will
exceed payroll taxes by 2014 or soon.

President Clinton claims he is saving
Social Security by using the interest
savings that will result from paying
down the government debt held by the
public. However, his proposal does not
push back the date that Social Secu-
rity will run a deficit by a single year,
and the transfer from the general fund
to Social Security does not cover a
fraction of the shortfall.

Mr. President, without reform, the
unfunded liability of Social Security
will crowd out all of our discretionary
spending. It will create financial hard-
ship for millions of baby boomers and
impose a heavy burden on future gen-
erations. We must address this vitally
important issue as quickly as we can.

I believe the best way to fix Social
Security is to move it from the current
pay-as-you-go system to a fully funded
one, and the immediate step we should
take is to lock in every penny of the
Social Security surplus safe from gov-
ernment spending, and put it toward
Americans’ retirement. My lockbox
would sequester spending if re-esti-
mates result in spending any of our So-
cial Security surplus.

In addition, we need to tell Ameri-
cans the whole truth about Social Se-
curity since payroll taxes are the larg-
est tax that many families will ever
pay, accounting for up to one-eighth of
the total lifetime income they will
make.

That’s why I also support the Gregg
amendment which would require the
government to provide information on
the financial status of the program.
This amendment is along the same line
of my legislation, S. 1104, the Social
Security Information Act. Reliable in-
formation on Social Security is crucial
to enable Americans to better under-
stand the value of their Social Security
investment and to help them determine
exactly how much they should supple-
ment their expected Social Security
benefits with other savings in order to
have a certain level of retirement secu-
rity.

Mr. President, let me close by saying
it is critical that we repeal the earn-
ings test penalty. We owe our seniors
nothing less than to remove this sense-
less provision and give them the oppor-
tunity to sustain and hopefully im-
prove their standard of living by allow-
ing them to work without additional
tax penalties. It is equally important
that, by continuing to pay into the So-
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cial Security system, our seniors will
actually give us more time to reform
it—which ultimately benefits every-
one.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I am
pleased the Senate is taking action on
the H.R. 5, the Senior Citizens’ Free-
dom to Work Act of 2000. This legisla-
tion eliminates the earnings test for
Social Security recipients between the
full retirement age (currently 65) and
age 69. The measure will be retroactive
to January 1, 2000.

I have long supported changing the
Social Security earnings test, which
the amount of income recipients may
earn before their benefits are reduced.
Under current law, recipients aged 65
through 69 can earn up to $17,000 per
year without penalty. But beyond that,
benefits are reduced by $1 for each $3 of
earnings. This year, approximately
800,000 seniors will lose benefits. Re-
pealing the earnings test will allow
older Americans who have skills and
expertise to continue working and
making a contribution to society and
to our economy.

I am concerned about the Social Se-
curity earnings test and realize the dif-
ficulties that many older Americans
experience because of it. For many sen-
iors, working beyond the age of 65 is
necessary just to make ends meet.
Changing the earnings limit will allow
them to earn extra income without los-
ing hard-earned Social Security bene-
fits. They have spent a lifetime work-
ing for these benefits and they should
get them, whether they choose to con-
tinue to work or not.

I have supported past legislation to
raise the earnings test limit. Today, I
fully support this legislation to elimi-
nate the earnings test for all individ-
uals who have reached full retirement
age.

This bill is especially important to
North Dakota because we have one of
the highest rates of seniors receiving
Social Security benefits.

I am also pleased because this bill is
fiscally responsible. In the long term,
it will not have any financial impact
on our Social Security trust fund.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting this important piece of leg-
islation.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, today
is a particularly important day for
American seniors. With a unanimous
vote, the Senate passed H.R. 5, the Sen-
ior Citizens’ Freedom To Work Act
which will abolish a Depression-era So-
cial Security restriction that lowers
benefits paid to seniors ages 65 to 69
who earn more than a specified amount
each year. Earlier this month the
House passed H.R. 5 by a vote of 422 to
0. As a proud cosponsor of the Senate
version of this bill, I am elated that
Congress moved swiftly to pass this
long overdue legislation.

Presently, the Social Security earn-
ings test reduces benefits $1 for every
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$3 over earnings of $17,000 for retirees
age 65 to 69. Due to the cap on earn-
ings, older Americans, many of whom
live on fixed, modest-incomes, are bur-
dened with a 33.3 percent tax on their
earned income. When this is combined
with Federal, State, local and other
Social Security taxes, it amounts to an
atrocious 55-65 percent tax or even
higher. Such a policy defies the prin-
cipals of self-reliance and personal re-
sponsibility on which America was
founded. Seniors who have substantial
outside income from investments have
never had a similar tax penalty to pay.

By eliminating the retirement earn-
ings test, older Americans can now de-
cide whether and how much they want
to work without a reduction in their
current Social Security benefits.

An estimated 800,000 Americans lost
all or part of their Social Security ben-
efits in 1999 because they were em-
ployed and earned more than the limit.
Even a part-time job can put someone
over the earnings limit. According to
the U.S. Bureau of the Census, the
elimination of the earnings test will af-
fect approximately 1,153,000 retirees
and auxiliary retirees nationwide, in-
cluding 3,462 seniors throughout South
Dakota.

I believe older Americans ages 65
through 69 should be able to work and
supplement their Social Security with-
out a benefit reduction, just as other
beneficiaries can supplement, without
restriction, their Social Security with
pensions and unearned income.

At a time when labor shortages loom
on the horizon and people are living
longer, we should encourage, not penal-
ize, older workers.

Faced with serious health care ex-
penses, escalating prescription drug
prices, long term care needs, and other
expenses in caring for a spouse or other
family members, older Americans are
choosing to stay in the job market
longer. By eliminating the earnings
test today we have just improved the
personal and financial well-being of
thousands of seniors throughout South
Dakota and our nation.

I am very pleased that President
Clinton is supportive of the legislation
and has indicated that he will sign the
bill into law immediately.

Today marks a strong vote for older
Americans. Seniors are one of our na-
tion’s most valuable resources and we
should honor and respect them by pro-
viding the means necessary to live
long, fulfilling lives without worrying
about whether or not they can afford to
pay their rent, heating bill, and other
necessities. As we move forward with
the 106th Congress, I look forward to
working with my fellow colleagues to
implement further programs and a
strong legislative agenda which
strengthens crucial programs such as
Social Security and Medicare, and es-
tablishes prescription drug coverage,
nursing home reforms, new efforts on
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long-term care, tools to fight crimes
against seniors, new plans to secure re-
tirements and protect pensions, and
other initiatives that meet the needs of
our growing population of seniors.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, for too
many years I have worked in support of
repealing the unfair Annual Earnings
Test on Social Security. Incredibly,
working seniors currently forfeit one
dollar of Social Security benefits for
every $3 they earn over the earnings
limit of $17,000.

If an American spends a lifetime pay-
ing into the Social Security system
with the guarantee that he or she will
get their money when he or she turns
62 or 65 years old, no one should be able
to take those benefits away simply be-
cause the beneficiary wants to keep
working. Why should the federal gov-
ernment be discouraging those seniors
who want to keep on working from
doing so? As our country faces increas-
ing demands for labor, we can ill afford
to deprive ourselves of the skills and
experience America’s seniors have to
offer. The federal government
shouldn’t be in the position of discour-
aging anyone from working: seniors
should be allowed to make their own
decisions.

Over the past few weeks, I have lis-
tened to and read the comments of nu-
merous Washington state seniors who
lose a portion of their hard-earned So-
cial Security benefits simply because
they do not wish to retire or stop work-
ing. I have been listening to these same
comments for many years, and I can
honestly say that today it looks as if
common sense will finally prevail and
a solution will pass the House and the
Senate. Importantly, President Clinton
recently changed his position on this
issue and now says he will sign this
legislation to abolish the REarnings
Test.

I will cast my vote for abolishing this
unfair tax. Repeal of the Social Secu-
rity Barnings Test is a victory for sen-
iors and every generation of Ameri-
cans.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I am
proud to join my colleagues today—Re-
publicans and Democrats alike—in vot-
ing to repeal the Social security earn-
ings test. For 75 years now, Congress
has kept a provision in the Social Se-
curity program that hurts our seniors
who continue to work. The Senior Citi-
zens’ Freedom to Work Act is a sen-
sible measure. It will correct an injus-
tice in our Social Security program, in-
fuse our tight labor market with expe-
rienced worKkers, and most impor-
tantly, help hundreds of thousands of
seniors become more financially se-
cure.

Currently, retirees drawing Social
Security benefits are subject to an
earnings test. This means that for sen-
iors ages 65 to 69, benefits are deferred
by $1 for every $3 that their earnings
exceed $17,000. In my state, nearly 2,500
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seniors are hurt by the Social Security
earnings test. According to the Social
Security Administration, the average
amount of benefits lost per recipient in
1995 was $3,5696. My state benefits from
the contributions of these employees,
substantively and economically; yet
these individuals are being penalized
for their efforts.

It is now time for Congress to bring
the Social Security program into a new
era. Retiring the earnings test, not our
seniors, is a first step.

In 1935, when the Social Security pro-
gram was established, the TUnited
States had a crowded labor field. The
earnings test was designed to encour-
age seniors to leave the work force to
open their jobs to younger people. But
today the rationale for the test has
faded. It’s about time we replaced this
antiquated provision.

Indeed, no one today would seriously
consider structuring the program to
discourage older workers. Our unem-
ployment rate is at an historic low.
And our country is enjoying unprece-
dented economic prosperity. Seniors
bring years of experience to the work
force—knowledge and judgment that
cannot be obtained from a textbook,
but only from first-hand experience.
Employers today are seeking skilled,
dependable, and honest employees.
Many older Americans would be willing
to fill this need if they were not faced
with decreased Social Security bene-
fits. The government should not tell
people who want to work that they
cannot, but this is exactly the message
the earnings test sends to many sen-
iors. This message is discriminatory
and fundamentally wrong.

Moreover, at a time when we are ex-
periencing such phenomenal economic
growth, many of our senior citizens are
struggling to pay for everyday needs.
This measure will help them. I have
heard from hundreds of seniors from
North Carolina who are struggling to
pay their medical bills and daily living
costs. By now, they have been working
and paying Social Security taxes for
decades. These same seniors are the
ones who start to lose benefits because
they continue to work, simply because
they earn a salary that the government
believes is too high for them.

It must be said that this legislation
is a patch to one problem in the Social
Security system that is currently rid-
dled with holes. If Congress does not
start considering overall Social Secu-
rity reform, we will eventually have a
hole too big to fix. It is my hope that
the current momentum to fix small
holes in the system will lead to a larg-
er dialogue on how to save the Social
Security program.

But until then, the Senior Citizens
Freedom to Work Act is a win-win
measure. It lets seniors earn a higher
salary without retribution. It keeps
skilled employees in the workplace. It
helps maintain a strong economy. It
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helps our seniors to afford today’s cost
of living. And finally, it’s the right
thing to do.

This bill has a lot of benefits, and it
costs the government nothing. I look
forward to its quick passage in the
Senate and to the positive effects that
it will have for our country.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, in my
State of Michigan, we currently have
less than a 3 percent rate of unemploy-
ment.

We used to think that just the people
entering and leaving the job market, as
well as those switching jobs, would
keep unemployment to a minimum of 5
percent.

But our economy is exceptionally
strong, and the demand for labor is
through the roof. In fact, some compa-
nies in Michigan have threatened to
leave the State because they can’t find
enough people to work.

Yet throughout the United States, we
encourage our seniors between the ages
of 65 and 69 to not work because of the
earnings test on their Social Security
benefits.

At the very time that we need experi-
enced workers in the labor market, the
government makes it uneconomical for
our most experienced workers to stay
in the work force.

Under the current earnings test, So-
cial Security beneficiaries under the
age of 65 lose $1 of social Security bene-
fits for every $2 they earn over $10,000
per year.

And those under 70 lose $1 for every
$3 earned over $17,000 of annual income.

Not until they reach 70 years of age
are seniors free to work again on their
own terms.

Seniors are being penalized by double
taxation—and in this case, simply for
working.

I find it incredible that we force our
seniors to forego over $3.9 billion a
year in Social Security benefits simply
because they make more than $10,800 if
they are under 65 and $17,000 if they are
between 65 and 69 years of age.

But what is not seen is the income
foregone by those seniors for whom the
earnings test makes it uneconomical to
work.

A recent study by the Institute for
Policy Innovation shows that your typ-
ical 67-year-old married senior, making
let’s say the American average of
$37,000, could have a marginal tax rate
of over 80 percent.

This is a huge disincentive to con-
tinue working, even though we need
these experienced seniors in our work
force, many of them want to work, and
they are able to do so.

In fact, a recent study by the Urban
Institute indicated that because of
longer life expectancies and better
medical care, a 65-year-old today is
healthier than a 40-year-old was before
World War II.

This has the effect of forcing able
workers out of the work force. In 1948,
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47 percent of men over 65 worked.
Today, it’s one-third of that with about
16 percent continuing to work.

And if they do work, they limit how
much they work because of the earn-
ings test. In fact, 65 percent of those
seniors that work, keep their total
earnings under the earnings test limit
in order to avoid the penalties.

But if we repealed the earnings test,
we could unleash the economic power
of our seniors.

The National Bureau of Economic
Research estimates that repealing the
earnings test on workers age 65 to 69
would increase the annual number of
hours worked throughout the economy
by 5.3 percent.

That may not seem to be much, but
it actually represents 63 million more
hours worked per year, or the equiva-
lent of almost 31,500 jobs.

Because seniors would have more
money to save, invest, and spend, it’s
estimated that overall gross domestic
product would rise by $19.5 billion, in-
creasing the projected growth in dis-
posable personal income by more than
5 percent.

And this would ripple throughout the
economy, adding $6.8 billion to the
stock of U.S. capital invested in new
jobs.

Finally, the extra growth that would
be brought about by this repeal would
generate enough new tax collections to
totally offset the higher Social Secu-
rity benefit payments within 10 years.

That is why I was proud to join Sen-
ator MCCAIN last year in cosponsoring
S. 279 to repeal this antiquated test
and allow our seniors to keep all of
their Social Security benefits. And
that is why I will also support passage
of H.R. 5.

But I think we need to look at the
broader issues of retirement security,
including the taxation of Social Secu-
rity benefits, and the forced depletions
of individual retirement accounts.

In 1993, the President forced through
an increase on the amount of Social
Security benefits subject to taxation
from 50 to 85 percent for those singles
making more than $34,000 and those
couples making over $44,000.

When coupled with the earnings test,
these benefits taxes can punish some
couples with a 103 percent marginal tax
rate. These couples actually lose more
than a dollar for making another dol-
lar. Not only is this grossly unfair, it’s
also an even further disincentive for
savings and work.

But the government’s raid on senior’s
retirements assets doesn’t even stop
there. It also levies a 50 percent tax on
IRA savings when seniors fail to with-
draw when Washington wants them
withdrawn.

Current law requires seniors to start
withdrawing their IRA savings begin-
ning at age 70%.

And seniors must usually make these
withdrawals in annual amounts large
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enough to deplete the entire IRA by
the time they reach age 85.

Failure to follow these rules earns a
whopping 50 percent penalty.

This withdrawal requirement can
only be viewed as a punishment for
those who plan and save for retire-
ment. Even worse, seniors who live
past 85 may find themselves short on
funds because the Federal Government
forced them to spend their own sav-
ings. That’s not right, and it must be
stopped.

To remedy all of these gross disincen-
tives to seniors planning and saving for
their retirement, and staying active in
the work force, I introduced the Senior
Citizens’ Financial Freedom Act, S.
2180.

This legislation would accomplish
three objectives:

First, it would repeal the Social Se-
curity earnings test working penalty
on seniors, just as the legislation be-
fore us today would.

Second, it would roll back the Clin-
ton administration’s 1993 tax increase
on Social Security benefits.

Finally, it would increase the age
when minimum IRA distributions must
begin, from 70% to 85.

Passage of H.R. 5 is vitally important
to the financial well being of our sen-
iors who chose to remain in the work
force.

And I hope we will continue to work
toward truly protecting the financial
well-being of America’s seniors by also
addressing this year the other issues of
Social Security benefits taxation and
forced IRA withdrawals.

With these two important pieces of
legislation, we can really strengthen
Social Security for our seniors in the
most important place possible—their
wallets.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate is going to take an important and
long overdue step to stop penalizing
older workers in our Nation—elimi-
nating the Social Security earnings
penalty. This is a change I have advo-
cated for many years. So I am very
pleased we are taking this important
step.

This legislation, H.R. 5, is an impor-
tant step for a number of reasons.
First, it is simply the right thing to do.
There should not be a penalty for
working.

Second, we are now facing and will
continue to face tight labor markets.
In my State of Iowa, this is an acute
problem in some areas. By eliminating
the earnings penalty, experienced
workers who were discouraged from
continuing in or rejoining the work
force will have a new incentive to
work. The emergence of the Internet
and home computers offers tremendous
opportunities for seniors to work at
home. Marrying these new job opportu-
nities with a repeal of the earnings
penalty will become even more impor-
tant as the Baby Boomers retire.
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Third, a large number of older Ameri-
cans need the income. Over half of to-
day’s workers have no pension plans
outside of Social Security. They are
going to need additional sources of in-
come to maintain their standard of liv-
ing.

Some critics have expressed concern
that this change would have a negative
budgetary impact. I believe that by at-
tracting more Americans back into the
work force, either on a full-time or
part-time basis, it will strengthen So-
cial Security and the federal budget.
And I believe they will add to the pro-
ductivity of our nation.

I am pleased that the Senate has
been able to come together on a strong
bipartisan basis to pass this bill. The
President has indicated his support and
s0 it should become the law of the land
in the next few weeks. That would be a
good step forward for our Nation.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I rise to
make a few comments on the Social
Security earnings test elimination bill.
Today I join my Senate colleagues in
supporting important legislation that
will benefit millions of American sen-
iors who want to remain working after
age 656 without facing a reduction in
their Social Security benefits.

In America today there are roughly
800,000 Social Security recipients be-
tween the ages of 656 and 70. Under cur-
rent law if you are one of those 800,000
Americans and you earn more than
$17,000 this year you will begin to see a
reduction, $1 in loss for every $3 earned
over $17,000 in Social Security benefits.
I think it is important to recognize
that those being penalized are those
who have been paying into Social Secu-
rity their entire working lives. I have
long disapproved of this punitive sys-
tem that places restrictions on a per-
son’s right to work, and an employer’s
ability to hire the right person for the
job. Too often Social Security is
viewed as a handout, but for the vast
majority of Americans this is an
earned benefit that should not be sub-
ject to Depression-era work restric-
tions.

The Members of this body are famil-
iar with the numerous obstacles facing
employers, particularly small business
owners, in these times of near full em-
ployment. In my home State of Colo-
rado, our small businesses, hospitality
and tourism employers are struggling
to find experienced, qualified individ-
uals even in these times of prosperity.
Here in the Senate we have looked at
increasing the number of guest workers
visas and streamlining the visa process
in an effort to provide employers with
an opportunity to reach employees.
While we will still consider these ef-
forts, the passage of the Social Secu-
rity earnings test elimination bill will
allow employers to tap an eager and
rich population of employees already
living in every community in our
State. Importantly, this legislation
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will put an end to a depressing practice
that has forced working seniors to
leave their jobs mid-year once their
earnings threshold has been reached.
Not only will America’s working sen-
iors be spared unnecessary grief, but
these seniors and their employers will
be free to develop stable, life-long
working relationships.

The Congressional Budget Office has
estimated that this legislation will
cost $22.7 billion over the next 10 years.
I understand that actuaries from the
Social Security Administration have
reported that this cost will be neg-
ligible over the long term. I mention
this solely in the context that as we
pass this legislation we recognize that
this measure is associated with a cost.
Congress must budget appropriately in
response to this cost. Repealing the
earnings limit is an idea whose time
has come, whose time came years ago.
Part of constructing good public policy
is making hard choices. I hope that my
colleagues will recognize that if we are
not willing to assume the responsibil-
ities of these costs in other areas of the
budget we run the risk of continued fis-
cal irresponsibility that threatens So-
cial Security and a balanced Federal
budget.

Like many of my colleagues in the
Senate today I had the good fortune to
work on a precursor to this legislation
when I served in the House of Rep-
resentatives. During the 104th Congress
I voted in favor of H.R. 2491, the budget
reconciliation bill that carried a num-
ber of provisions outlined in the Con-
tract with America. One of these provi-
sions was the gradual increase of the
Social Security earnings limit. In De-
cember 1995, President Clinton vetoed
this legislation. I am thankful that
today the Senate will pass this legisla-
tion overwhelmingly, insuring relief
and increased economic freedom for
America’s seniors.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, when the
Social Security system was estab-
lished, a retirement test, also referred
to as an earnings test, was made part
of the criteria for determining an indi-
vidual’s benefits. This criterion was es-
tablished because Social Security bene-
fits are intended to replace, in part,
earnings lost by an individual or fam-
ily because of retirement, disability, or
death. Therefore, benefits are withheld
from individuals who show by their
substantial earnings from work that
they are not in fact ‘“‘retired”.

What this means today is that recipi-
ents aged 62-65 could earn up to $10,080
annually without having their benefits
affected, and those between 65-69 could
earn up to $17,000 a year. For earnings
above these limits, recipients aged 62—
65 lose $1 in benefits for each $2 of earn-
ings while those between 65 and 69 lose
$1 in benefits for each $3 in earnings.
The earnings test does not apply to re-
cipients age 70 and over, and the ex-
empt limits increase each year at the
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same rate as average wages in the
economy. Currently, it is estimated
that there are approximately 600,000 re-
cipients age 65-69 affected by the earn-
ings limit test.

Today we are repealing the earnings
limit for people between the full retire-
ment age and age 69, giving them the
opportunity for increased financial se-
curity, and providing an increase in
skilled workers during this tight labor
market.

Removing the earnings limit will
provide seniors with greater independ-
ence and financial security. Today, too
many Americans struggle through
their retirement years trying to make
ends meet. The steps we take today
will allow seniors to work longer, and
depend on their savings less, giving
them more security into their later
years. In our modern workplace it
makes no sense to penalize workers for
staying in the workforce longer. Con-
gress works hard to encourage people
to plan their retirement years thought-
fully, and removing the earnings limit
will give working families one more
tool for planning their financial future.

This move is especially timely in our
tight labor market and booming econ-
omy. Removing the earnings limit will
allow experienced workers to be able to
stay in the workforce. I have heard
from several business owners in Wis-
consin who are desperate for skilled
workers in a number of industries.
While the long term answer to the
skilled worker shortage is increased
worker training and education, encour-
aging older workers to remain in the
workforce will certainly help meet the
current demand. Proven, experienced,
mature workers will help our economy
maintain its momentum.

We should not feel too jubilant, how-
ever, about today’s accomplishment.
Comprehensive Social Security Reform
is still necessary. Today’s changes will
do nothing to hold off the coming crisis
that will begin when we start drawing
down the Social Security Trust fund in
2014. Congress needs to deal with this
soon, otherwise we are shirking our
duty to the American people.

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I rise
today to urge all my colleagues to join
me in supporting the Senior Citizens’
Freedom to Work Act. It is high time
we eliminated this Depression-era pro-
vision which penalizes motivated sen-
ior citizens for working to augment
their Social Security income.

As the law currently stands, if a per-
son between the ages of 656 and 69 earns
more than $17,000 per year, their Social
Security benefits are reduced by $1 for
every $3 they earn above $17,000. That
just isn’t right. Ours is a society which
values hard work; only our Govern-
ment would devise a scheme to penal-
ize people for working.

Before too long, in 2025, Montana will
have the third largest proportion of
senior citizens in the Nation. This
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growth rate is nationwide, however.
Our country is aging and the programs
which our parents relied on in their
golden years need to change if they are
to keep pace with the changing face of
American society.

Most of the senior citizens affected
by this unfair provision are those who
can afford it the least. These are the
very people who struggle to make ends
meet every month. Many may face the
impossible decision of putting food on
their tables or prescriptions in their
drug cabinets. We expect retirees to
augment their Social Security income
with money from outside resources but
then turn around and penalize them for
working. Isn’t it about time to bring
consistency into Social Security?
Eliminating the Social Security earn-
ings limit is one important step in re-
forming the laws which affect our sen-
ior citizens.

I urge the Senate to follow the House
of Representatives by expediting pas-
sage of this important legislation.
Working seniors deserve no less.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. L. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I rise
today to express my support for H.R. 5,
the Senior Citizens Freedom to Work
Act. This bill will do away with the So-
cial Security earnings test for those in-
dividuals between the ages of 656 to 69.
The earnings test has proved to be a
disincentive for able and healthy senior
citizens to be a productive part of the
workforce. On March 1, the House of
Representatives approved H.R. 5 by a
vote of 422-0. Moreover, the adminis-
tration has expressed its support for
the bill. While I believe the amendment
offered by Senator KERREY had merit,
attaching it to this bill would have de-
layed enactment of this important leg-
islation. Therefore, it is my belief that
we should pass this bill immediately
and send it to the President for his ap-
proval.

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I want to
express my strong support for repeal-
ing the Social Security Earnings Test
for working seniors. Many of my col-
leagues and I have been working to-
gether for the past 12 years to pass this
legislation. At long last, the Senate is
going to retire the Social Security
Earnings Test.

The Social Security Earnings Test is
a 70 year old dinosaur of a law which
was initiated to insure that Social Se-
curity benefits were granted specifi-
cally to retired persons. Today, unfor-
tunately, economic reality dictates the
need for many senior citizens to con-
tinue working in order to achieve a
basic standard of living. The Social Se-
curity Earnings Test stands as a road-
block to independence for tens of thou-
sands of seniors throughout the United
States. Furthermore, America’s seniors
represent a wealth of talent and skill.
A national policy which discourages
them from working is simply counter-
productive.
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Clearly, few other states have been as
impacted by the unfair Social Security
Earnings Test as the people in my
home state of Florida. I've seen first-
hand the impact upon Seniors of laws
which limit income. We have already
seen the impact caused by President
Clinton’s 1993 tax hike on Seniors,
when he raised the Social Security ben-
efit tax from 50% up to 85%. When are
we, as a nation, going to stop penal-
izing success?

It’s not a group of greedy million-
aires who are being impacted by the
earnings test restrictions. It’s lower
and moderate income Seniors who need
some relief from their government to
simply survive. In Florida, we are talk-
ing about grandparents who live on So-
cial Security plus any outside work
they can get. And if you have grandma
in the hospital or a nursing home fight-
ing Alzheimer’s Disease, and grandpa
has to go find some work to pay the
bills, the Social Security Earnings Test
is simply another hurdle they have to
overcome.

Several years ago, I was visiting a
worksite in Safety Harbor, Florida
where I met with a group of working
Seniors. I asked them why they were
working past the traditional retire-
ment age. Some said they simply want-
ed to have a reason to get out of the
house and do something productive.
Others said they needed the additional
income to take care of a loved one.
Still others said they wanted to main-
tain a certain lifestyle without Federal
interference.

But I was most struck by one gen-
tleman who said to me, ‘“‘Senator, we
live in a throw away society. Don’t let
them throw us away.” What this gen-
tleman was saying was that the mes-
sage the Earnings Test sends is that so-
ciety no longer needs you. How can we,
as a society, say such a thing? Clearly,
we shouldn’t.

Finally, consider this thought. Base-
ball fans might remember my grand-
father, Connie Mack, who spent many
years in major league baseball. In 1929,
he managed the World Champion
Philadelphia Athletics. In 1929, he was
66 years old. Suppose he had succumbed
to the idea that, at that age, there was
no purpose for pursuing one’s ideas,
one’s dreams in life. Suppose he had
been told by our nation that he was no
longer of value to society. He might
not have had the opportunity to
produce that great team. Fortunately,
we didn’t have a law which could have
forced him into retirement.

The Federal government is sending a
message to working Seniors that they
are over the hill. The only thing that is
over the hill is the Earnings Test. We
need to retire the Earnings Test, not
our Seniors.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER
FRIST). Is there a sufficient second?

(Mr.
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There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

Who seeks time?

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, we yield
back any remaining time.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, we
yield back any remaining time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having been yielded back, under the
previous order, the clerk will read the
bill for the third time.

The amendment was ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a
third time.

The bill was read a third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall the bill pass? The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.—

The result was announced—yeas 100,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 42 Leg.]

YEAS—100

Abraham Feingold Mack
Akaka Feinstein McCain
Allard Fitzgerald McConnell
Ashcroft Frist Mikulski
Baucus Gorton Moynihan
Bayh Graham Murkowski
Bgnnett Gramm Murray
B%den Grams Nickles
Bingaman Grassley Reed
Bond Gregg .

Reid
Boxer Hagel
Breaux Harkin Robb
Brownback Hatch Roberts
Bryan Helms Rockefeller
Bunning Hollings Roth
Burns Hutchinson Santorum
Byrd Hutchison Sarbanes
Campbell Inhofe Schumer
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The bill (H.R. 5), as amended, was

passed.

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

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the previous
order be postponed for 3 minutes.

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

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, this
is a moment of high achievement. Is
there anybody about who can remem-
ber when a substantive piece of legisla-
tion affecting millions of Americans
and dealing with the Social Security
Act would pass this Chamber 100-0? I
can’t in my 24 years.

In my 24 years, I have not seen the
like.
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I congratulate the chairman who had
the wisdom to bring up the matter,
hold it at the desk, and do it this way.

When the President gets back, I am
sure the first thing he will do is sign it,
or we can put it on a plane and send it
to meet him halfway in Geneva.

But congratulations.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I thank the
distinguished ranking member, Sen-
ator MOYNIHAN, for his kind and gra-
cious but too generous remarks. I know
we were able to get this accomplished
through his leadership. As I said ear-
lier, I do not only want to congratulate
him for his role today, but for his con-
tinuing role in his many years of serv-
ice in the Senate. I thank him for his
leadership, for his contribution, and for
his steadiness on this most important
matter.

I also say to my distinguished col-
league that it is important we recog-
nize the staff who worked so hard on
this historic measure on the majority
side.

I thank Frank Polk, Alec Vachon of
the majority staff; on the minority
side, David Podoff and Jon Resnick. I
also thank David Koitz of the Congres-
sional Research Service, Ruth Ernst of
the Senate Legislative Counsel, and
Kathy Ruffing of the Congressional
Budget Office. Frankly, if it had not
been for their hours of long staff work,
this historic bill would not have been
possible.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

———
MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business with Senators permitted to
speak therein for up to 5 minutes each.

Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized
to speak for up to 10 minutes.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that should I need an
additional 3 minutes, I may have it.

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

——

A NATIONAL ENERGY STRATEGY
FOR THE 218T CENTURY

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I am aware
that some Senators have come to this
floor in recent weeks to talk about rap-
idly increasing petroleum prices, and
other Senators have raised serious con-
cerns about home heating oil prices in
the Northeast this winter. I also recall
that certain regions of this country
were threatened by electricity brown-
outs last summer, to say nothing of the
difficulties our beleaguered farmers
may face this year and to say nothing
at this moment of what they faced last
year. All of these issues raise serious
concerns that affect our everyday lives
in every season and region of the coun-
try. The crisis that we have all been
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witnessing not only forces us to ques-
tion our dependence on foreign oil, but,
more importantly, to confront the cry-
ing need for a serious domestic energy
strategy.

I remember very well, because 1 was
here, the energy problems this country
experienced in the 1970’s. During that
decade, we were forced to confront our
energy demands and our vulnerability
to the whims of foreign powers. A quar-
ter century later, this nation is still
facing that same vulnerability. While
some circumstances may have changed,
the United States is now importing
more than half of its oil from overseas.
This fact, in addition to the potential
for volatile market swings, is very un-
settling to me. The United States
should not be held hostage to the capri-
cious decisions of other nations—friend
or foe. We should not have to go, hat in
hand, to other nations to beg them to
produce more oil so that our supply
and prices in the United States do not
plummet to levels that stifle the econ-
omy. We should not have to think of
sending in the troops every time some
regional difficulty arises in the Middle
East.

Our ultimate national interest lies
with concerns that are much larger
than the current price hikes in gaso-
line, diesel, home heating oil, or elec-
tricity. Though I am certain that, in
time, this petroleum crisis will pass as
most crises do, I fear that, as a nation,
we will sink back into somnolence,
asleep at the wheel so to speak. The
alarm is ringing loudly today, and it is
time to wake up and address the under-
lying issue—our lack of a serious, com-
prehensive national energy strategy.
That is the underlying issue. Our poli-
cies must take into account our energy
independence and U.S. energy security.
We need a policy that buffers our econ-
omy and our people from decisions
made by foreign suppliers. It is past
time to focus on increased research and
development into advanced tech-
nologies, energy efficiency and con-
servation measures, and market incen-
tives for these advanced technologies
and conservation measures. Obviously
we must also be sensitive to the envi-
ronment. Clean air and clean water
matter; the responsible use of our land
matters; and the potential impact
caused by the growth of greemhouse
gases matters. We should aggressively
investigate promising carbon seques-
tration technologies. In fact, a com-
prehensive national energy strategy
must also incorporate a strong envi-
ronmental strategy. I believe that we
can, and that we should undertake this
challenge. We ought to do it now.

The United States is vast, and our re-
sources are vast. We are a fortunate
nation in that regard. The Creator has
blessed us. Our economy is booming
and with that boom comes an increased
appetite for energy. We must consider
how much we consume and how effi-
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ciently we use these resources. We pos-
sess energy reserves of oil and natural
gas, as well as wind, solar, hydro, fuel
cell, geothermal, and nuclear power.
And, some of our most abundant en-
ergy sources are the coal reserves un-
derlying many areas of the United
States. We will need all of these re-
sources if we are ever to achieve the
goal of stable energy independence. It
is time to examine the tough questions
and to explore the opportunities before
us to increase our energy independ-
ence.

This is a daunting task, and its suc-
cess is dependent on our active support
of a focused research and development
program. I serve as the Ranking Mem-
ber of the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee. I am proud to have been able to
provide funding for a range of critical
research and development programs for
energy efficiency. I have been on that
committee 41 years; now going on 42
years. I have been on that Appropria-
tions Committee longer than any other
Senator has ever served on it. During
that time, I have been conscious of the
need for more energy research and the
need for a comprehensive energy strat-
egy. So I have provided funding for a
range of critical research and develop-
ment programs for energy efficiency.
One such research and development ef-
fort that I am especially proud of is the
Clean Coal Technology Program. I be-
lieve that it was, and continues to be,
a commonsense, forward thinking pro-
gram.

In 1985, I was able to provide the ini-
tial $750 million to create the Depart-
ment of Energy’s Clean Coal Tech-
nology Program. It has been a very
successful public-private partnership.
Originally designed to address acid rain
reduction, the Clean Coal Technology
Program is now addressing a broader
range of emission issues, including the
reduction of greenhouse gases.

Over the years, more than $2.4 billion
in federal funding has moved the clean
coal program forward. I have supported
every dollar that has been utilized in
this way. To date, 40 projects have been
approved, with 32 either completed or
scheduled to be completed by the end
of 2001. But there is a disturbing trend
taking shape at the Federal level.
These funds are being threatened by
deferrals and rescissions by this Ad-
ministration. I have had to try to fight
off these deferrals and rescissions that
are being recommended by this admin-
istration. A critical research and devel-
opment program that supports more ef-
ficient use of one of our most abundant
domestic fuel sources—coal—must not
be eviscerated if we are serious about
advancing our energy security goal. We
must continue to be ready in the event
of a crisis. We have seen these crises
occur before. Yet here we are with an
administration that wants to rescind,
wants to defer, moneys that are to be
spent in the clean coal technology pro-
gram.



March 22, 2000

The utter folly of such an approach is
self-evident. Here we have been caught
without a cushion, so we were not pre-
pared for the crisis the country is now
in. We should have been prepared. Coal
cannot be taken off the list of domestic
energy sources if we are ever to get out
of the posture of begging, begging, beg-
ging OPEC for mercy.

I come from a coal State. Coal re-
serves are plentiful—not so plentiful as
they once were in my State, but they
are plentiful in this country. Coal sup-
plies 56 percent of all electricity in this
country. See the lights up here. Elec-
tricity is what makes those lights
burn. What is behind that electricity?
Coal, C-O-A-L. It keeps the lights burn-
ing in the hospitals, in the schools, in
the Federal buildings, in the White
House.

Coal, as I say, supplies 56 percent of
all electricity in this country—b56 per-
cent.

Coal has literally fueled the Amer-
ican economy. It will continue to be an
important source of energy for the
foreseeable future—and it must con-
tinue to be. I know that there are con-
cerns about coal mining and coal use.
Some past practices would, quite right-
ly, not be condoned today. But we are
capable, as a nation, of doing better,
and we are doing more by improving
these practices while also supplying
the electricity that operates the wheels
of industry and that lightens the of-
fices so we can do our work, supplying
an important fuel that lights our
homes and businesses.

For years, not just recently, I have
promoted clean coal and other clean
energy technologies through research
and development. But many of these
newer, cleaner technologies are more
costly to bring to the market. We also
need to address the gap between the re-
search and development of these prom-
ising technologies and their widespread
deployment in the marketplace. It is
imperative that we fill that gap.

For this reason, I have worked with
Minority Leader DASCHLE and other
Members of this body to develop a tar-
geted package of tax incentives to en-
courage the demonstration and deploy-
ment of many energy efficient tech-
nologies. I worked with these Members
for over a year and a half to craft S.
1833, the Energy Security Tax Act of
1999. If Senators have concerns about
developing greater energy independ-
ence and encouraging cleaner, more ef-
ficient technologies, then I urge them
to take a serious look at this legisla-
tion. Clean coal technologies are in-
cluded in this package, as are a broad
range of incentives for other fuels, in-
cluding coal mine methane, renew-
ables, and oil and gas. Additionally, we
have included incentives for energy
conservation technologies and energy
efficient technologies and practices in
the transportation, steel, and agri-
culture sectors. I say to my colleagues,
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if you want to help develop a strategy
for an energy-independent country,
then work to get this bill passed. It is
the right thing for our economy, for
the environment, for trade, and for
jobs. It is a step toward a comprehen-
sive national policy to promote energy
efficiency, energy security, and energy
independence.

If we want to have a national energy
strategy, we must sit down together
and bring all of our interests and con-
cerns to the table. We must take a
multi-pronged approach that looks at
the whole range of fuels, the whole kit
and caboodle, at more efficient energy
technologies and conservation prac-
tices, and at the participation of a
broad spectrum of industries and inter-
ested parties. I do not want the United
States to be at the mercy of rogue na-
tions. I do not want our economy to
tremble each time OPEC flexes its
muscle. I want to ensure that we re-
main economically competitive. An ef-
ficient, stable supply of energy is key.
I believe that the challenges of this
new century can be met, lighting the
way for a new energy strategy that rec-
ognizes the importance of economic de-
velopment and environmental protec-
tion at the same time.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
could the order standing on the floor at
this time be indicated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Alaska or his designee is recognized to
speak for up to 60 minutes.

———

BALANCED PRODUCTION OF
ENERGY RESOURCES

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
compliment my good friend, the senior
Senator from West Virginia, for his at-
tention to the energy crisis that clear-
ly this Nation faces, and particularly
his attention to the realization that we
have become so dependent on imported
energy which clearly affects our na-
tional security interests.

In 1973—this is a time the Senator
would certainly remember, as many
Americans do—as a consequence of the
Arab oil embargo, we had a very sig-
nificant event in the United States. We
had gas lines around the block. Many
younger people don’t remember that
time. We were 37-percent dependent on
imported oil. We created the Strategic
Petroleum Reserve as a consequence of
our concern, fearing we might ap-
proach 50 percent dependence. We
fought a war in the Persian Gulf. At
that time, I believe we were 47-percent
dependent.

Today, this Nation is 56-percent de-
pendent on imported oil. The Depart-
ment of Energy forecasts by the year
2015 to 2020 we will be 65-percent de-
pendent. I hope we can learn something
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from history; that is, that we lose our
leverage if we become so dependent on
that single source of imports.

As the Senator from West Virginia
pointed out, we have many forms of en-
ergy in this country. We have coal, as
the Senator notes; we have gas; we
have hydro; we have nuclear. However,
we don’t have a cohesive energy policy.
As a consequence, we face a crisis. The
farmers in this country are getting
ready to plant, and they are going to
be facing high energy costs. We have
seen truckers come to Washington, DC,
and plead because they can’t pass on
the increased price of diesel to con-
sumers. We have our Secretary of En-
ergy in Nigeria, he was in Saudi Ara-
bia, he has been to Mexico, urging they
produce more oil.

What we need is a balance. We need a
balance in domestic production of en-
ergy resources in this country, includ-
ing coal, oil, and gas, using America’s
technology and America’s know-how to
develop these resources safely.

I commend my friend from West Vir-
ginia for bringing this matter to the
attention of this body and recognizing
that we have a capability in the United
States to relieve our dependence on im-
ported energy. The answer is not to go
out and generate more imports; it is to
generate more resources domestically.
In his State of West Virginia and in my
State of Alaska, we have a tremendous
capacity to produce energy, if it is
given the opportunity. We can do that
because we have the advanced tech-
nology. He talks about clean coal tech-
nology. In our State of Alaska, we talk
about drilling in the Arctic in the win-
tertime where you do not make a foot-
print because you are on top of the fro-
zen ground. If there is no oil there,
there is no scar, no footprint in the
spring.

I have the obligation of managing
some time this morning. Does the sen-
ior Senator from West Virginia have
anything further to say?

Mr. BYRD. Only 1 minute, if the Sen-
ator will yield?

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I yield.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator for
his observations. He has very cogently
and lucidly expressed those observa-
tions. I thank him for the work he has
done in this subject area. I have been
glad to work with him on some legisla-
tion, and I look forward to the oppor-
tunity of our working and cooperating
to deal with this very serious problem.

I thank him very much.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank my friend
from West Virginia because I think his
years of experience and participation
in this body on energy matters is a leg-
acy to which he continues to con-
tribute, and we can learn a great deal
from his advice. I thank my friend.

I believe the Senator from Wyoming
would like recognition at this time. I
ask how much time he would require.

Mr. THOMAS. About 6 minutes, I be-
lieve.
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Mr. MURKOWSKI. I yield 7 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HUTCHINSON). The Senator from Wyo-
ming is recognized for 7 minutes.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, we are
here, of course, to talk about oil prices,
high oil prices that affect each of us.
Let me start by recalling that less
than 2 years ago, in 1998, we had what
was considered to be the largest oil col-
lapse since 1900. The price of oil in my
State, which is heavy oil and less ex-
pensive than some other places, was $5
or $6 a barrel. Now, of course, we are
faced with oil prices that are in the
neighborhood of $30 a barrel.

I think we will hear a great deal of
talk that we need to find a long-term
answer to stabilize the production cost
of energy so we have, in fact, an ample
amount of energy. We need an incen-
tive to produce energy on a continuing
basis so the price is relatively stable.

I have talked to a number of the pro-
ducers in my State, and production is
still not as high—there are not as
many wells, not as many pumps—as it
could be. We say the price is as high as
it has ever been, but there is no assur-
ance it will continue, so you are hesi-
tant to invest the money you have—a
great deal of money, as a matter of
fact—when you do not know if that
price is going to be back where it was
before. So what we are talking about
basically is some kind of policy that
would bring about some stability in
fuel prices.

I thank Senator MURKOWSKI, the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Senate
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, for his interest and leadership
in this matter. Why this has happened
is no real surprise. There are a number
of things, frankly, that have happened
over time, and this administration can-
not be surprised that we now have en-
ergy prices that are impacting truck-
ers’ diesel fuel prices, that are impact-
ing seniors, that will have an impact
on the tourism economy in my State of
Wyoming and in agriculture, and cer-
tainly in many places in home heating.

It is not a surprise this has happened.
We need a long-term energy policy. We
need tax relief for low-production
wells. We need commonsense royalty
collection. We need access to public
lands for a multiple-use concept and to
develop oil and gas and coal.

By the way, the Senator from West
Virginia spoke of coal. Certainly, that
is very important as well. Wyoming is
the largest coal producer in the Nation,
low-sulfur coal. We are very pleased
with that.

There will be opportunities for quick
fixes. Certainly we support the idea of
Low-Income Home Energy Assistance
Programs, for example. But the fact is,
over time, we will need a policy that is
not just short- but rather long-term so
we can get away from this idea that we
are going to be threatened in both our
national security and our fiscal secu-
rity from time to time because of this.
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Part of it is regulatory. EPA has
tried to shut down coal-fired power-
plants in the U.S. when all they were
doing was routine maintenance. Coal
supplies b5 percent of the Nation’s elec-
tricity. A third of that is produced in
Wyoming.

There is an interchange between en-
ergy uses. Of course, you do not use
coal in the car, but you can use coal in
some places where you could then re-
lease the oil for transportation.

Lots of things are occurring. The
Secretary of Interior, Mr. Babbitt, is
talking about taking down hydro-
electric dams in the Pacific Northwest.
We have had substantial limitations on
the use of public lands in the West par-
ticularly. Vice President GORE has
promised to prohibit future exploration
for gas in the Outer Continental Shelf,
places where we could do this and at
the same time protect the environ-
ment.

We are into this whole question of
nonaccess to public lands. It is part of
this administration’s idea of the land
legacy, where we have now 40 million
roadless acres in the forest. We have
BLM roadless areas that keep us from
using the multiple resources. Interest-
ingly enough, the access thing goes so
far as national parks, where now there
is a policy in winter use to keep people
away from the access to Yellowstone
Park but at the same time promote the
burning of nuclear waste upwind from
the park, and have no concern about
its impact. Interesting.

A failed domestic policy is certainly
what we have. It has already been men-
tioned that, since 1992, U.S. production
is down 17 percent; consumption is up
14 percent. In just 1 year of the Clin-
ton-Gore operation, oil imports in-
creased 7.6 percent. It is now at 56 per-
cent and growing. It will be up as high
as 65.

The United States is spending $300
million a day importing crude oil, $100
billion a year. One-third of the trade
deficit is based on the importation of
oil.

So these are the kinds of things with
which we are faced. We certainly need
a long-term policy. As I suggested, we
need to take a look at the Rocky
Mountain States. We need to take a
look at Alaska. We need to take a look
at offshore opportunities, tax incen-
tives to help oil production get started,
exploration costs.

Yesterday, I cosponsored a bill intro-
duced by Senator KAY BAILEY
HuTcHISON from Texas on marginal
well credits. I think these are the kinds
of steps we can take—incentives, of
course, trying to make regulations
that do not inhibit production moving
forward.

We have a lot of things to do. There
are some real impacts, in addition to
the costs. In 1990, U.S. jobs exploring
and producing oil involved 405,000 peo-
ple. In 1999, jobs exploring and pro-
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ducing o0il and gas were down to
293,000—a 27-percent decline in the pro-
duction of energy.

I think there is a great deal we can
do, but the overriding demand is to
have a long-term policy which helps us
to increase our domestic production so
we are less reliant on overseas oil.
American families should not have to
bear the full cost of this failed energy
policy. In the long term, I hope the ad-
ministration will embrace Congress’ ef-
forts and we will move forward. I yield
the floor.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I wonder if my
friend from Wyoming will yield for a
question relative to the advanced tech-
nology applicable to coal.

I believe there have been projects in
Wyoming that have addressed the issue
in general terms of clean coal, how it
can be reformulated to reduce the
moisture and generate higher Btu’s. I
wonder if the Senator could comment
briefly as to the area in Wyoming, as
well, that could be available for oil and
gas and coal exploration but has been
withdrawn by the administration, and
the rationale behind that; if those
areas were open, what they might con-
tribute to lessen our dependence on im-
ports.

Mr. THOMAS. The Senator is cor-
rect, of course. There are a great many
things that could happen. We have low-
sulfur coal, which is very clean, but it
is relatively low Btu. You can do some
things to enrich the Btu’s. One of the
problems is transportation. We have
this great coal now that costs us less
than $6 a ton. That is what it is worth
at the mouth of the mine. But if you
take it then to Fort Worth, TX, it is
$25 because of transportation. You
could transport many more Btu’s if
you would do this enrichment.

Fifty percent of Wyoming belongs to
the Federal Government. Some of it is
set aside, of course, and should be, as
wilderness. Some of it is set aside in
forests and lands that need special pro-
tection. But much of the land is high
plains lands, and so on, that can be
used for multiple use, can be used for
production. Frankly, it has been made
so difficult. We have had such a hard
time with royalty payments, these
kinds of things that really are unneces-
sary.

The Senator from Alaska is right. We
can do a few things to encourage do-
mestic production and really take us
out of this kind of a proposition.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank my friend
from Wyoming.

I believe the Senator from Maine
seeks recognition, Ms. COLLINS. She
represents a part of the country that
has been very hard hit by high heating
oil prices with a cold winter.

While we have seen excuses made rel-
ative to certain volumes of storage ca-
pacity being taken out of existence for
heating oil because of age and the fact
that they did not comply with current
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environmental requirements for fuel
oil storage, we have seen refineries go
out of existence. But the constituents
in her area have been hit very hard.

It is my understanding that this year
in the Northeast corridor there is a po-
tential threat associated with high
electric prices as a consequence of the
likelihood that, indeed, some of the oil-
fired plants are going to have to be put
on line to meet peak demand. The costs
associated with the high price of oil to
fuel those plants will be passed on to
the consumers in her areas, which puts
a further burden on the residents of the
Northeast corridor. As a consequence,
that addresses the dilemma we have:
Whether we are going to continue to
rely on imports of energy or finally de-
velop a balance with domestic alter-
natives.

How much time does the Senator
from Maine need?

Ms. COLLINS. I request 10 minutes,
if that is available.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I am happy to
yield 10 minutes.

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

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I begin
my remarks this morning by com-
mending the Senator from Alaska, the
distinguished chairman of the Energy
and Natural Resources Committee, for
his outstanding leadership in pulling
together a plan to deal with the oil cri-
sis.

He has been very attentive and re-
sponsive to the concerns of those of us
who represent Northeast States. He has
pointed out, correctly, time and again
that one reason we are in such a bind
where we are experiencing this oil cri-
sis is that this administration has had
no plan, it has had no policy. Thus, we
have been particularly vulnerable to
the manipulation of our oil markets by
the OPEC nations.

I commend the Senator from Alaska
for his leadership. It has been a great
pleasure to work with him.

During the past winter, in Maine,
home heating oil prices have more than
doubled from the level of the previous
winter. I point out, we still have a lot
of winter left in New England. It is dif-
ficult to remember, when we are in
Washington and surrounded by the
cherry blossoms that are in full bloom
and the tulips that are coming up, that
in my home State of Maine we still
have a considerable amount of winter
yet to go through.

In fact, last weekend, when I was in
Maine, in Aroostook County, the tem-
perature was a very chilly zero degrees;
and in southern Maine, in Portland, on
Sunday morning the temperature was 9
degrees. The crisis, as far as the impact
of home heating o0il costs on my
State—and on many New England
States—has not yet eased. The crisis is
very much still with us.

Moreover, we are now seeing the in-
crease in oil prices affecting the cost of
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gasoline. According to the latest Amer-
ican Automobile Association survey,
gasoline prices in Maine now average a
staggering $1.62 a gallon. In some parts
of the State, such as Aroostook and
Washington Counties, the prices are
even higher. And there is no end in
sight.

The Department of Energy has pre-
dicted sharply higher prices for gaso-
line as the summer approaches. Again,
this is a particular concern to my
State of Maine. We are very dependent
on the tourists who come to Maine to
enjoy our beautiful scenery and out-
door recreation during the summer
months. I fear that many of them will
stay away if they are confronted with
gasoline prices that approach, or per-
haps even exceed, $2 a gallon.

The reason behind these soaring
prices is simple. OPEC’s decision to en-
gage in unfair and anticompetitive
practices to constrict the supply of oil
and drive up the prices is responsible,
primarily, for the crisis we face. This
cartel inflicts—and will continue to in-
flict—economic hardship on the fami-
lies and the businesses of the Northeast
and throughout America. The results
of the jump in oil prices may have been
felt first in the Northeast, but they are
rolling as thunder across America.

Let’s look more closely at the pri-
mary cause of the oil crisis.

OPEC is a cartel of 11 oil-producing
states that supply over 40 percent of
the world’s oil and possess over 77 per-
cent of the world’s total proven crude
oil reserves.

OPEC member countries have
colluded to take some 6 percent of the
world’s oil supply off the market in
order to maximize their profits. And
the strategy is working.

Although OPEC countries sold 5 per-
cent less o0il last year, their profits
were up by more than 38 percent.

Last October, I began warning the
Clinton administration about OPEC’s
production squeeze and the detrimental
impact the cartel would have on our
economy. At that time, oil prices were
already beginning to rise and U.S. in-
ventories were falling.

Throughout the winter, Mainers and
all Americans who heat with oil have
suffered from the highest prices in a
decade. Gradually, the economic pain
caused by OPEC has spread throughout
the country. The entire Nation is suf-
fering—and will continue to suffer—the
results of record high fuel costs.

Last fall, the administration, in re-
sponse to the concerns Senator SCHU-
MER and I and other Members ex-
pressed, told us what it is still telling
us: Just wait and see. Be patient. We
will somehow increase production. We
will convince OPEC to raise production
to normal levels.

We have waited and waited and wait-
ed. The cost of oil has gone from $20 to
$25 to $30 to $34 a barrel. Energy Sec-
retary Bill Richardson has admitted
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that the ‘‘Federal Government was not
‘prepared’ for this crisis. When he was
in Maine, he said they had been ‘caught
napping’.”” That is an astonishing ad-
mission of a lack of leadership by this
administration.

The fact is, this administration has
no plan, no policy, no approach for
dealing with this crisis. It has no en-
ergy policy at all. The administration
should act immediately to combat
OPEC’s manipulation of oil markets by
using a tool that has proven effective
in the past; that is, a measured release
of oil from our Strategic Petroleum
Reserve.

Along with Senator SCHUMER, I have
repeatedly asked the administration to
release some of the oil from our Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve into the mar-
ketplace. I have worked with the chair-
man to make sure it would be done in
a way that did not in any way jeop-
ardize our national security. It would
not in any way drain the reserve, which
has approximately 575 million barrels
in its storages. This would ease the
price.

Last November, again, Senator SCHU-
MER and I introduced a bill making
clear the President’s authority to act.
Time and again, we called upon the ad-
ministration to take some action to
provide us with relief. On March 2, we
introduced legislation calling upon the
administration to draw down the SPR
in an economically feasible manner
using what is known as swaps. A re-
lease from the SPR would have an im-
mediate and dramatic impact on the
price of oil. It would help break OPEC’s
resolve to maintain an iron grip on our
Nation’s oil supply.

I will relate what has happened in
the two past cases where we did have a
measured release of oil from our re-
serves. In 1996, the administration sold
oil from the SPR simply to raise rev-
enue, and oil prices declined almost
immediately by over 7 percent. That
was in response to merely the an-
nouncement of a one-time sale of 12
million barrels. Previously, when
President Bush tapped the reserves
during the gulf war, prices dropped by
30 percent.

In proposing that we release oil from
our reserves, I am pleased to have the
very strong support of the American
Trucking Association. Perhaps no one
has felt the pain of soaring oil prices
more than our Nation’s truckers. The
jump in prices deeply harms them and,
by extension, all American consumers
and businesses.

I have heard from a small Maine
trucking company that is in dire
straits. One operator of a trucking
company in Ellsworth tells me that
due to the high cost of diesel, many
independent contractors with whom
she contracts will simply not be able to
stay in business. Potato farmers in
northern Maine are concerned they are
going to have increasing difficulty in
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shipping their crop because the high
cost of diesel has made it economically
infeasible for truckers to drive to
Aroostook County. High diesel costs
also hurt our lumber and paper indus-
tries.

Everyone shares in the pain inflicted
by OPEC. Record-high crude oil prices
hurt all Americans—at the pump, on
the farm, in the supermarket, at the
airline ticket counter, and at home
during cold nights. These exorbitant
prices even hurt our kids. Recently a
newspaper in my State reported that
the high cost of fuel is straining school
budgets in Maine. Several schools have
canceled all field trips because they
have already depleted their budget for
gasoline, diesel, and oil costs for the
year.

I have been disappointed that the ad-
ministration has failed to heed our call
during the past several months. What
makes the administration’s failure to
act even more perplexing is the fact
some of the nations involved in the
scheme to manipulate prices are sup-
posedly our allies. They have depended
heavily on American support in the
past. These countries include Kuwait,
Saudi Arabia, Venezuela, and Mexico. I
am so frustrated in particular with Ku-
wait and Saudi Arabia. We rescued
these countries; 147 Americans gave
their lives in the cause of freeing Ku-
wait and protecting Saudi Arabia.

I hope next week when the OPEC na-
tion ministers meet they will decide to
restore normal production levels. But
we cannot wait. We have to keep the
pressure on. We have to provide short-
term and long-term relief.

There are other steps we could take.
We should suspend the 3.4-percent gas
tax hike while protecting the highway
trust fund, and we must make clear to
the OPEC nations that we will not
stand idly by.

Again, I thank the chairman of the
task force and of the committee for his
excellent leadership. I look forward to
continuing to work with him on this
very critical issue.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
thank my good friend from Maine for
an update on what has occurred as a
consequence of the crisis in the North-
east corridor and the implications as-
sociated with that in her area. I think
she certainly has been diligent in at-
tempting to bring about some relief for
her area. It is unfortunate that the ad-
ministration’s answer seems to be so-
liciting more imports. Of course, those
of us who follow this closely know that
it is somewhere between 6 and 8 weeks
before a barrel of oil that originates in
Saudi Arabia is going to be available in
her area for the benefit of relieving
those who are subjected to the high
prices of heating oil.

Before 1 recognize my friend from
Texas who is seeking recognition on
this subject, I remind my colleagues
that there is going to be a lot of finger
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pointing as to who bears responsibility.
The claim by the administration that
they have been ‘‘caught by surprise”’
suggests that they must have been nap-
ping because evidence certainly shows
that the President had knowledge of
the extent of this crisis developing
back in 1994, when the Independent Pe-
troleum Association of America peti-
tioned the Commerce Secretary, under
section 232 of the Trade Expansion Act.
Under that act, upon a request from an
interested party, which the inde-
pendent petroleum producers certainly
were, the Secretary of Commerce must
institute, over a 270-day period, an in-
vestigation into whether imports
threaten U.S. national security. Then,
if the Secretary determines such im-
ports do threaten national security,
the President has 3 months to disagree
or agree and, if he agrees, to determine
a response or a solution.

In 1994, the Independent Petroleum
Association petitioned the Commerce
Department. At that time, the late
Secretary, Ron Brown, under section
232 of the Trade Expansion Act, re-
sponded. After study, the Department
of Commerce found that imports did
threaten the national security and re-
ported this to our President. What was
the President’s response? I quote from
the 1994 findings:

I am today concurring with the Depart-
ment of Commerce and their finding that the
Nation’s growing reliance on imports of
crude o0il and refined petroleum products
threatens the Nation’s security because they
increase U.S. vulnerability to oil supply
interruptions.

Granted, that was in 1994, but some-
thing else happened in March of 1999.
The Congress asked for a new section
232 finding on oil imports.

I ask unanimous consent that a let-
ter asking the Department of Com-
merce for an evaluation under section
232 be printed in the RECORD.

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

UNITED STATES SENATE,
Washington, DC, March 12, 1999.
Hon. WILLIAM M. DALEY,
Secretary of Commerce, U.S. Department of
Commerce, Washington, DC.

DEAR SECRETARY DALEY: For over a year
now, the world oil market has been glutted
with excess supply, which has severely de-
pressed oil prices. The crash in oil prices has
resulted in record low gasoline prices and
shaved at least half a point off the inflation
rate. At the same time, the impact on do-
mestic oil production has been devastating.
According to a January survey by the Inde-
pendent Petroleum Association of America
(IPAA), 193,000 marginal oil and gas wells
have been shut down with a loss in oil pro-
duction of 360,000 barrels per day since No-
vember of 1997. Even if oil prices were to in-
crease to $14 for the next six months, an-
other 184,000 oil wells would likely be shut
in. Once marginal wells, well that produce
less than 10 barrels per day, are shut in they
rarely come back into production. With 1
million barrels per day of U.S. production
coming from marginal wells, loss of that pro-

March 22, 2000

duction would have a dramatic impact on
U.S. oil imports.

The future implications of a slowdown of
this magnitude are severe and long lasting.
New drilling is down nearly 50 percent. In
general, the only wells being drilled are
those required to maintain a lease. The
major oil companies have announced signifi-
cant cuts in capital spending, averaging 20
percent. The impact on the United States, a
high-cost province, is expected to be a reduc-
tion in capital spending on the order of 40
percent. The absence of new drilling means
that for several years we are going to have
declining production as old fields are de-
pleted without new fields being brought into
production. Oil development requires long
lead times and oil production cannot be
brought back up in short order.

According to press reports, oil industry
bankruptcy filings started to accelerate late
last year. The courts in Texas alone are ex-
pecting over 80 Chapter 7 oil industry bank-
ruptcies as a result of the crisis. Over 24,000
jobs directly in the oil industry have already
been lost, with another 17,000 expected. In
the short run, the economic impacts in some
areas are staggering. In the long run, the
risk is the lost capability for domestic pro-
duction. As companies go out of business,
equipment is taken out of service and people
are forced to find other lines of work. As the
United States discovered after the last price
downturn, once the expertise and capability
disappear, they are costly to replace when
prices do recover.

The total U.S. trade deficit last year for
goods and services was $168.6 billion, up from
$110.2 billion in 1997. The petroleum con-
tribution to the deficit was $20 billion less
than in 1997, even though imports of crude
oil were up 6 percent and all petroleum prod-
ucts 8 percent. When oil prices recover, and
they will as non-OPEC supplies decline and
developing country economies emerge from
recession, our trade deficit figures will see a
sharp increase. The Energy Information Ad-
ministration, in its Annual Energy Outlook
1999, is projecting oil imports as high as 71
percent of consumption by 2020 at a cost of
$100-$158 billion. While low o0il prices have
provided obvious benefits to the economy in
the short run, we believe it is reckless not to
be taking immedate action to mitigate the
future impact of our increasing dependence
on imported oil.

In 1994, your Department conducted a re-
view under section 232(b) of the Trade Expan-
sion Act of 1962 (19 U.S.C. 1862) and found
that the nation’s growing reliance on im-
ports of crude oil and refined petroleum
products threatened the nation’s security be-
cause they increase U.S. vulnerability to oil
supply interruptions. On February 16, 1995,
President Clinton concurred with the find-
ing, but took no action. In 1994, the U.S. was
51 percent dependent on foreign o0il; in 1998 it
was 56% dependent. Clearly, the security
threat that was found in 1995 has increased
along with those imports.

With all these factors in mind, we are here-
by requesting that you conduct an expedited
review and investigation into the impact of
low o0il prices and ever increasing oil imports
on the United States national security under
the authorities granted to you under Sec. 232
of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962. A finding
that the level of oil imports is a threat to
our national security will put the focus on a
national policy to respond to the crisis. We
respectfully request that you complete your
investigation and send your findings to the
President within 60 days.

Sincerely,
Jeff Bingman, John Breaux, Mary L.
Landrieu, Frank H. Murkowski, Kent
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Conrad, Michael B. Enzi, Max Baucus,
Byron L. Dorgan, Trent Lott, Conrad
Burns, Blanche Lincoln.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Further, I note
that that particular letter is a bipar-
tisan letter. Many Democrats as well
as Republicans are on that letter, spe-
cifically asking, again, for a new find-
ing on o0il imports and pointing out
that the domestic oil and gas industry
was basically in a free-fall—this was
March of 1999—and that that free-fall
would further threaten our national se-
curity.

In April of 1999, Secretary of Com-
merce Daley initiated the study. That
study was delivered to the President
last November. Now, the President has
not released that study, but clearly
that study is going to point out that
national security is at risk because of
our increasing dependence on imports.
Why hasn’t the White House released
that report?

Yesterday the Majority leader, Sen-
ator LOTT, along with Senator WARNER,
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, Senator HELMS, chairman of
the Foreign Relations Committee, and
myself wrote to the President laying
out this sequence of facts and asking
the President to release that report
that has been sitting on his desk since
November. Now, he is required by law
to do this within 90 days—which has
past. So when I hear from the adminis-
tration that they were caught by sur-
prise, or caught napping, I can only as-
sume they haven’t been reading their
mail, or they haven’t been moving the
reports, or they have decided they
didn’t want to bring this issue up be-
fore the American people, because they
were told in 1994 and they were told
again last November that we were risk-
ing our national security as a con-
sequence of our import and dependence
on foreign oil, which is now up to 56
percent.

The Department of Energy, in its
own forecast last year, said in the
years 2015 to 2020 we will probably be in
the area of 65-percent dependent on im-
ports. I am not buying the excuse that
they were caught napping or caught by
surprise. They were caught because
they haven’t done anything about it.
They haven’t wanted to do anything
about it. They hoped they would get
out of town before the American public
became aware, before the crisis hit, be-
fore the farmers came to Washington,
before the truck drivers came to Wash-
ington, before we had a surcharge on
our airline tickets, before we were ap-
proaching $2-a-gallon gasoline. But it
has caught up with them.

It will be very interesting to hear
what the White House is going to say
now that they have this report under
section 232 of the Trade Expansion Act;
they have had it since November. And
why haven’t they released it to the
American people?

I ask the Senator from Texas how
much time she will need. We have had
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7 minutes. We have had 10 minutes.
And we have a couple more speakers. Is
10 minutes adequate?

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Yes.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
yield 10 minutes to my good friend
from Texas, who has been very much
an integral part of our Special Energy
Committee to try to address some
short-term, interim, and some long-
term relief for the crisis we are cur-
rently facing in our country.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Alaska, the
chairman of our Energy Committee, for
taking the lead on this very important
issue. Not one person who drives a car
in this country or rides on an airplane
can fail to realize what is happening—
that we have oil prices that are going
through the roof and it is affecting
every one of us in our daily lives.

The sad thing is that this could have
been avoided. We had the opportunity
to present an energy policy in this
country that would not make us be-
holden to foreign oil resources. In fact,
when President Clinton took office, we
imported 48 percent of the oil needs in
our country. Today, it is approaching
56 percent. Over 50 percent of the oil
needs in our country are imported.

I am going to vote for all the quick
fixes that we can to get prices down as
quickly as possible because it does hurt
people who have to drive for a living,
or those who are planning family vaca-
tions, to have this kind of added ex-
pense they didn’t count on. But if we
do a short-term fix without a long-
term fix, we are doing nothing to solve
the real problem in this country—that
we are consuming more oil than we are
producing and we are too dependent on
foreign sources.

I want to help the people in the
Northeast who are suffering from ter-
rible heating o0il shortages and high
prices. I want to help every American
who is driving a car and seeing $50 reg-
ister on the gasoline pump. I want to
make sure we realize we can do some-
thing to make our own country more
self-sufficient and these are things that
will be good for everyone.

When prices were so low that small
producers could not break even—in 1997
and 1998—we lost much of the small
business in our country that is in oil
production. I have a great empathy for
farmers in our country, as does Con-
gress and the President. So when prices
are artificially low for agricultural
products, we do something for the
small farmer to make sure they can
stay in business because they are the
bread basket of America and it is in all
of our interests to do that.

But somehow, when we talk about
small oil producers, people don’t think
of that as a small business. They think
of oil as big oil. They think of it as
J.R. Ewing. That is not the small pro-
ducer in our country. A normal well in
our country would be putting out 1,000
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barrels. In Alaska, they put out 6,000
barrels a day. When we talk about a
marginal well, we are talking about a
15-barrel-a-day quantity; the output is
15 barrels a day. This is a very small,
low-profit-margin well. These are small
businesses that are creating jobs in
America.

What I want to do as part of a long-
term solution is help those small pro-
ducers when prices go so low that they
have to go out of business and close
their wells. In 1997 and 1998, 20 percent
of these producers were put out of busi-
ness because prices were 37, $8, $9 a bar-
rel and they could not break even.
Once a well is shut in, they pour con-
crete down the hole, so it is very ex-
pensive to reopen it.

Now, to put this in perspective, you
might think, why would we want to
save a 15-barrel-a-day well? The reason
is that all of those small wells, put to-
gether—about 500,000 of them across
the country—can create the same
amount of oil as we import from Saudi
Arabia. So if we can keep these little
guys in business, that creates a base
for our country that does make a dif-
ference—the same amount of oil we im-
port from Saudi Arabia that we are
getting in our own country, creating
jobs in our own country, creating tax-
paying citizens, paying taxes to school
districts, paying sales taxes to our
States and income taxes to the Federal
Government. So this is not a loss to
the Federal Government; this is a win
for everyone.

In my State of Texas, where they
have given tax breaks to small pro-
ducers—the 15-barrel-a-day producers—
they have reopened wells and they have
put over a billion dollars into the econ-
omy of the State just by giving incen-
tives for these small guys to stay in
business. So if we can do this when
prices fall below $17 a barrel, we will
create revenue for our States and Fed-
eral Government, jobs for American
people, and we will create more oil so
the price is stabilized, so we won’t see
the spikes caused by foreign countries
deciding they are not going to produce.
It is a win for everyone.

This is not big oil. The big oil compa-
nies rarely, if ever—I would say never,
but I could be wrong; maybe there is a
well out there that is 15 barrels a day,
but it is not the kind of thing big com-
panies do. But it is a livelihood for a
small producer, and we should treat
them like a small family farmer be-
cause it is in our interest to do so. It
doesn’t hurt us in revenue, it helps us.

My addition to the long-term solu-
tion here is to help producers who are
drilling wells that produce 15 barrels a
day, or less, by giving them a tax cred-
it for the first 3 barrels of the 15 bar-
rels when the price falls below $17 a
barrel.

That is it.

If it goes to $18 a barrel, there is no
tax credit because then they can break
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even on their own. But when it falls
below $17, then they need that help to
keep those jobs, to keep that well
pumping until they get to $18 a barrel.
Frankly, if we did this, the prices
would stabilize and we wouldn’t have
the lows and the highs.

I commend our chairman, FRANK
MURKOWSKI, for putting together a
package. I wish we had an energy pol-
icy from the administration. I hope
they will work with us.

Our package says we are going to
lower the gasoline taxes immediately
until prices go back up to the $17 or $18
a barrel level; we are going to give help
to people who need help in extra fund-
ing for fuel oil; we give help to the
truckers who rely on fuel prices being
at a steady level when they make con-
tracts. We will do the short-term fixes.
But we must address the long-term
problems. If we did, we could pump im-
mediately 250,000 barrels a day in our
country with the small guys, with the
little guys—the little oil producers who
would reopen a well or believe they
could make the investment to go back
in and start drilling again—and start
our production so we would not be to-
tally beholden to foreign countries for
our energy needs.

I hope our package is not just short-
term fixes because if it is, we will be
walking away from the responsibility
of Congress to have an energy policy
that will for the long term stabilize
prices at a reasonable level so we can
keep jobs in America and so we can
have the security that we will not im-
port more than 50 percent of the needs
of our country.

Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
wonder if I might ask a question of my
friend from Texas relative to, again,
the contribution of these small stripper
wells. They are prevalent in our State,
Oklahoma, and other areas. While they
don’t produce much, the numbers are
significant. Collectively putting them
together could offset dramatically a
significant portion of what we import.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. That is exactly
right.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Does the Senator
have a figure on how significant they
are collectively?

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I think the chair-
man is exactly right. In fact, if we
helped these small stripper wells and
these little guys so they could afford to
g0 back in and drill again, we would be
creating the same number of barrels as
we import from Saudi Arabia. They
could produce 250,000 barrels almost
immediately if they knew there was a
policy that would protect them against
a drop because then they could afford
to make the investment.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. When they are
shut down, they are difficult to reopen
and are almost lost.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. That is exactly
right, and 250,000 barrels a day could
come on line practically immediately.
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Mr. MURKOWSKI. This proposal of a
floor and a ceiling for somewhere in
the area of $14 to $17 would guarantee
them an opportunity to continue when
prices dropped below a figure and when
ordinarily they would cease to exist be-
cause they couldn’t operate below that
price.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. They couldn’t
exist when prices fell to $11, $10, or $9
a barrel. They cease to exist. Some of
them will never come back.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. We would be los-
ing those jobs, and the dollars would be
spent overseas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. When the price
goes to $18 a barrel, there are no tax
credits—nothing—because they can
make it on their own.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I very much ap-
preciate the contribution of the Sen-
ator from Texas who has been very in-
strumental, I think, in coming up with
some solutions as opposed to just im-
porting more oil.

Mr. President, how much time is re-
maining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 13 minutes.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I yield 6 minutes
to my friend from Oklahoma.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

I think one thing the Senator from
Texas, Mrs. HUTCHISON, failed to say is
that she has legislation to do the very
thing she is talking about that is crit-
ical to more than just the economy of
this country and just the price of oil
but also to our national security.

I can remember in 1985 serving in the
other body. At that time, we and Sec-
retary of the Interior Hodel had a dog-
and-pony show where we would go
around the Nation and explain to peo-
ple in consumption States that our de-
pendency on foreign sources for our oil
was a national security issue. That
means we are dependent upon them for
our ability to fight a war. This is an in-
controvertible fact. In fact, if you go
back to World War I, the wars have
been won by those countries that have
control of the energy.

I certainly applaud Senator
HUTCHISON for her legislation. I am a
Ccosponsor.

I think this is one of the ways we do
it. We have two major sources in this
country that we need to tap: One is in
the State of Alaska, and offshore. I
have been up there. I know how com-
patible that is to the ecology up there.
I believe we are going to have to do it.
Of course, in our areas, to some de-
gree—Arkansas, Oklahoma, and Texas
in the oil belt—we have tremendous re-
serves. But all of it is in shallow
steppes.

She talks about 15 barrels a day. I
used to do this for a living. I was a tool
dresser on a table tool rig. Nobody
knows what a table tool rig is any-
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more. But at that time, you had to
work and work very hard.

It costs us in the United States of
America 10 times as much to lift a bar-
rel of oil out of the ground than it
costs in Saudi Arabia.

You would think we were smart
enough in this country to learn from
experience, but we are not. In 1973, we
were going through exactly the same
thing we are going through today. The
OPEC countries could produce oil
cheaply. They had control of this. We
were at that time only 36-percent de-
pendent upon them, but that was
enough for them to control to the ex-
tent they lowered the price and starved
out the small, marginal well producers
and stripper producers. They were no
longer able to stay in business.

It is not easy to say: It is fine now
because it is $38 a barrel, or $28 a bar-
rel. It doesn’t work that way. There
has to be a predictability of price.

When you are making an investment
decision to drill one of these wells, that
has to be made about 6 months before
you actually go into the ground. If you
have fluctuating prices, you can’t find
many people who are willing to risk
their capital to go in the ground. We
have to have predictability. The only
way we are going to have that is with
a national energy policy.

I have probably been the chief critic
of this administration in every area,
from energy to national defense. But in
this case I have to, in all fairness, say
we do not have a national energy pol-
icy. We tried to get a national energy
policy under President Reagan, under
President Bush, and certainly under
President Clinton. We have not been
able to do it. This is where we are
going to have to concentrate our ef-
forts.

I think people who are concerned
about prices need to understand there
is another thing coming, and that is
the EPA. Truck drivers have been re-
questing that Congress step in to re-
duce the cost of diesel fuel. If they
think prices are high now, wait until
the EPA finalizes their sulfur and die-
sel rule. I have talked to small refiners.
They do not know how they can oper-
ate at that particular level. That is
going to have a direct effect. It could
double the cost of diesel.

Yesterday, Carol Browner said she
wanted to eliminate the oxygenate
mandate in fuels. However, she wants
to mandate that all fuels contain a 1.5-
percent renewable component. That
means the cost is going to go up. It is
done under the banner of the ecology.

The issue we are dealing with today
is far more serious than just the price
of gas at the pumps or the price of oil
to heat our houses. This is a national
security issue. We are now dependent
upon foreign sources for our ability to
defend America.

It has to come to a stop. The only
way it can come to a stop is develop a
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national energy policy, the cornerstone
of which is a percentage beyond which
we cannot go beyond for dependence on
foreign sources. I applaud the chairman
for his efforts and join in the efforts to
bring about such a policy.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank my friend,
the Senator from Oklahoma. I remind
the Senator that in 1973 when we had
the Arab oil embargo, we had a bipar-
tisan effort to come together, to take
steps to ensure we would never be over
50-percent dependent on imported oil.
We created the Strategic Petroleum
Reserve. Clearly we didn’t follow what
we were preaching at that time. I
thank my friend from Oklahoma for his
contribution.

In the remaining minutes, I will
point out a couple of relevant facts I
think Members need to be cognizant of.
One of the short-term proposals that
our energy caucus has come up with is
to support a temporary suspension
until year end of the 4.3-cent-a-gallon
gasoline tax that was added in 1993.
Some will remember we had a debate
on the floor regarding that tax. We
were tied on the 4.3-cent-per-gallon
gasoline tax increase. Vice President
GORE came to the floor and broke the
tie. Some have taken the opportunity
to suggest this is the Gore tax, the 4.3
cent a gallon. It amounted to a 30-per-
cent tax increase on the gasoline.

We are proposing a temporary sus-
pension. The proposal suggests we will
not jeopardize any of the contracts
that are outstanding for highway fund-
ing this year, that we will replace the
offset by the end of the year through
the general fund or surplus, or a com-
bination of both, or perhaps if the price
of oil should come down, we will do it
that way. However, we clearly will not
jeopardize the highway trust fund by
this proposal.

Another reality I think is worth
mentioning because it is very signifi-
cant relates to the fact we are cur-
rently importing a significant amount
of oil from Iraq. We fought a war over
there not so many years ago. We lost
147 American lives of service men and
women. The object was to expel Sad-
dam Hussein from Kuwait. We have 458
Americans who were wounded; 23 were
held prisoner of war. What has it cost
the American taxpayer since the end of
the Persian Gulf war to ensure that
Saddam Hussein stays within his bor-
ders? A little over $10 billion—we were
enforcing a no-fly zone; we were enforc-
ing some embargoes. I mention this be-
cause of the inconsistency.

Now we are importing oil from Iraaq.
Our greatest percentage of growth in
imports is coming from Iraq. In 1998, 1
think it was 336,000 barrels a day; In
1999, it is over twice that much.

Where is the consistency in our pol-
icy? We can condemn the Saudis for
not increasing oil production. We can
condemn the Mexicans. The Secretary
of Energy went to the Saudis and said:
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We have an emergency, we need more
production.

Do you know what they said? They
will have a meeting on March 27 and
let us know. He says: No, you do not
understand. We have an emergency.
And they said: No, we have a meeting.

He went to Mexico and begged for
more production from Mexico. Do you
know what the Mexicans said? They
said: Where were you, United States,
when oil was $13, $14, $15 a barrel and
our economy was in the bag?

That is what we are hearing as a con-
sequence of our dependence on this
source. Some suggest we should con-
sider pulling out troops if OPEC fails
to raise production. Obviously, that is
contrary to our own best interests, as
well.

It is important to point out the in-
consistencies associated with our poli-
cies and the realization we have al-
lowed ourselves to become so depend-
ent. We were aware of it as evidenced
by the section 232 Trade Expansion Act
report. The President had it in 1994 by
the Department of Commerce and he
had it last November and he has not
chosen to release it. That is where we
are.

I conclude by reminding my col-
leagues that things are probably going
to get worse in some areas of the coun-
try. We had the Senator from Maine in-
dicate the difficulties associated with
heating oil. Let me advise the North-
east corridor that there may be higher
electric generation prices coming this
summer in their electric bills. Only 3
percent of the Nation’s electricity
comes from oil-fired generating plants,
but in the Northeast corridor it is
much higher. It is estimated that the
older oil-fired plants will have to come
online this summer and the price will
go up because they use a uniform price
method to set prices.

In other words, the last energy
source that comes online dictates the
price for the other sources and there is
a windfall. In other words, those pro-
viding electricity using gas, which is
cheaper, charge the same price as those
generating electricity using oil. If I
have not confused the President, I
think he has an idea of the point: Elec-
tricity prices will go up in the North-
east.

The Northeast corridor relies 33 per-
cent, I am told, on fuel oil for its power
generation. By some estimates, an oil
plant that offered electricity at $37 per
megawatt hour 1 year ago may now
seek a price of $75 or more—assuming
fuel is purchased on the open market.
It may be more as owners of oil units
are free to ask whatever price desired.

If there were an abundance of power
this would not be an issue, but there is
not an abundance of power. It is very
likely, according to the estimates we
have received from sources in the in-
dustry, that every kind of generation
available will likely be utilized this
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year in the Northeast corridor—includ-
ing fuel-oil units.

The bottom line is that as long as
OPEC controls the price of oil and we
allow our domestic production to con-
tinue to decline, American consumers
continue to pay the price.

The alternative is clear: We have to
reduce our dependence on imported oil.
To do that, we have to go across the
breadth of our energy sources. We have
to have the people in the Northeast
corridor recognize the answer to their
problem is more domestic production
and less dependence on imported oil.
That suggests an aggressive policy of
opening up the overthrust belt in the
Rocky Mountains, opening up Alaska,
opening up OCS areas, and do it right,
with the technology we have. Other-
wise, this situation will happen again
and again and again. The Northeast
corridor will feel it first and foremost.

I thank the Presiding Officer for his
patience and diligence in listening to
the presentation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. Under the pre-
vious order, the Senator from Illinois,
Mr. DURBIN, or his designee is recog-
nized to speak for up to 50 minutes.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I yield
such time as necessary for this presen-
tation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

——
THE MIDDLE EAST

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, last
week, in the middle of a 10-day trip to
Syria, Lebanon, Jordan, and Israel, I
read a story in the International Her-
ald Tribune about a discovery made by
a joint Chinese-United States paleon-
tology team in China. The team found
45-million-year-old fossil remnants of
an animal the size of a thumb they be-
lieve is a key evolutionary link be-
tween pre-simian mammals and human
beings. From an analysis of the fossils,
the team speculated that the animal
met an unfortunate fate: He became
the regurgitated meal of a hungry owl.

Misery loves company and there are
times in the Middle East when one
feels like that unfortunate animal try-
ing to figure out and understand what
our policy ought to be to pursue peace
in that turbulent, difficult region.

In the Middle East the search for
peace can seem as slow to develop and
the politics can be as brutal as the
rules of natural selection where sur-
vival is the most important virtue. For
most of the modern era survival in the
Middle East has been defined in mili-
tary terms. However, because the Mid-
dle East is not immune from the com-
petitive demands of the global econ-
omy, increasingly survival’s definition
has been modified with economic strat-
egies and analysis.

That is among the most important
reasons for improved chances of peace
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between Israel and Syria. To that end
President Clinton’s decision to fly to
Geneva, Switzerland to meet with Syr-
ian President Hafez al-Assad is a very
hopeful sign. The President has a high
degree of respect from both President
Assad and Israeli Prime Minister
Barak. As such, he may be able to con-
vince Mr. Assad to make some gesture
to the Israeli people which will make
possible the eventual surrender of the
all-important Golan Heights. The
Golan Heights were captured from
Syria on June 10, 1967, at the end of the
Six Day War, and have been a part of
Israel for 33 years; no Israeli leader can
surrender this land unless legitimate
security concerns are thoroughly satis-
fied.

If the President’s discussions with
President Assad do help produce a
peace agreement between Israel and
Syria, it will add momentum to the
successful completion of final status
talks between Israel and the Palestin-
ians. It will decrease the potential for
tragedy in southern Lebanon following
Israel’s unilateral withdrawal by July
1. And finally, it will increase the
chances that Lebanon could become
more independent from Syria.

Syria’s 15 million people are facing a
very uncertain future. This uncer-
tainty begins with the nature of their
government—a dictatorship with Presi-
dent Assad in absolute control. Mr.
Assad has held power since 1970 and has
tried to give the impression of popular
support with coerced referendums; in
1991 he received a ‘‘vote of confidence”
from 99.9 percent of Syrians. However,
Mr. Assad’s age and health make it
likely that power will be transferred in
the next few years. The current leading
candidate 1is the President’s son,
Bashar, a thirty year old ophthalmol-
ogist.

Peace with Israel would make it
much more likely that President
Assad’s son would survive in power. A
peace agreement would mean normal-
ized relations with Israel and an end to
Syria’s support of terrorism. It would
make it more likely that badly needed
investment would enter the country
and it would allow Syria to divert
much needed resources from defense
into health and education. The result-
ing economic growth would bring new-
found opportunities to the Syrian peo-
ple though not nearly as great as the
opportunities they would have if they
would begin a transition away from a
dictatorship to democracy.

From the Israeli point of view, a
peace agreement with Syria would
bring benefits that could lead to solv-
ing regional economic problems as well
as contributing to a more favorable
agreement with the Palestinians.
Peace would mean that all three na-
tions—Jordan, Egypt and Syria—with
whom Israel has fought three wars
would recognize Israel’s right to exist
as an independent nation.
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In theory it would seem like peace is
possible, but the Middle East is a place
where life is always standing theory on
its head. Not only is a U.S. Presi-
dential election coming to a theater
near all of us in 8 months, but the po-
litical scene in both Syria—a dictator-
ship with transition difficulties—and
Israel—a democracy divided into small-
er and less effective political groups
than at an time in its 50-year history—
makes it most likely that defeat will
once more be snatched from the jaws of
victory.

I would say the chances of success
are comparable to making a three-ball
pool shot on a pool table littered with
debris. However, given the benefits of
peace it is a shot work taking.

The benefits for the United States of
an agreement between Israel and Syria
are considerable. They include:

Improved security for Israel,
closest ally in the region;

Increased openness and opportunity
for regional cooperation since Israel
would then have peace agreements
with Syria, Jordan, and Egypt;

Decreased threat of terrorism di-
rected at Israel or the United States;

Increased chances that Lebanon can
become a fully independent and demo-
cratic nation; and,

Greatly decreased threat of cata-
strophic use of weapons of mass de-
struction in this fragile region.

The benefits to the United States
must be quickly understood by Con-
gress because when an agreement is
reached, there is no doubt that the
United States will be asked to spend
money in order to give both sides the
confidence that peace will make them
more secure. The figure of $17 billion
over a 10-year period has been raised in
the press, specifically directed at fund-
ing means to give Israel the security
which it currently enjoys from being
present on the Golan Heights. The dol-
lar costs are important, but I would
like to focus less on the amounts than
on what will be needed to make an
agreement successful.

First, Israel needs the assurance of
early warning. It needs to be warned
about potential missile attacks—or
other use of weapons of mass destruc-
tion—so it can deter or intercept such
attacks. It needs to be warned of poten-
tial ground attacks so it has time to
mobilize its ground defenses. Without
the assurance of early warning, the
Israeli people will not feel secure. To
emphasize, Israel is a real democracy.
They do not have a dictator making
the decision. The people have to feel
secure in order for a peace agreement
to work. Without real security, the
Israeli people, quite rightly, will not
support any peace agreement.

In my view, monitoring from the
high ground overlooking the Golan
Heights is essential to achieving any
agreement and to maintaining Israel’s
security. A largely automated equip-
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ment set should suffice, but if per-
sonnel are required on site, I think
American contractors, not soldiers, can
and should do the job. Operating on an
isolated mountainside, they would be
in more danger than are our peace-
keepers in the Sinai Multilateral Force
of Observers. This is an appropriate
task for us.

Another potential cost, and one that
is rarely mentioned, is economic as-
sistance to Syria. The poverty and lack
of economic dynamism in Syria is the
fault of the Syrian regime, whose
mania for control has largely smoth-
ered the entrepreneurial instinct of
Syria’s talented people. And,
unsurprisingly in a regime which has
ruled unchallenged for 30 years, there
is corruption. But if Syria will agree to
a timetable of economic opening and a
transition to democracy, U.S. eco-
nomic aid for Syria would be appro-
priate. Syrians need to see a peace divi-
dend. Given the business skills and am-
bition of Syrians, I expect a free-mar-
ket, democratic Syria to move up
quickly in global economic standings
and to be a partner with Israel in trade
as well as in security arrangements.

Lebanon poses perhaps the biggest
challenge to a comprehensive peace. If
Lebanon is to play a positive role in
the peace process, and if Lebanon is to
become independent of Syrian domina-
tion, many Lebanese are going to have
to act with both courage and gen-
erosity. As Israel withdraws from
southern Lebanon, Lebanese leaders
should send their own rebuilt and
united army to the south to disarm
Hezbollah and the South Lebanese
Army and to prevent future attacks on
Israel. Lebanon should do this even if
Syria objects. It is Lebanon’s duty to
be sovereign in all its territory, and to
prevent attacks on other countries
that emanate from Lebanese territory.
I am sympathetic to all Lebanon has
undergone over the past 25 years, but 1
am describing only the minimal duties
of an independent state.

Occupying the south will take cour-
age. Two other big problems—the fu-
ture of the South Army and the future
of Palestinian refugees in Lebanon—
will require generosity. The Lebanese
Army should integrate the SLA fight-
ers into its own ranks and make them
welcome. It should similarly integrate
those Hezbollah combatants who re-
quest it. Regarding the Palestinians,
some of whom have resided in camps in
Lebanon since 1948, Lebanon should
likewise be generous. Those Palestin-
ians who request it should be accorded
citizenship and Lebanon should make a
special effort to integrate them fully
into its national life. It seems pre-
sumptuous of me to advise a country
which fought a long civil war over just
such issues to now take bold action to
integrate its marginalized groups. But
if Lebanon fails to do so it will be nei-
ther peaceful nor independent, and its
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weakness will lessen the chances of
peace in the region.

Let us suppose that this extraor-
dinary long shot works, that all three
balls go in their respective holes, and
that Israel, Syria, and Lebanon, with
American help, make a real peace.
There will still be dangers emanating
from the Middle East. The weapons of
mass destruction now in the arsenals of
Iran and Iraq, and the weapons those
two states are still developing, present
a lethal danger. The Iranian regime
seems more rational and more amend-
able to democratic change than does
Saddam’s regime in Baghdad, but there
won’t be true security in the region
until Iran and Iraq are free-market de-
mocracies and are fully integrated into
the family of nations.

Furthermore, looming overall these
security challenges is the biggest prob-
lem of the Middle East: The lack of
water. Water is not a respecter of polit-
ical boundaries; water shortages can
only be solved on a regional basis, and
if they are not solved diplomatically
these shortages will be a longstanding
source of military conflict.

Despite all of these challenges, it is
still worthwhile for us to maintain our
patience for peace. The peace we are
helping build today will have enormous
benefits. Perhaps the greatest benefit
is that the burden of fear which over-
hangs the whole region will be lifted. I
am thinking of the fear of a mother
whose son has been drafted, the fear of
a child in a bomb shelter, the fear that
large crowds at a market or sports
event might attract a terrorist bomb,
the fear with which a family fits and
adjust their gas masks, the fear of war
that keeps investors away, the fear of
the unknown alien race that lives in
very similar circumstances just 30
miles away.

As many of my colleagues know, the
people who deal with these fears are
wonderful people. They are our friends,
our actual relatives in many cases. For
many of us they are our spiritual cous-
ins as well, they are at home in a re-
gion many of us call holy, and they
have lived with fear for too long. That
is why one of our Government’s noblest
efforts right now is the effort to help
the pragmatism, good sense, and good
will of the region’s leaders bring peace
to the Middle East.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
BURNS). The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak in morning business.

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

(Mr.
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Mr. DURBIN. Is it my understanding,
under the order, we are to be in morn-
ing business until 12:30; is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

THE BUDGET

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I come
to the floor this afternoon to address
an issue which is paramount now at
this moment in time in this congres-
sional session. Each year, we have cer-
tain things we have to do before we can
g0 home. The first of those things is to
pass a budget resolution.

The President comes to Capitol Hill
in January. He gives his State of the
Union Address and suggests a legisla-
tive agenda, as Presidents have done, I
believe, since President Woodrow Wil-
son. Then, shortly after that speech,
the President’s wishes are translated
into a budget proposal submitted by
the President to Congress.

Of course, we have coequal branches
of Government. We are very proud of
our responsibility. We look at the
President’s budget as an indicator of
where the country might be headed.
Then we add our own priorities. We de-
cide, if we agree with the President,
that we will go forward with some of
his spending plans. If we disagree, we
come up with our own proposal. That
proposal is known as the budget resolu-
tion. It is a resolution passed by the
House, passed by the Senate, one we
hope we can agree on, but it isn’t
signed by the President. It is really the
Congress’ view of how we should spend
the money the people of America give
us to supervise and maintain.

The budget process is one where Con-
gress has the burden on its shoulders.
The President has met his responsi-
bility. Now it is our turn. We usually
try to make certain that before April 1
that budget resolution will be enacted
so that then we can get to work on the
Appropriations Committees.

The budget resolution is like a blue-
print. The Appropriations Committees
take 13 different appropriations and
spell out, in fine detail, what the budg-
et resolution has instructed them to
do.

There are large-scheme things we
consider and smaller things, as well.
On the larger scheme, we want to con-
tinue to bring down the deficit that we
have faced in this country for so long,
and the national debt which we have
accumulated. On a smaller scheme
basis—certainly not small in terms of
importance, but in spending, we con-
sider everything from the Federal pris-
on system, education, the defense of
the country, foreign aid—you name it—
each of the appropriations bills takes
that into account. The first step is the
budget resolution.

I am a member of the Budget Com-
mittee. I kind of jokingly say that I
served a 6-year sentence on the House
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Budget Committee, and now I am back
in the role of the Senate’s Budget Com-
mittee serving my time as well. It is
not as tough an assignment as that
might lead one to believe. We have a
wonderful chairman in Senator PETE
DoOMENICI of New Mexico; we have a
great minority spokesman in FRANK
LAUTENBERG of New Jersey. But we do
have differences of opinion.

It appears this Presidential election
year has made the budget process more
difficult than ever. I think the major-
ity party, the Republican Party, has a
tough job on their hands. They now
have a candidate for President, Gov-
ernor George W. Bush, who has said his
vision of America involves a substan-
tial tax cut that goes primarily to the
wealthiest people in America. Vir-
tually every Republican Senator and
Member of the House has closed ranks
and said he or she supports Governor
Bush, and that is the cornerstone of
the Bush campaign, this large tax cut
for upper-income Americans.

It has become difficult to convert the
Republican Presidential primary rhet-
oric into budget realities; in other
words, to take the promises from the
campaign stump by Governor Bush of a
massive tax cut and turn it into a
budget reality on Capitol Hill. I think
that is why our budget process this
week broke down. The Republicans
canceled today’s hearing to discuss the
budget resolution. I am afraid the Re-
publican majority can’t quite get it to-
gether.

I think they ought to think twice. I
hope they do not include in their budg-
et resolution Governor Bush’s tax cut
because, frankly, it is a tax cut Amer-
ica cannot afford. It is one thing for us
to say it is only some $223 billion. In
fact, it is much more over a 5-year pe-
riod of time. If Leonardo DiCaprio and
others will forgive me, we think the
U.S. economy is doing very well, sail-
ing along. In this Republican tax
scheme, we see $223 billion up here that
might be its cost over the first 5 years,
but take a look at this iceberg below,
which could sink this ship, the U.S.
economy. Once you have played out the
cost of the Bush tax scheme, it ap-
proximates $2 trillion; $2 trillion in an
economy that seems to be doing quite
well as is.

Take a look last year at what was
proposed by the Republicans as part of
their tax relief. Over 5 years, it was
$156 billion. Then as it grew over 10
years, it went to $792 billion. In this
year’s debate, the Congressional Re-
publican budget plan is over $200 bil-
lion in the first 5 years, and over 10
years, it just mushrooms and explodes
in size.

One might say: Well, frankly, I would
like to have a tax cut. Wouldn’t every-
body, an individual, a family, a busi-
ness? Of course. But we have to ask a
harder question. Would we risk endan-
gering the current economic growth in
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this country in order to pass a large
and expanding tax cut that goes pri-
marily to wealthy people? Would we be
in favor of such a tax cut plan as op-
posed to paying down the national
debt, a debt which, frankly, we have to
raise tax money for every single day to
pay interest? Wouldn’t it be better—in-
cidentally, Federal Reserve Board
Chairman Alan Greenspan thinks so
and I agree with him—to reduce the na-
tional debt as opposed to giving tax
breaks to wealthy people?

As that debt comes down, we are say-
ing to our children: Here is an America
that is strong, a great democracy, a
leader in the world, a nation
unencumbered by debt that has been
accumulated over the last several dec-
ades.

President Clinton’s plan suggests
that our first priority should be bring-
ing down America’s national debt be-
fore we start talking about massive,
risky tax schemes. I think the Presi-
dent is correct because in bringing
down that national debt, we invest
money in Social Security, meaning
that it is stronger longer, and we in-
vest money into Medicare, the health
insurance plan for the elderly and dis-
abled in America, a plan which needs
our assistance. That, I think, is the re-
sponsible course.

As I have gone across my State of Il-
linois and met not just with my friends
on the Democratic side but inde-
pendent voters and Republican busi-
nessmen and businesswomen, they
agree. The most conservative, the most
disciplined approach is not a massive
tax cut but rather bringing down
America’s national debt so that our
children are not burdened with paying
interest on that. That is why my
friends on the Budget Committee on
the Republican side are really having a
tough time of it. They are trying to
sell something to America it is not
buying. This Governor George W. Bush
tax cut is one that, frankly, could jeop-
ardize our economic growth, could take
money away from reducing our na-
tional debt. I think the American peo-
ple understand that is just not a good
thing to do.

The President’s proposal is to focus
on bringing down that debt—in fact, at
three or four times the rate of what
has been proposed by the House Repub-
lican Budget Committee—and at the
same time, the President says, with
the surplus, without raiding Social Se-
curity, but with the surplus, let’s try
to deal with some of the priorities of
our Nation.

Take a look at our priorities: Save
Social Security first; paying down the
debt; protecting Medicare. Here is one I
found across Illinois that is extremely
important to people—providing a pre-
scription drug benefit for elderly peo-
ple. Medicare doesn’t include it. A
third of the seniors do quite well and
have coverage. Another third have
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some coverage. But a third have none
at all.

I have met these people. These are
men and women who have prescription
drug bills of $200 a month and more,
living on fixed incomes. Many of us be-
lieve Medicare should include a pre-
scription drug benefit and some of the
surplus should be dedicated for that.
Sadly, some of the proposals coming
from the Republican side provide not a
penny for a prescription drug benefit.

Then, from the same surplus, invest
in education. I think we all agree and
understand America is strong because
we have a good educational system and
a well-trained and well-educated work-
force that can compete in the world in
the 21st century. We want to be able to
say this, too, can be an American cen-
tury, and it means investing in edu-
cation.

What will we put the money into?
Well, certainly to upgrade the skills of
teachers so they can teach the latest in
terms of science and math and the best
approaches to learning; in addition,
modernizing our schools, and making
sure they are safe. We can bring com-
puter technology to our schools for
every kid in America. We talk about
afterschool programs so Kkids don’t
have those idle hours without super-
vision. They have a chance to stay
after school, under supervision, to be
tutored if they are falling behind, en-
richment courses if they are good stu-
dents, counseling if they are troubled.
Those things are all helpful and move
us in the right direction.

President Clinton has suggested that
we should reduce class sizes so that in
the lower grades, when kids need more
attention, we will have fewer Kkids in
the classroom. I think that makes
sense. I support the President on that.
Those are investments in education
with which most American families
would agree.

Then we think we can still have some
money left for targeted tax cuts, not
for the wealthiest people in the coun-
try but for working families.

To give some examples, wouldn’t it
be great in America if working fami-
lies, in sending their sons and daugh-
ters to college, could fully deduct their
college education expenses? I think it
would. I meet too many families and
young people who graduate from col-
lege with massive debt. Sparing these
young people and their parents this
debt is a very worthy goal, indeed. I
think the President’s proposal of a tax
cut for the deductibility of college edu-
cation expenses is a good one.

Let me share another example. The
largest and fastest growing group in
America’s population are people over
the age of 85. People are living longer.
As our parents and grandparents live
longer, they run into problems. Some-
times they need long-term care, and
that can be expensive. Many people
don’t have insurance to cover it. The
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President wants to give a targeted tax
cut for working families to pay for this
long-term care for that parent or
grandparent we love, that is the kind
of targeted tax cut that makes sense.
It doesn’t jeopardize our economic
growth. It says let’s help the families
who are really struggling to get by.

When we take a look at the tax cut
that comes from the Republican side of
the aisle, we can see that because it is
so large, because it explodes in the out-
years, it is going to raid the Social Se-
curity trust fund. Take a look at this.
Congressional Republican plans really
could include a Bush tax cut that
would raid Social Security to the tune
of over $372 billion over a 5-year period.
I thought that was something we all
agreed, not too long ago, that we would
not do again. We would protect the So-
cial Security trust fund. Yet this Bush
tax cut plan endangers that trust
fund—another reason I am sure the Re-
publican-controlled Budget Committee
is having a tough time getting started.

Take a look at the tax cut. I have
said it helps the wealthiest of Ameri-
cans. Let’s show this chart which
proves it. When you take a look at the
George W. Bush tax cut plan and the
people who benefit from it, if you hap-
pen to have an income over $300,000 a
year—and you don’t have to hold up
your hand—you are going to see a tax
cut of $50,000 a year under Governor
Bush’s tax cut plan.

If you are a family with an income
below $39,000 a year, it comes out to
$249. That is about $20 a month. That is
the Bush tax cut plan—$249 for working
families and $50,000 for the folks who
are making over $300,000 a year.

So the Republican Presidential can-
didate would have us jeopardize our
economic growth, and would reach into
the Social Security trust fund to cre-
ate a tax cut for the wealthiest people
in America of $50,000 a year.

I have to tell you, quite honestly, if
you are making $300,000 a year, I am
sure you can figure out what to do with
another $50,000; but you are probably
pretty well off. If you have invested in
the stock market during the Clinton-
Gore administration, you have prob-
ably done pretty well with your invest-
ments. I can’t understand why George
W. Bush is focusing his tax cut on the
wealthiest people in America.

Look at the prescription drug benefit
plan. We understand what it will cost.
We understand under the House Repub-
lican budget what they think it will
cost for us to have a prescription drug
benefit plan. The problem is, in the
House Republican budget no money is
available for that. Once you have dedi-
cated yourself to the George W. Bush
tax cut, you lose the resources to pro-
vide for prescription drug benefits for
the elderly people in America.

For a moment, let me go back to edu-
cation because I think this is worth re-
peating. What we are talking about
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under the President’s plan is investing
money in education. It is no surprise to
me that everybody asked in national
polls about the top issue facing Gov-
ernment will answer that it is edu-
cation. That is the No. 1 area that
should be funded and the No. 1 area we
should pay attention to in Washington
and in the State capitals. Now we are
talking about making good on the
promise to America that we elected of-
ficials will help out with education.

Look at the President’s plan: increas-
ing education funding by 12 percent;
making certain we prepare young chil-
dren for school by expanding the Head
Start Program, one of my favorites; re-
ducing class size and training teachers.

As I go around in my State, I find
this is something teachers want to
have—help and assistance to make sure
they understand the technology, which
changes almost on a weekly basis.
Building up-to-date schools or modern-
izing them is part of the President’s in-
vestment for education plan; money in-
vested in education technology so
there is no digital divide, so whether
you are in a poor district, wealthy dis-
trict, rural or urban, you will have the
same access to technology. Kids com-
ing out of the classroom will be part of
our national workforce and they should
all have the needed skills. Other prior-
ities: helping the disabled, promoting
afterschool learning, and improving
college access and affordability by im-
proving Pell grants, which help lower-
income students complete their edu-
cation, as well as the deductibility of
college education expenses.

Let me say that the targeted tax cuts
proposed by the Clinton-Gore Adminis-
tration and the Democrats, as I men-
tioned before, include helping families
care for elderly parents; targeting the
surplus so it goes to expanding edu-
cational opportunities; providing mar-
riage penalty relief, which both parties
support; helping people prepare for re-
tirement with new basic pension plans;
and expanding the earned-income tax
credit, a benefit we give to a lot of
working families who otherwise might
not be able to succeed. We want them
to succeed.

The basic question we have to ask
and answer during this budget debate
is whether America is headed in the
right direction. You would expect me,
on the Democratic side and being proud
of the record of the last 7 years in
terms of where our economy has come,
to say, yes, I think America is moving
in the right direction. But as we ask
American families across the Nation,
they agree; they know the Dow Jones
Average, which we follow now on a reg-
ular basis, has risen from some 3,000 to
over 10,000 in the last 7 years. They un-
derstand, as well, that we have been
able to see more businesses created
across America, particularly businesses
owned by women. More people are
building and owning homes than ever
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in the United States. Inflation is under
control. We see reductions in unem-
ployment, reductions in the welfare
rolls. We have the smallest welfare
rolls in America in 30 years and the
lowest overall crime rate in 25 years.
There are 20.4 million new jobs under
this administration.

Frankly, we are enjoying the first
back-to-back budget surpluses in 43
years. Not long ago, we were debating
on the floor of the Senate about
amending the Constitution, a balanced
budget amendment, so Federal courts
could force Congress to stop spending
into red ink and deficits. Now we are
talking about what to do with the sur-
plus. Seven years ago, in the era of spi-
ralling budget deficits, who in the
world would have believed we would be
talking about budget surpluses today?
Amazing. And this has all occurred
under the watch of the Clinton-Gore
administration. Most of us believe our
country is moving in the right direc-
tion and we should not launch some
untried, unproven, new approach that
may jeopardize that economy.

I think the proposal by Gov. George
W. Bush for massive, risky tax cuts for
wealthy people does just that. You ex-
pect to hear that from a Democrat. But
go to somebody who might be dis-
passionate in this debate, Federal Re-
serve Board Chairman Alan Greenspan.
He has basically said it is the wrong
thing to do to give a massive tax cut.
You could jeopardize this economic
growth. We don’t want to see that hap-
pen.

Is America perfect? No. We don’t like
the cost of gasoline and heating oil
today. We know we can do better in
education. We know we can help fami-
lies pay for some of their basic ex-
penses, take care of their parents and
grandparents. So we continue to look
for ways to provide that assistance to
families. But we do believe we have
made great progress over the last 7
years.

Now, the Budget Committee in the
Senate has to try to calculate a way to
put together a budget resolution, and
they are in a dilemma. Are they going
to stand by their Presidential can-
didate, George W. Bush, and support a
tax cut that risks the economic
progress we have made? Or will they
turn their backs on their candidate and
say, no, let’s keep going on the right
course and keep America moving for-
ward?

I understand why they postponed this
week’s hearing, and I hope they can re-
solve it in their own caucus. Let’s
bring this issue to the floor and let
every Member of the Senate vote on
the George W. Bush massive, risky tax
cut scheme. If they want to go on
record supporting it, so be it, then they
stand by their candidate. But they can
step back and explain how we are going
to pay for it and why people making
over $300,000 a year need a $50,000 tax
cut. I don’t think they will.
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I think this country is moving in the
right direction. I certainly hope Mem-
bers of the Senate and the House, per-
haps even on a bipartisan basis, will
say that continuing this economic
progress in America is more important
than a ringing endorsement for any
Presidential candidate.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to be able to
speak for 15 minutes as if in morning
business.

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

———
THE BUDGET

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
we are on the eve of establishing a
budget priority for the budget year
2000, the one that begins in October and
to next September.

I am the senior Democrat on the
Budget Committee. I would like to es-
tablish some parameters about the
budget as I see it because we are wait-
ing patiently for the majority to
produce a budget resolution, which is a
responsibility of the Budget Com-
mittee. That is supposed to be done by
April 1 of this year. Other than meet-
ing that deadline, the alternative
would be for the majority leader to
present a budget as he sees it.

The question arises: Why is it, when
the target as proposed by the chairman
of the Budget Committee is for a budg-
et resolution to be here by March 1—
and today is considerably past March
1—we are still waiting?

I was advised yesterday as the senior
Democrat on the Budget Committee
that we could expect to have a markup
yesterday or today. That was called off
at a rather late moment last night. We
are sitting here, I will not say breath-
less but certainly curious, about what
it is that prevents us from getting a
budget.

I have to do my own interpretation
because I have not been given any ex-
planation. I know there are competent
staff people working to get the budget
finished. We have them on both sides
—on the Republican as well as on the
Democrat side. Why isn’t it finished?

Let me tell you why I think it is not
and why we on this side of the aisle
think it isn’t being done. It is because
they can’t get an agreement between
the members of the committee. The
tax cut package of George W. Bush,
candidate for President of the United
States, is something that seems to me
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would break the back of this economy.
It would destroy all the rosy plans for
paying down the debt, for making sure
we rid ourselves of this obligation, this
mortgage that we have all over our
country. There isn’t a family around
who wouldn’t look forward to the day
when the mortgage on their home or
the debt that they have could be re-
tired.

When we talk about a nice, healthy
tax cut, or juicy tax cut for the
wealthiest in the country, it doesn’t
ring a good bell even within the party
of George W. Bush, the Republican
Party.

I know the chairman of the Budget
Committee has had his hands full. He is
my friend as well as a colleague. He
doesn’t confide in me. We keep our
party business and our intentions sepa-
rate. We discuss them in the open. This
is less than a bad joke. It is a travesty.
It worries people.

We are enjoying a boom the likes of
which has never been seen in this coun-
try or anyplace in the world. The econ-
omy is perking along—almost boiling
along. This is a wonderful opportunity
to make needed adjustments within
our structure. We can help families,
particularly the middle-class families,
people who need a little bit of tax relief
here and there to help accomplish spe-
cific purposes. We can keep this com-
mitment, which we consider sac-
rosanct, sacred, to save Social Security
first.

We want to take the surpluses which
are generated by the robust economy
and use them to extend the solvency of
Social Security. At the same time, we
want to pay down the debt. It has been
the President’s objective to try to rid
taxpayers of the public debt, that debt
which is owed outside of Government,
within about 15 years—bring it down to
zero. What a difference it would make
in our economy. We would be able to
see people borrowing money without
having to compete with the needs of
the American Government, companies
able to borrow without having to com-
pete with the Government for capital.
It would be an excellent objective if we
could get there.

Protect Medicare, provide prescrip-
tion drugs, extend the life of Medicare
some 12-15 years, that is what the
Democrats want to do.

We want to invest in education. I
speak about education with a degree of
knowledge because I came from a
working-class family in New Jersey.
My father worked in the textile fac-
tories in Paterson, NJ. My mother
waited on tables. They struggled to
make a living during those very lean
years we were going through. We
couldn’t afford a college education for
me even though it was apparent I had
the ability. College came later on. I en-
listed in the Army and was a bene-
ficiary of the GI bill of rights. What a
bill of rights it was for me. I was able
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to go to Columbia University. I never
would have been able to afford that
otherwise. The Government said:
FRANK LAUTENBERG, you have served
your country in Europe during World
War II at the height of the war.

I came back and was able to get an
education that helped me, with two
very good friends, start a business in
the computing field. It was a long time
ago. We were pioneers. That company
that I helped start employs in the area
of over 30,000 people today. I am listed
as a member of the Information Proc-
essing Hall of Fame. It is in Dallas, TX.
Then I was able to run for the Senate.
I am now in my third and last term. It
has made such a huge difference. 1
made a contribution to this society
that has been so good to me between
establishing a business, an industry,
employing people, and now being in
this great body.

It means a lot when we talk about in-
vesting in education. We can say to
young people across America: Even if
you don’t have the money, if you have
the ability to learn, we will help you
achieve your objectives—make an op-
portunity for yourself, lift yourself
into a better lifestyle or better life pat-
tern than your parents, who so often
struggle so hard.

Cutting taxes for working families to
achieve those objectives, that is the
Democratic budget agenda.

We talk about targeted tax cuts for
families; help families care for an el-
derly parent with a $3,000 long-term
care tax credit; Expand educational op-
portunities; Provide marriage penalty
relief; Help people prepare for retire-
ment; Expand the earned-income tax
credit for those who often need it des-
perately. That is our mission.

Instead, we are presented with some-
thing that hardly resembles that mis-
sion. We show this in graphic form by
presenting this picture: a ship at sea
facing the tip of an iceberg. The ice-
berg is the Republican tax proposal,
one that says you can spend more than
you have and not admit that if you
want to keep on living, you may have
to borrow money.

From where is that borrowing going
to come? It will come from Social Se-
curity—that trust fund we hear every-
body on each side, who would say under
oath, “I want to make sure Social Se-
curity is there for those who work and
pay the taxes.” They want to know
when the time comes for retirement
they will have something to look for-
ward to.

Instead, what we have seen from the
House Republican budget presentation
that was sent over to the Senate is
that we will have a surplus, non-Social
Security surplus, in our financial ac-
count, our balance sheet, of $171 bil-
lion. However, the tax cut proposal we
have seen is $223 billion. One doesn’t
have to be a mathematician to know if
one takes $223 billion away from $171
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billion, one has to go elsewhere to pay
the bills.

We made this very sacred promise,
this commitment to the senior citizens
of this country. I am one of those sen-
ior citizens; I like it. It is not bad.

The fact is, we made a promise, al-
most on bended knee, that we abso-
lutely will not touch, to paraphrase, a
hair on yon gray heads for retirement
opportunities. But the proposal we are
looking at is one that says we will
spend $50 billion more on tax cuts than
we have in our non-Social Security sur-
plus.

That is not very good arithmetic.
One does not have to be a mathemati-
cian, accountant, or economist to see
that puts America deeper into a hole
that we will have to dig our way out.
Just take it from the Social Security,
after we so diligently studied and agree
that it is the most sacred obligation
this country has.

Where do we go from there? This
graph ought to be presented dif-
ferently. It shows a tip of the iceberg.
The whole iceberg ought to be lifted up
because this is a crash we can see com-
ing. If this program stays in place, the
economy is going to run into a full-
sized iceberg with an enormous nega-
tive economic impact.

We are not going to be able to pro-
tect Social Security. We are not going
to be able to pay down the debt. We
will not be able to take care of obliga-
tions we have to veterans in education
and health care. We cannot do that if
we go ahead as planned.

We need to pay down our obligations.
We need to give some targeted tax re-
lief, to take care of the commitments
we have. But, no, we cannot do it be-
cause we are not going to have any
money left with which to do it unless
we borrow once again from Social Se-
curity. We have been through that. We
had years and years of borrowing from
Social Security to make up for the
lack of revenue coming from the non-
Social Security side of the ledger.

Finally, we are at a place in time
where, with President Clinton’s leader-
ship and with the work of people on
both sides of the aisle working on a
balanced budget, we have developed a
surplus and now we are ready to start
taking care of the financial structure
of the country in a way so that we
know we will be able to assure people
Medicare will be there for them, that
prescription drug costs, which is such a
problem for so many elderly, will be
taken care of in some form.

But we are not going to be able to do
it if we put in place this tax scheme—
and certainly, if not this one, Presi-
dential aspirant George W. Bush’s tax
plan, which is more than twice, almost
three times, the size of the one that
has been proposed in the House budget.

So the question for the American
public is, Why is it that a Republican
majority, a significant majority, can-
not get an agreement out that says:
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This is where we stand. Let the public
judge the value of it. Let Democrats,
let people outside, make judgments
about the truth in the presentation.

We have all kinds of smoke and mir-
rors that disguise what we are going to
try to do here. But we know in the
final analysis we are going to be bor-
rowing money from the Social Security
trust fund. So let’s get it out here.
Let’s let the public see what it is that
is going on behind closed doors, be-
cause that is not the way we can oper-
ate anymore. We cannot operate with
significant proposals and not permit
the public to scrutinize what it is we
are doing.

We have to get to the job. We are way
past the deadline we thought we would
be through. I am not happy about the
prospect that a budget resolution will
be dropped on the floor without having
had the benefit of a committee discus-
sion, some debate, some analysis in the
public eye before we go ahead and start
voting on it.

With that, I conclude by saying I and
I know other members of the com-
mittee—Democratic members of the
committee and I am sure many of the
Republican Members of the Budget
Committee—are anxious to get out the
budget. If the leadership will accommo-
date us in the obligation we have to
the public to present it, we will have a
chance to talk about something other
than what is whispered about through
the halls here.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LARD). The Senator from California.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
ask to speak in morning business for 10
minutes.

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

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mrs. FEINSTEIN per-
taining to the introduction of S. 2269
are located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr.
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

—————
BANKRUPTCY REFORM

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I will pro-
pound a unanimous consent request. I
have notified the Democratic leader
that I intended to do that. I see there
are Senators on the floor who will
probably have some comments to
make. But before I propound that re-
quest, let me outline what I would like
to do and what has transpired.

Senators will recall that last year
there was a major effort made to pass
through the Senate bankruptcy reform
legislation. That has been a bipartisan
effort. The Judiciary Committee has
done excellent work. Chairman HATCH
has been cooperative. Senator GRASS-

President, I

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

LEY has been magnificent in working
with both sides of the aisle. Demo-
cratic Senators had input.

After some starts and stops, we made
real progress, but it did get held up at
the end of the session. We did not get
it completed.

When we came back in at the begin-
ning of the year, we decided the best
thing to do was to move forward and
have some votes on amendments that
were controversial on both sides, but
we faced those votes. We got our work
done, and we passed bankruptcy re-
form—Dbasically, a good bill. The House
also has acted in this area.

We need to go forward and get bank-
ruptcy reform legislation into con-
ference and completed so we can im-
prove this area in the law, so the law
will be clearer for all those interested,
and so we can send it to the President
for his signature.

In the process of the debate, and the
amendments on this legislation,
amendments were offered with regard
to the minimum wage. In fact, a min-
imum wage increase was passed and at-
tached to the bankruptcy reform legis-
lation. Senator KENNEDY offered the
first amendment. That was defeated.
Then an alternative amendment was
offered by Senator DOMENICI and oth-
ers, and it did include small business
tax relief to offset the impact of a min-
imum wage increase. That was adopt-
ed. It became a part of the bill.

The problem in going forward is, be-
cause of the minimum wage and tax
provisions that were attached to the
bill, it could be subject to, and would
be subject to, the so-called blue slip
rules in the House. It could be objected
to, in effect, because it has the min-
imum wage and the revenue measures
as a part of it.

So we had not gone forward to try to
send this to the House because of the
potential blue slip problem and also to
wait to see if the House was going to go
forward and act on minimum wage and
the tax relief package. In fact, a couple
weeks ago, I believe it was, they did do
that. Now it is time we go to con-
ference.

What I propose to do, even though I
will do it in the Senate rules par-
lance—what it really says is split the
two; send the Senate-passed bank-
ruptcy bill to conference with the
House-passed bill, have a conference,
and they act on it, and then to separate
out the minimum wage and the tax
provisions and send them to conference
with the House on minimum wage and
the tax provisions.

I think that is the way to do all three
of the issues. It is a fair way to pro-
ceed. It is a simple way to proceed. It
gets rid of the blue slip problem, and
then we can count on the conference to
act on both bankruptcy and the min-
imum wage increase and the small
business tax provisions.
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I just wanted to explain what was in-
volved before I ask for unanimous con-
sent. But I am prepared to do that.

I ask Senator DASCHLE, do you want
to comment before I propound that re-
quest or would the Senator like to do it
after I do the request?

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the majority leader’s effort to
try to move this legislation along. This
bill, the bankruptcy bill, passed the
Senate with more than 80 votes.
Whether or not we get unanimous con-
sent is not relevant. What is relevant is
that we get these two pieces of legisla-
tion successfully completed in a timely
manner. If we are not able to get unan-
imous consent, I intend to support
finding a way to assure that we do go
to conference both on the bankruptcy
bill and the minimum wage.

I am hopeful we can instruct the con-
ferees with regard to minimum wage.
It would be my hope, at least, that the
Senate could express itself in regard to
the issue on minimum wage prior to
the time we go to conference. But if we
could accommodate that request, that
we have at least an opportunity to ex-
press ourselves on the conference itself,
then I would certainly be supportive of
moving on a motion to proceed to two
conferences—one on bankruptcy and
one on minimum wage.

The distinguished Senator from
Vermont, and others, Senator
TORRICELLI, Senator DURBIN, and oth-
ers, have done an extraordinary job in
getting us to this point.

We have a much better bill, a strong-
er bill, in the Senate on bankruptcy
than we do in the House. I hope we can
take what we have been able to accom-
plish in the Senate and bring our House
colleagues to the realization that that
is the kind of legislation that will be
signed into law.

On the minimum wage, the House
version, at least in terms of the 2-year
approach, is the one the President said
he will support. It enjoys strong sup-
port in the Senate as well. We are con-
cerned about the size and magnitude of
the tax provisions. If we could target
those, we would be in good shape on
that as well.

I understand the majority leader’s in-
terest in moving this. We want to be
supportive in that regard; most of us
do. I am hopeful we can accomplish it
through a unanimous consent request.

Mr. LEAHY. Will the distinguished
Senator yield?

Mr. LOTT. I am glad to yield to Sen-
ator LEAHY.

Mr. LEAHY. I agree with what the
distinguished Democratic leader said. I
would like to see us move forward. The
bill we put together passed 83-14. The
distinguished leader is right; it was in
excess of 80 votes. There was a tremen-
dous amount of work on both sides of
the aisle. Senator HATCH, Senator
GRASSLEY, Senator TORRICELLI, and I
were the four floor leaders on this,



3156

working with others—Senator REID,
Senator DASCHLE—to get people to
take away hundreds of amendments.
We got rid of those, and we got down to
several on which we voted and passed
in a good package. I would advise the
two leaders, I have been working with
Senator TORRICELLI, Senator HATCH,
Senator GRASSLEY, and Senator SES-
SIONS to try to whittle it down even
further, but to have a packet, one that
could be acceptable on both sides of the
aisle and also could get signed down at
the other end of Pennsylvania Avenue.

Mr. LOTT. If the Senator will yield
on that point.

Mr. LEAHY. Yes.

Mr. LOTT. I have been keeping in
touch with the informal discussions
that have been going forward.

Mr. LEAHY. I know the majority
leader has.

Mr. LOTT. I have the impression that
the Senate potential conferees, Demo-
crat and Republican, have come up
with a good proposal and are ready to
go forward with serious negotiations
that I hope could be completed rel-
atively quickly.

Mr. LEAHY. I hope we will find a way
to go through this. I realize we have
issues of the minimum wage and oth-
ers. We ought to vote them up, vote
them down, whatever is necessary. I
advise both leaders, I think we have
put together a good, bipartisan, com-
promise package that could be the
basis of final conference action and, if
it were, would be signed by the White
House.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if I may
just comment one second more before I
propound the UC request, with regard
to Senator DASCHLE’s comments, we do
have a good, strong, bipartisan bank-
ruptcy bill that we have passed. We
also did have a debate and discussion
on the minimum wage issue and the
tax provisions. I didn’t choose the de-
bate and the amendments to occur on
this bill, but I knew it was going to
come up and it should come up at some
point. So it was offered to the bank-
ruptcy bill. We had a good debate. We
had a vote.

The interesting thing about the min-
imum wage, I think the parameters are
pretty clear. We have the Senate-
passed version, the $1 increase over 3
years, and the House version, that in-
crease over a shorter period of time,
only maybe a year or so. Then in the
Senate provision, we have some small
business tax offsets, a relatively small
package. The House has a bigger pack-
age on the tax offsets. I think the pa-
rameters of the discussion on minimum
wage are all represented in the two
bills that have been passed. We can get
conferees from the appropriate com-
mittees, and they can look at the min-
imum wage increase, and over what pe-
riod of time, and the small business tax
offsets or other tax provisions, and
have a good conference and be able to
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get a result. I hope we can do that
without delay.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate now
proceed to H.R. 3081, the House min-
imum wage bill now at the desk, and
that one amendment be agreed to,
which is the text of the previously
passed Domenici amendment No. 2547
now in the form of a substitute relative
to the minimum wage, the bill then be
advanced to third reading and passed,
and the motion to reconsider be laid
upon the table.

I further ask unanimous consent that
the Senate insist on its amendment, re-
quest a conference with the House, and
the Chair be authorized to appoint con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

I further ask unanimous consent that
with respect to the bankruptcy bill,
the Secretary of the Senate be directed
to instruct the enrolling clerk to strike
the Domenici amendment language
just described above, all other param-
eters of the previous agreement be in
order, and the Chair be authorized to
appoint conferees.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Objection is heard.

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader has the floor.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, objection
was heard. If Senator KENNEDY would
like to be recognized, I am glad to
yield to him.

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the majority
leader.

Mr. President, I think Senator
DASCHLE outlined what was a reason-
able way of proceeding. I am under the
impression that perhaps the majority
leader has not had an opportunity to
get into the kind of detail the Demo-
cratic leader talked about.

Although I still need persuasion on
the bankruptcy bill, I know what the
will of the Senate is on that issue. On
the issue of the minimum wage, there
wouldn’t have been a blue slip on just
the increase on the minimum wage.
The blue slip was on the approximately
$73 billion in tax breaks that were
added to the minimum wage.

The point our leader was attempting
to work out was consistent with what
the majority leader has outlined, and
that is that at least there would be a
way in which the Senate would be able
to address the minimum wage. Some
colleagues may object to that process,
but I would not.

As I understood Senator DASCHLE’S
proposal and the majority leader, by
substituting the Domenici bill for the
House bill, there are 3 years. That
would go to conference. What he was
asking for was not really any unusual
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procedure, just asking that we follow
the Senate rules that would permit a
motion to instruct the conferees that,
instead of being 3 years, it would be 2
years. Given the fact it has been 6
months since the Senate acted on the
minimum wage and given the over-
whelming support for 2 years, which
was bipartisan in the House, there
might be support for that. I believe
there would be, if we had that oppor-
tunity to do so.

I hope the leader will consider what
Senator DASCHLE proposed because it
addresses the concerns of the leader
and does it in a way in which, at least
for those who are the most concerned
about the 11 million Americans who
have not had a pay increase while we in
the Senate have enjoyed a $4,600 pay
increase in 1 year, they would have
some degree of protection.

Others have objected, and I join those
and object with the hope that perhaps
the leaders can get together and find
value in what Senator DASCHLE offered
as being a way to achieve the objec-
tives of the majority leader and the
Senate and still protect the interests of
the minimum-wage workers in this
country.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if I may re-
spond to that, I want to make sure we
have an opportunity to consider those
small business men and women who
create the bulk of the entry-level jobs
in America, to make sure they do not
wind up having to go out of business or,
even worse, they don’t hire the entry-
level people who do deserve a basic
minimum wage.

What I have been trying to do is to
find the quickest and cleanest way,
which is also not out of the ordinary,
to separate these bills and go on to
conference and get a result that would
be the best way to help all concerned,
both those who will be negatively im-
pacted if we don’t go forward with
bankruptcy reform and those who are
looking for a minimum wage increase,
and those small business men and
women who provide so many jobs in
America.

I understand if we don’t do it this
way, there is the further complicating
factor that the bankruptcy bill will
have to basically be started over again.
We will have to have a new bill filed,
and it will be subject to amendment.
There will be a very large amount of
time and difficulty in having to do that
all over again. The procedure that was
suggested, I believe, is amendable and
debatable.

We have had this debate. The ques-
tion now is, Do we want to go on and
go to conference based on the votes al-
ready taken in the Senate and in the
House so that could get a result? That
is why I asked consent to proceed in
the way that I did. But we can talk
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about it further. I would like to, for in-
stance, make sure I understand cor-
rectly what is being asked for with re-
gard to the bankruptcy reform bill be-
cause I certainly hope that we would
not have to completely rework that
and have that subject to amendment.
We spent 2 or 3 weeks on that bill. So
what we are doing here, we are talking
Washingtonese, in effect. We are talk-
ing about rules and procedures and how
to do or not to do. I would like to find
a way to move all three of these issues,
actually, quickly to conference and see
if we can get a result.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority leader is recognized.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the interest of the majority
leader in moving this legislation along.
I recall how long it was that we had to
wait even to go to conference because
of amendments that were outstanding.
If T recall, we had to wait months, real-
ly, to accommodate, in fact, in this
case, the majority; they wanted to
offer some specific amendments that
they were not interested in voting on
until we got back from the first session
of the Congress. So this has been lan-
guishing for a long time in large meas-
ure because some on the majority side
were not interested in expediting con-
sideration of this legislation. We clam-
ored for conference last year and were
unsuccessful in getting the conferees
appointed last year. Now the majority
leader, understandably, is frustrated
and concerned for the lack of progress.
That is understandable. There should
not be any question that the over-
whelming majority of the Senate wants
to move to finish this legislation as
soon as possible. It is what we clam-
ored for last year, and it is what we
have been trying to get this year.

I hope there will be some degree of
cooperation and communication with
regard to how we proceed. I look for-
ward to talking more comprehensively
about my suggestion. It seems to me
that going to the conference with the
bankruptcy bill, as he has proposed,
would make sense. Going to the con-
ference on minimum wage would make
sense if we had the opportunity, once
again, to express ourselves on it, since
we haven’t been able to do that inde-
pendent of the bankruptcy debate. If
we are going to have a separate min-
imum wage conference, there ought to
be a separate consideration, at least on
the motion to instruct conferees. We
could agree that it would not be
amendable, that it would be expedited
and not delayed, but simply a vote
would make a lot of sense, it seems to
me. I am prepared to talk with the ma-
jority leader at greater length. We all
recall how long it took to even get the
bill completed, and that was in large
measure because we weren’'t able to
complete it as a result of concerns ex-
pressed by the majority.

We have now completed it. We now
want to move on to the second phase of
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it. I want to work with the majority
leader to see that it happens.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I will in-
quire of Senator DASCHLE. Do I under-
stand correctly that there is some
thinking that we would have to start
over on the bankruptcy bill—or did
that come as a surprise to the Demo-
cratic leader? I had not had a chance to
discuss that point with him—and that
it be subject to amendment and every-
thing all over again? Has the Demo-
cratic leader had a chance to look into
that aspect of what we are trying to
do?

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I am
not aware of any effort on the part of
Senators on this side to renew debate
and start all over. As I said, I am more
than willing and prepared to go to con-
ference and to support efforts
parliamentarily to ensure we are suc-
cessful in going to conference.

I understand there are some strong
feelings by a very distinct minority of
the minority. It is their right, and cer-
tainly I respect their right to object.
But there are other ways to deal with
the issue, and I am prepared to find
ways.

Mr. LOTT. I ask the Senator to
check into that and see if we can work
through that point. I understand there
are some Senators on that side of the
aisle who do wish to go through that
whole process again on bankruptcy.
That would be an important part of
working out this whole maze of proce-
dural questions.

Did Senator WELLSTONE wish to com-
ment?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
wanted to make sure that I object. I
don’t know if we have to go through
the whole thing. The majority leader
said we are talking in Washingtonese.
To be clear about it, I think the bill
was harsh. It has a disproportionate
impact on the poorest citizens, and it
takes some off the hook——

Mr. LOTT. The bankruptcy bill?

Mr. WELLSTONE. That is correct.
We object to it being separated out. We
want to focus on this bill, and we want
to have an opportunity to have further
discussion and debate on the floor of
the Senate. So I object on that basis.

Mr. LOTT. Would Senator FEINGOLD
like to speak?

Mr. FEINGOLD. Yes, I want to say a
couple of words. I join in the objection.
I make no secret of the fact that I op-
pose each portion of the bill. It is very
unbalanced, and there is far too much
money behind the bill. I oppose the
minimum wage portion because it in-
volves 3 years rather than 2 years. I am
especially concerned about the tax
piece because it involves some $70 bil-
lion-plus that isn’t paid for.

The reason I am objecting is because
of the way this was put together. It got
a high number of the majority by com-
bining these different elements. In ef-
fect, the pot was sweetened by adding
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on the minimum wage and the tax pro-
visions. I think it is inappropriate at
this point to sort of bait and switch
this. You close up the bill by putting
these things together, and when they
come back, you can’t do anything
about it under this procedure; it flies
through. All we are asking, as Senators
KENNEDY and WELLSTONE have said, is
that we have an opportunity to have
the motions to instruct, and the minor-
ity leader’s plan would provide that.
That is the reason for my objection. I
thank the Chair and the majority lead-
er for the opportunity to comment.

——————

MEASURE READ THE FIRST
TIME—H.R. 3081

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I under-
stand that H.R. 3081 is at the desk. I
ask for its first reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the bill by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 3081) to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide tax benefits
for small businesses, to amend the Fair
Labor Standards Act of 1938 to increase the
minimum wage, and for other purposes.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I now ask
for its second reading and object to my
own request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I did want
to propound a unanimous consent re-
quest with regard to how to proceed on
the crop insurance legislation, which is
the legislation that is next in order for
consideration. I understand there have
been discussions throughout the day to
work out an agreement on that. I wish
to make sure Senator DASCHLE has had
a chance to personally review it.

After consultation with the Demo-
cratic leader, I believe we are very
close to getting an agreement. We be-
lieve we can work this out and be able
to proceed this afternoon. Based on
that assurance, I will withhold that re-
quest at this time. I would like for us
to continue to work and see if we can
get it worked out as soon as possible so
we can begin to have debate and go for-
ward with amendments. We are think-
ing in terms of maybe six or so amend-
ments and then final passage. We will
work on that more and will return to
that shortly.

I yield the floor.

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

The

THE MINIMUM WAGE

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I will
take a moment at this time to review
where we are on the question of the in-
crease in the minimum wage. We have
been trying to get, over the period of
the last 2 years, a vote on a 2-year in-
crease in the minimum wage—50 cents
this year and 50 cents next year—for
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the 1 million Americans who are at the
lowest level of the economic ladder.

These men and women are the ones
working as aides for schoolteachers in
our schools. They are working in nurs-
ing homes taking care of millions of
our senior citizens in those conditions.
These are the people who clean out the
buildings at night so American busi-
nesses can continue to function effec-
tively over the course of this extraor-
dinary expansion. But as we see this
extraordinary expansion in terms of
our American economy, the group that
has not benefited is the one at the low-
est end of the economic ladder. These
are men and women playing by the
rules and working hard. They have not
been able to see the appropriate kind of
increases in the minimum wage.

If the minimum wage today were to
have the same purchasing power it had
in 1968, it would be $7.50 an hour. This
whole group of Americans have not
only not participated in the expansion
of the American economy, they have
fallen further and further behind.

That is why we believe we ought to
have an opportunity to address this
issue on the floor of the Senate, and do
it in a timely way.

There are questions about what the
Senate is doing and how busy the Sen-
ate is. We are prepared to have a very
short time limit. Every Member of this
body knows what this issue is about. I
think every Member of this body has
voted effectively on the question of the
minimum wage over a period of time.
It is a rather simple, basic, and funda-
mental issue. It is an issue of fairness
to millions of Americans. It is an issue
involving women because close to 70
percent of all of the minimum-wage
workers are women. It is an issue of
civil rights because the majority of the
workers who get the minimum wage
are men and women of color. It is a
children’s issue because the majority of
women who are receiving the minimum
wage have children.

This has enormous implications in
terms of how these children are going
to grow up, what kind of home they are
going to be in, and how much time
their parents are going to have in
terms of spending quality time with
these children when they are working
one or two, and in some instances three
different minimum-wage jobs.

It is ultimately and finally a fairness
issue where the overwhelming majority
of Americans believe, and believe very
strongly, I think, that men and women
who work 40 hours a week for 52 weeks
a year ought not live in poverty in the
United States of America.

That is what this issue is basically
all about, and we in the Senate are
being denied the opportunity to vote
on that issue. That is what is offensive.

This body was prepared to vote on a
pay increase of $4,600 to be imple-
mented immediately. They were pre-
pared to go ahead on that. They are not
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prepared to delay that. But when you
talk about a $150 increase in the min-
imum wage, they want to spread it
over 3 years.

This is an issue of fairness. People
ought to have accountability. When
Members go to the polls, people in
their congressional and senatorial dis-
tricts ought to know how they stand on
this issue of fairness. We are being de-
nied that opportunity by a majority in
the Senate. That is wrong.

Anyone who believes we are not
going to continue after this issue
doesn’t understand the rules of the
Senate. We are going to be voting on a
2-year increase in the minimum wage.
We are going to be voting on it soon,
and we are going to be voting on it
again and again and again. So get used
to it because you are going to vote on
it. You will be able to go back and say:
Oh, yes. I voted one time to increase it
for 3 years. Yes; I voted against it 15
times for 2 years. And for all those in
small business, I voted for a $73 billion
tax break, unpaid for.

The House bill was $123 billion. We
don’t want to hear from that side of
the aisle about fiscal responsibility
anymore—3$73 billion at the drop of a
hat and $123 billion over in the House
of Representatives and 90 percent of it
goes to the top 5 percent of the Amer-
ican taxpayers. Isn’t that interesting?

We are trying to get a 50-cent in-
crease for the lowest paid Americans—
tax break; 90 percent of it goes to the
highest paid. We are not going to per-
mit Members of the Senate to vote. We
have a majority. We are not going to
permit a majority of the Senate to vote
on whether we are going to have a very
simple concept of 50 cents this year—>50
cents. No; we are going to take our
$4,600 and put it in our pockets and
walk out of here. For every single year
of that, an increase in the minimum
wage is being delayed.

Do you think they are going to forget
that? The other side thinks it is going
to go away. It isn’t going to go away.
No matter how many times these little
proposals are going to come up in
terms of consent agreements, no mat-
ter how many times you are going to
try to close out opportunities to bring
this up, no matter how many times you
go through the parliamentary gym-
nastics on this kind of issue, it is com-
ing back again and again and again. So
get used to it because you are going to
get it. You are going to vote on it.
Americans are going to know who is
going to stand for fairness and decency
and who is opposed to it and blocked it.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to be recognized in
recognition of the fact that very short-
ly we may have an agreement on the
crop insurance risk management de-
bate. At the suggestion of the leader-
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ship, I would like to initiate debate on
the subject, and perhaps we can move
along expeditiously in the event we fi-
nally have a parliamentary structure
in which to work.

——————

AGRICULTURE RISK MANAGEMENT
ASSISTANCE

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, today we
will debate a matter of special signifi-
cance and timeliness to agriculture
producers throughout the TUnited
States, and that is the subject of risk
management legislation.

During many full committee hear-
ings, a public roundtable and hundreds
of hours of research and public discus-
sion spanning the past year, members
of the Senate Agriculture Committee
have engaged in active deliberation,
considering a host of options in pro-
viding risk management assistance to
our Nation’s farmers.

The task has been formidable.
Variances in agriculture production,
regional considerations of weather pat-
terns, and different perspectives on
farm management have contributed to
a most complex and yet beneficial dis-
cussion.

The foundation of our efforts was sec-
tion 204 of the Concurrent Resolution
on the Budget for fiscal year 2000. Six
billion dollars was provided over a 4-
year period commencing October 1, 2000
for agricultural risk management. The
basic rationale was that farm pro-
ducers could take action to minimize
risk, including severe market price
fluctuations, and therefore render
emergency recovery legislation less
necessary.

My colleagues Senator GRASSLEY and
Senator CONRAD played a major role in
the Budget Committee’s action on risk
management and have advocated crop
insurance legislation offered by Sen-
ator ROBERTS and Senator KERREY that
would increase Federal subsidies for
crop insurance premium payments to
make Federal crop and revenue insur-
ance policies more affordable for farm-
ers, particularly at the higher levels of
coverage.

In recent months, I suggested that
risk management strategy involves
more than crop insurance. Cash-for-
ward contracts, hedging contracts, re-
duction of farm debt, diversification of
crops, conservation, and substantial
capital land improvements are impor-
tant risk management tools also avail-
able to farmers, and hopefully will be
utilized by farmers.

As a result of our extended debate on
risk management matters in the Sen-
ate Agriculture Committee, more pro-
ducers are aware or at least reminded
of the risk management tools available
to them. I am grateful for the support
so many have shown to my initiative.

Nevertheless, on March 2 of this year
the Senate Agriculture Committee
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acted and approved legislation, prin-
cipally the legislation offered by Sen-
ators ROBERTS and KERREY, that over
the next 4 years recommends $6 billion
for improving and strengthening the
Federal Crop Insurance Program, be-
ginning with the 2001 crop. Included in
the bill is a pilot program providing
$500 million in direct risk management
assistance to farmers who choose to
forego crop insurance subsidies in a
particular year.

A producer would receive a risk man-
agement payment for utilizing 2 out of
12 risk management options. The legis-
lation also raises premium subsidies to
make Federal crop and revenue insur-
ance policies more affordable for farm-
ers, particularly at the higher levels of
coverage. The bill eases actual produc-
tion history so that farmer insurance
coverage is less likely to be artificially
suppressed by successive years of bad
weather; encourages the development
of insurance coverage for specialty
crops and revenue insurance on a whole
farm rather than a commodity-by-com-
modity basis; it eliminates require-
ments of the area-wide loss before dis-
aster payments can be made to pro-
ducers of currently noninsurable crops;
and it reduces the potential for insur-
ance fraud and abuse with strong pro-
gram compliance provisions.

In my judgment, it is very important
that the Senate act favorably and
promptly on this legislation. It will
provide an important safety net com-
ponent for agricultural producers.

Let me mention a practical example
of how crop insurance works in my own
situation. There may be others in this
body who have been purchasers of crop
insurance on their farm. The Senator
from Iowa, Mr. GRASSLEY, comes to
mind. I have utilized crop insurance on
my farm. Let me suggest to the Chair
the crop insurance that is now avail-
able to farmers may insure the yield;
that is, take a look at your farm and
try to make certain that the yield you
believe you would normally get is
going to be there through insurance, or
at least as great a percentage of that
as possible you can insure, and for a
premium price you can insure that
yield. Or farmers can insure the rev-
enue that might come from yield and
price and take out a policy that might
cover that situation. Farmers can do
both—yield and revenue.

There have been in the past cata-
strophic insurance policies. They con-
templated the loss of over half of the
crop. A while back, such insurance was
required. The requirement was relieved
by the farm bill of 1996. This is avail-
able to farmers to guarantee income to
them, regardless of the weather or
other hazards that might come from
nature; likewise, hazards that might
come from loss of exports as it affects
the revenue that comes from that
farm.

To take a very practical example,
last Friday I was in a situation where
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I was able to make a sale of 2,000 bush-
els of corn from my farm to a grain ele-
vator in Indiana. A commonsense per-
son would ask: But you haven’t planted
the crop yet; where did you get the
corn to make a forward contract, a
promise, to deliver 2,000 bushels of
corn? I promised to deliver that corn in
March of 2001, and I will receive $2.57 a
bushel for that corn.

For me, that was a significant con-
tract. That may not be the top of the
market, but I point out that in our de-
bates on agricultural pricing last year,
the Chair will recall some debaters
pointed out that the price of corn had
fallen to $1.70 a bushel. Many pointed
out that effectively there was a floor
through the loan deficiency payment of
about $1.96 for corn farmers throughout
the country. That was the minimum
price for corn in most sections of our
country. The current cash price for
corn in some elevators around the
country is somewhere between $2.10 to
$2.15, as of March, if you are going to
deliver.

I mention this to give some bench-
marks. Mr. President, $2.57 is obviously
much higher than the floor of $1.96
which would still prevail in the current
crop we are speaking about, much
higher than the current cash price.
That is, obviously, far higher than
journalistic accounts of how far the
price of corn fell last year.

I was able to make that sale because
I have crop insurance. Last year, I took
out a 65-percent CRC policy, a crop rev-
enue coverage policy. That particular
policy means, in essence, I can take a
look at the number of acres I want to
plant, the average yield from those
acres on my farm. The crop insurance
people then take a look at the price of
corn in the December futures as re-
flected for a period of 30 days; they
take a look at what happened in the
past. In essence, I am guaranteed at
least that if I want to I can sell my
crop in advance and take bold maneu-
vers with regard to marketing.

That is one of the major purposes of
crop insurance. What I have described
is a fairly simple device used by most
farmers; namely, a forward contract,
based upon the fact you have some-
thing to sell and based upon the fact
the price for corn goes up and down.
You can look at futures markets. You
can look at the trends and make sales.
You are not left to wait for the eleva-
tor price at the time the corn comes in.
An abundant harvest sometimes puts
corn and other grains on the ground be-
cause elevators cannot handle it or
railway cars cannot take it away.

I mention this because crop insur-
ance is obviously an extremely vital
part not only of a safety net to make
sure farmers are going to have a sub-
stantial amount of income but as a
part of marketing strategy. As a part
of this debate, we have talked about
marketing strategies because they are
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going to be required for most farmers
in America to make a profit and to do
well enough to support their families.
It will not work for farmers to plant,
as they always have planted, whatever
does well on their land, and to hope
that the price will be high at the time
of harvest. As a rule, price is low at the
time of harvest. Unless there is a mar-
keting strategy, farmers do not maxi-
mize their income, and many are not
doing very well.

This is a very important part of the
1996 farm bill legislation. As my col-
league, Senator ROBERTS, has pointed
out during his chairmanship of the
House Agriculture Committee, this is a
part of the picture that was never com-
pletely filled in. We have an oppor-
tunity to do that today.

The bill Senator ROBERTS, Senator
KERREY, and their staffs have re-
searched, and which I support, calls for
higher possible percentages. I spoke of
a 65-percent policy which I took out
last year, but higher percentages are
possible. Of course, that means higher
premiums.

The bill before the Senate lessens
those premiums to farmers by offering
a much stronger subsidy. There is a
certain inversion of the subsidies. By
that I mean, if farmers reach out for
more safety, farmers receive more sup-
port from this bill. The point is to try
to persuade farmers to take seriously
the safety net provided by crop insur-
ance risk management tools. This bill
goes a long way to offering those incen-
tives.

Let me take, once again, a concrete
example anecdotally from my own sit-
uation last year. The premium for my
crop insurance on my corn crop was
$1,700, quoted by the crop insurance
salesman out in Indiana. Ultimately, I
paid about $700-plus. The subsidy to the
policy was about $1,000. That is a very
strong inducement to take crop insur-
ance seriously.

In my home State of Indiana last
year, approximately 44 percent of farm-
ers did take crop insurance seriously,
although many at much lower levels—
some at simply the catastrophic level,
at a very low premium. Therefore, even
after we pass this legislation, which I
hope we will do, and confer with the
House—they have passed legislation
that is very similar to this—and enact
this so it comes into force prior to the
fiscal year that begins the first of Oc-
tober, each one of us will have an obli-
gation to visit with our farmers, to
visit with the extension offices of our
agricultural universities and others, to
explain the possibilities that are there
for risk management for a very large
safety net provided in the farm bill and
provided by the Budget Committee for
these next 4 years.

This is an extraordinary opportunity.
We owe it not only to the country to
pass legislation, but we owe it to our
farmers to make sure our advocacy
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reaches a new level of information and
education about very constructive leg-
islation.

I yield the floor for my distinguished
ranking member of the Agriculture
Committee. In due course, I know Sen-
ator ROBERTS will want to be heard,
and should be heard, and Senator
KERREY, who have been largely respon-
sible for fashioning portions of this
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I thank
the chairman for his leadership and
graciousness on this bill and for work-
ing hard to get it out on the floor in a
timely manner. I am hopeful that we
can dispose of it fairly rapidly today
and move on.

We are here considering passage of a
crop insurance reform bill that we just
reported out of the Agriculture Com-
mittee on March 2. It has been a long
and difficult journey to get to this
point, not the least because we had a
lot of good ideas from Members of this
body and of the committee. I think
there were no fewer than six com-
prehensive bills introduced on this
issue. I would like to think the bill we
will have at the desk shortly incor-
porates the best provisions of each of
them. I am sure our colleagues in the
House are eager for us to finish our
work on this because they passed their
crop insurance bill last September. So
hopefully we can get this passed and
get to conference and get this thing
wrapped up.

The bill we are going to have before
us shortly, S. 2251, takes advantage of
the opportunity offered by last year’s
budget resolution to apply $6 billion to
a reform of the Federal crop insurance
system. This effort probably has taken
on some added urgency recently due to
the low commodity prices faced by our
farmers. But I caution my colleagues
not to place too much emphasis on the
potential role of crop insurance in rem-
edying those problems. When the last
set of crop insurance reforms were
passed in 1994, this program was com-
plemented by a number of others which
together comprised what was called the
farm safety net. Much of the counter-
cyclical element of that safety net was
removed by Freedom to Farm, laying
the foundation, I think, for some un-
reasonable expectations about the abil-
ity of crop insurance to offset the ef-
fects of an agricultural economy that
went south. I do not mean geographi-
cally.

Aside from problems in the general
farm economy, which crop insurance
was never intended to deal with, the
last few years have exposed other
weaknesses in the program, which this
bill does attempt to address. First of
all, although the program currently
covers about two-thirds of acreage for
eligible crops, much of that coverage
either represents catastrophic policies
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or policies at the lower levels of buy-up
coverage. This bill offers enhanced sub-
sidies for the purpose of buying crop in-
surance. Under the current system, the
percentage subsidy peaks at the 65/100
level, making farmers eat a 35-percent
loss of crop value before they qualify
for any relief. We want to encourage
farmers to insure their crops at a high-
er level of buy-up, which we hope will
have the effect of reducing the prob-
ability of future ad hoc disaster relief
programs. We are also equalizing pre-
mium subsidies for revenue insurance
coverage, which Iowa farmers have ea-
gerly adopted. In 1999, Crop Revenue
Coverage and other revenue products
covered more than 60 percent of in-
sured acres in my State of Iowa, I
might add, the highest percentage in
the country. The revenue insurance
concept was one of the best things to
come out of the 1994 reform, and I want
to thank those at USDA and the pri-
vate sector who did the hard work to
make it available.

In addition, this bill includes provi-
sions which fixes APH problems associ-
ated with multi-year natural disasters,
makes the Noninsured Crop Disaster
Assistance Program more attractive,
and offers greater support and flexi-
bility in conducting research and de-
velopment of new crop insurance prod-
ucts, especially for specialty crops. On
the administrative side, it strengthens
oversight of the industry and penalties
for noncompliance and fraud, clarifies
reporting requirements, makes changes
to the structure of the Board of Direc-
tors of the Federal Crop Insurance Cor-
poration, and requires USDA to pay
more attention to regions of the coun-
try where crop insurance is not viewed
as an attractive option.

Chairman LUGAR offered a competing
vision for addressing concerns about
crop insurance and risk management
for farmers. His approach was to en-
courage farmers to adopt a wide range
of risk management practices, rather
than focus just on crop insurance. In
the spirit of compromise, this bill in-
cluded a $500 million risk management
pilot within the substitute amendment
offered and passed in committee, and I
look forward to what USDA learns
from implementing this program for 3
years, assuming it will be implemented
into law.

I am pleased that the committee
adopted an amendment I offered during
markup which restores the conserva-
tion compliance requirement for crop
insurance, which passed by voice vote.
I do not believe it is unreasonable to
treat crop insurance and risk manage-
ment payments in the same way as we
treat FSA loans, disaster payments or
any other USDA benefits. For all those
other benefits, farmers do have to com-
ply with conservation programs. That
is especially so considering that crop
insurance is already a substantial
USDA program, costing nearly $2 bil-
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lion a year. With this legislation, we
will add about $1.5 billion a year in ad-
ditional spending for crop insurance
and risk management programs. It
seems only right that for some $3.5 bil-
lion a year, we should be doing all we
can to ensure the programs are also
promoting conservation of our precious
soil and water.

We also worked to strengthen the
risk management program by adding
resource management practices and or-
ganic farming as eligible options, and
instructed the Risk Management Agen-
cy to view scientifically sound sustain-
able and organic farming practices as
good farming practices.

All in all, I think this crop insurance
bill is a good piece of legislation. I es-
pecially want to compliment my col-
leagues, Senator KERREY of Nebraska
and Senator ROBERTS from Kansas, for
their strong leadership in a bipartisan
manner on this bill. I believe they have
engineered and built a good bill, a bill
that will help us in all parts of the
country in those things I just spoke
about—everything from specialty crops
in one area to the big wheat and grain
crops in other parts of the country—
with the provisions in there that man-
date that USDA is to find new ways of
making crop insurance more attractive
in those areas of the country that have
low sign-up rates. Finally, I think the
vision of both Senator ROBERTS and
Senator KERREY in getting the sub-
sidies for the buy-up—that really is the
heart and soul of this bill to ensure
that farmers will have a better deal
when they buy up their risk coverage
for their crops and their crop insurance
programs.

It is a good bill. It deserves the sup-
port of the Senate. Hopefully, we can
get it up, and hopefully get it through
in due course yet today.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER
GREGG). The Senator from Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, as has
been indicated by my colleagues, the
distinguished chairman and ranking
member of the Senate Agriculture
Committee, we have before us—we do
not have before us, but we would like
to have before us S. 2251, entitled the
“Risk Management for the 21st Cen-
tury Act.” It has been certainly aptly
described by the distinguished chair-
man and Senator HARKIN.

This legislation is a slightly modified
version of a bill by the same name;
that is, S. 15680 which was introduced by
Senator KERREY and myself last fall. It
was supported by a large number of our
colleagues.

Our farmers and ranchers have to
deal with multiple threats of weather
and pests and disease that few, if any,
businesses must experience on a daily
basis. As we all know, it can often be a
very brutal up-and-down cycle, a real
price roller coaster that our farmers
and ranchers must face. To get through
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these cycles, our producers must have
crop insurance and risk management
tools at work.

This bill represents a real personal
effort on my part and that of my staff,
as well as Senator KERREY and other
colleagues.

But it was about 20 years ago that
my predecessor in the House of Rep-
resentatives, the Honorable Keith
Sebelius, cast the deciding vote to cre-
ate the Federal Crop Insurance Pro-
gram. Since that time, it has been al-
most 20 years now we have gone
through numerous reforms to get this
right. This has been a personal com-
mitment of mine for some time.

If you sit on the wagon and listen to
farmers, regardless of which region
they come from, or what commodity
they are involved in, time and time
again they have come to us and said it
is time for major reforms in the pro-
gram.

Two years ago, Senator KERREY and I
agreed to work together on this issue.
I said: BoB, do you think we can do
this?

He said: Well, we don’t have any
other alternative but to try.

Tackling the national and com-
prehensive Crop Insurance Program
has been—I don’t know—sort of like
pushing a rope. But we certainly
agreed on the issue. We have been
working on this legislation with able
staff and with the help of the chairman
and the distinguished ranking member.
We have been working on this for near-
ly 18 months nonstop.

We began the effort in earnest when
we gave every farm, commodity, lend-
ing, and insurance group the oppor-
tunity to provide their suggestions for
improvements in the Crop Insurance
Program. We asked everybody—we cast
a wide net: How do you want to im-
prove this?

The response to this call for com-
ments was overwhelming. The com-
ments we received certainly gave us a
clear and common direction in which
we needed to go in regard to this legis-
lation.

Who am I talking about? If I could
find the list here because we have a let-
ter dated just a couple of days ago:

As organizations representing farm, lend-
ing, and insurance industries, we are writing
to strongly urge that the Senate pass the re-
cently reported Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee crop insurance risk management bill.

We have the American Association of
Crop Insurers, the American Bankers
Association. Don’t forget, this is a
lender’s issue as well. This is an issue
that affects the lending institutions.
Many of them simply will not continue
to go down the road on behalf of our
producers without what they believe is
reasonable crop insurance.

We have the American Farm Bureau
Federation, the American Feed Indus-
try Association, the American Nursery
and Landscape Association—let me re-
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peat that—the American Nursery and
Landscape Association. Why am I say-
ing that? Because that particular
group represents, in many of the
Northeastern States, the No. 1 major
agriculture interest. I understand there
is some concern on the part of those
from the Northeastern part of our
country that perhaps their needs have
not been addressed to the extent that
they believe would be commensurate
with proper reform.

We have the American Soybean Asso-
ciation, the Crop Insurance Research
Bureau, the Farm Credit Council, the
Independent Community Bankers Asso-
ciation, the Independent Insurance
Agents of America.

I do not mean to get too tedious, but
this is a long list of everybody involved
in agriculture who has come to the
conclusion that this bill is a good bill
and we should pass it.

We have the National Association of
Wheat Growers, the National Barley
Growers Association, the National
Corn Growers Association, the Na-
tional Farmers Union, the National
Grain Sorghum Producers, the Na-
tional Pork Producers Council, the Na-
tional Sunflower Association, the Na-
tional Association of Professional In-
surance Agents, the Rural Community
Insurance Services, the Society of the
American Florists. If Members will
vote for this, they will get a floral bou-
quet, as well as bouquets of credits
from all these organizations.

We have the U.S. Canola Association.
I could go on with other lists, but I
think I have made my point.

These groups told us to do the fol-
lowing. This also represents all the
producers from all regions of the coun-
try, every commodity group, that told
us, No. 1, to make higher levels of cov-
erage more affordable. We want to en-
courage our farmers and ranchers to
buy up more crop insurance, certainly
not less.

Second, to provide an equal subsidy
for both yield and revenue insurance
products. It is the revenue insurance
product that may well be the founda-
tion for the next farm bill. I am not
saying that will be the case, but cer-
tainly that is an option. So to improve
those products, it seems to me, is very
important.

The chairman has gone over this in
his remarks.

Third, to develop steps to address the
problems associated with a lack of pro-
duction history for a farmer that is
just beginning and concerns that an
adequate policy does not exist to ad-
dress multiple years of disasters. How
many times have we had a farmer come
and testify before the committee and
say: Look. I can’t get any crop insur-
ance. I have been hit. The Good Lord
was not willing, and the creeks did rise
or they didn’t rise, and we got into all
sorts of multiple disasters and I could
not get the crop insurance.
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Fourth, the creation of new and ex-
panded crop insurance policies for spe-
cialty crops and improvement in what
is called the Noninsured Assistance
Program, which covers many specialty
Crops.

I am going to come back to that be-
cause when we put together this bill,
Senator KERREY and I knew we had to
reach out to every region of the coun-
try. We knew there was a lot of con-
sternation and frustration on the part
of Members who represented farmers
from the Northeast and producers also
from the South that the current Crop
Insurance Program was not favorable
to their interests, that it was discrimi-
natory.

So we sat down with staff. I remem-
ber in one of the first meetings we had,
why, Senator KERREY told me: PAT, we
have to reach out to these groups. We
have to cover the specialty crop pro-
ducers, more especially, since the
Northeast and the Eastern part of the
country went through such tough
times in regards to last year and the
drought.

We have tried to do that. It seems to
me to be a paradox of enormous irony
that the very region of the country we
are reaching out to, now we have dis-
tinguished Senators who are privileged
to represent the farmers and the ranch-
ers and the producers, the specialty
crop folks from that part of the coun-
try, saying: Well, wait a minute. We’re
worried that this bill does not address
our concerns. Address them? We
reached out to them. This is the most
favorable crop insurance reform, I
won’t say that could be imagined, but
these are the very folks to whom we
reached out.

Next the farmers told us: We want
some increased emphasis in specialty
crop policy research and development;
use the good offices and the expertise
and skill of the Department of Agri-
culture for pilot projects with regard
to research and development for spe-
cialty crops, not only the program
crops, the wheat, barley, corn, and feed
grains, all of that, cotton and rice, but
the specialty crop folks; they deserve
that. And that is in the bill.

They asked for major changes in the
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation’s
board of directors, more farmer input,
if you will. That has certainly taken
place.

They asked to streamline and remove
the roadblocks in the product approval
process. Somebody could come up with
a new pilot project and it would lay
around 6 months, 8 months, a year, and
we couldn’t get any approval. We have
deadlines now to be approved.

We take some significant steps to ad-
dress the fraud and abuse of the pro-
gram. The chairman has pointed out
that we don’t want a situation where if
you are going to reform crop insurance,
you simply encourage people from
challenged lands, if that is the proper
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term for it, to farm the program, if you
will. We have very strong language in
regard to fraud and abuse. I cannot
imagine any producer who, once they
take a look at the penalties, would
ever go down that road.

It is my hope the bill does all the
things I have said and more. I have the
rest of my statement here. I will not
ask that it be put in the RECORD at this
point because I would rather simply go
into the details when we have the bill
before us and have a time agreement. I
hope we can get the time agreement.

Again, I think it is a paradox of enor-
mous irony that when you reach out to
certain sections of the country, you
find yourself in a real quandary. You
scratch your head and have a lot of
frustration. You have some degree of
concern that Senators from the very
part of the country you have included
in the major crop insurance reform—
and by ‘“‘included,” I mean asking those
Senators and their staff to come to us
and to provide some answers; they have
done so, and we have put it in the bill.
Now it seems that this is where the
concern is coming from, and we are
holding up the bill.

I can go into all of the provisions we
have for specialty crops; i.e., the mat-
ter of concern with regard to folks in
the Northeast. I will not do that. I am
going to save that until we have some
of the Senators on the floor to point
out to them just what we have done.
But there are four big ticket items, and
additional items of interest, about 15 of
them. I think it is very salutary to the
concerns of producers in that area.

Both Senator HARKIN and the chair-
man of the committee, Senator LUGAR,
indicated that this bill should be on
the unanimous consent calendar. We
had the debate in the committee. The
chairman had a different approach in
regard to a risk management approach.
It was a very legitimate option. We
have committed some funds to see if we
can go forward with that kind of option
step by step. But the majority of the
bill pretty much mirrors what they
have done in the House.

Now, how did the House do this? Did
they have a big debate? Did regions of
the country have some problems with
this? No, the House of Representatives,
in their infinite wisdom, passed this by
unanimous consent.

With all due respect to my colleagues
in the other body, a body in which I
was privileged to serve, they have a lot
of trouble deciding when to adjourn, let
alone doing anything by unanimous
consent. I hope they take that in the
spirit in which I say those comments.

They passed it by unanimous con-
sent. That means any one Member out
of 435 could have stood up and objected.
Nobody did that because they knew
that this was on the agenda. We prom-
ised this 4 years ago, the editorial
“we,” both Democrats and Repub-
licans, when the new farm bill was
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passed. Despite all of the criticisms we
have heard in regard to the new farm
bill—and this is not the time to get in
to that discussion or debate—both Sen-
ator LUGAR and I held up the chart—
certainly Senator LUGAR referred to
it—which said, if you go to a more
market oriented farm policy, these are
the things you have to have with it to
give the farmer the risk management
tools to compete. It was supposed to be
done 4 years ago after the 1994 reform.

We did not do that, ‘“we” meaning
the administration and leadership on
both the Democrat and Republican
side. We all bear part of that responsi-
bility. There were honest differences of
opinion. Sometimes things take a little
longer. But if the House of Representa-
tives can pass this by unanimous con-
sent without one objection, what are
we doing here holding up this bill, espe-
cially when we are reaching out to the
very people who are raising the objec-
tions.

If Senators have some problems with
this, please come down and talk to
Senator KERREY and me and the distin-
guished chairman and Senator HARKIN.
We think we have some very good an-
swers for you. We think we have done
what you want us to do. I don’t know
when enough is not enough, but it
seems to me we ought to do that.

One of the biggest reasons why we
should do this, you never know what
the weather is going to do. You never
know when a section of the country
could be hard hit. We provide that as-
sistance under disaster bills. Ours is
not a disaster bill. It addresses some of
the concerns farmers have in regard to
going through disasters in that it gives
them a risk management tool. They
control that, along with their lender
and their insurance company. They can
better guard against the natural disas-
ters that can happen. But everybody
here knows what has happened when
we have a disaster, more especially in
the even-numbered years. When we
have a disaster, it is a disaster to try
to devise a disaster program that is
fair and is equitable. That was a con-
cern on the part of the Senators from
the Northeast during the last disaster
bill that was passed in the last year to
provide assistance to hard-pressed
farmers. They believe they were dis-
criminated against. I think they have a
point. But the proper way to address
that is not on the crop insurance re-
form we have constructed to be in their
best interest. That is a separate issue.

If we passed the crop insurance re-
form and the money is in the budget
through the efforts of the good Sen-
ators mentioned by the distinguished
chairman, we have $6 billion there. It is
not over budget. But if we have add-ons
with different amendments, obviously
we will be over budget. That is not the
answer to this.

In addition, if you have the crop in-
surance risk management tools in
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place, in my personal view, you are not
going to have the tremendous need or
the tremendous support for annual dis-
aster bills. We got along for 2 years, I
think, after passage of the farm bill,
where we didn’t have to spend $1 for
disasters. Obviously, we have a lot of
folks who would predict that it doesn’t
happen every year. But if the farmer
has the proper risk management tools,
yes, it is going to cost some money,
but it will save the taxpayer much
more money in the long run rather
than treating this on an annual basis
in terms of disaster bills. This is in the
best interest of the taxpayer.

I think I have pretty well made my
point. I will save the rest of my state-
ment when we do get agreement. I will
say again that I hope we do get the
agreement soon.

I wish to pay special credit to Sen-
ator KERREY and to his assistant, Bev
Paul, along with a young man who as-
sisted me in this effort, Mike Seyfert.
They have worked day after day, hour
after hour, back and forth between
every commodity group, every farm or-
ganization, every Senator, every re-
gion. It has been tedious work. How
many Senators will get a blind phone
call from somebody trying to sell you
insurance? I think probably insurance
is not the most favorable topic about
which to be talking. Crop insurance
does tend to be a high glazer, as we can
see by the lack of colleagues on the
floor. So they have taken this rather
tedious subject, this detailed and com-
plex subject and have worked out a
major reform.

Senator KERREY has done a splendid
job. We have both, as I said before,
tried to truly listen to our producers to
come up with something we think will
be the answer.

I think this is one of the major re-
forms in farm program policy. I thank
Senator KERREY and the dedicated
staff, both his and mine, and certainly
the staff of Senator LUGAR. We have
worked through a very difficult time.
Well, now is the time. As I said, we
ought to do it by unanimous consent. I
hope we can get this thing done and we
can work out the agreement. I know
people are working overtime to get this
done, but tempus and the weather
fugit. That means we can’t dilly-dally
around with this.

I must say, given the considerations
that it is an even numbered year and
the amount of angst and frustration on
the part of our farmers and ranchers,
this has been promised for years. So
the people who hold up this bill should
know there is a groundswell of support
for the bill, and there will also be, I
suspect, a tad bit of criticism for the
people who are holding it up. That is
just a thought.

At this point, I yield the floor.

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

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I thank
Chairman LUGAR. He has done great
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work in allowing the process to come
forward and allowing suggestions on
how to improve crop insurance and
make it more responsible. There has
been some abuse of the program. Sen-
ator ROBERTS talked about it, and he
has been a champion on that problem.
We don’t want a program that encour-
ages people to farm for insurance rath-
er than actually produce a crop. His
suggestion to produce a program that
gives people a variety of options that
includes crop insurance, I think, is an
improvement in the risk management
offering to provide the farms and
ranchers in the United States of Amer-
ica.

I also thank Senator LEAHY. I under-
stand he spoke yesterday. In the
Northeast, although there is only 2 per-
cent of the farm land and 6 percent of
the dollar value of crops produced on
an annual basis, it is still important.
There are farms in New Hampshire,
Vermont, upstate New York, and New
Jersey. They are concerned; they have
expressed those concerns. We have
taken their concerns into account. The
House bill does not, I should point out
to those from the Northeast. We have
accommodated those concerns, unlike
the House. You will see it if you look
at the language of the legislation.

I thank Senator ROBERTS. It has been
fun working with him. I think we have
produced a piece of legislation that
will provide producers with what they
have been asking for, at least in Ne-
braska—the most important.

We have been blessed in the United
States with a successful agriculture
strategy over the last 100 years. But it
has lulled us to sleep in many ways.

We are hoping to get an agreement
on the bill. I ask my colleagues to take
this opportunity to discuss agriculture
in general. There are so many mis-
conceptions about agriculture. It is
seen as sort of an old policy. Agri-
culture is oftentimes seen as a special
interest when, in fact, out of an $8 tril-
lion economy, agriculture still ac-
counts for a trillion dollars of that.
Nearly 1 out of 8 jobs—almost 20 mil-
lion jobs—in the TUnited States are
there as a consequence of the food and
fiber grown on the farms and ranches
of the United States of America. It is
quite a remarkable success story. We
take it for granted too often.

In this morning’s New York Times
there is an article by an economist by
the name of Paul Krugman, talking
about an issue that is quite hot: geneti-
cally modified organisms. Mr.
Krugman, quite accurately, said that
many of the opponents of GMOs are
people who don’t understand that it is
the application of technology that has
not only made our food better but
made it affordable and relatively easy
to acquire. It is almost nothing if you
want to order the food that you can’t
get in relatively short order as a con-
sequence not just of the way we
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produce food, but the way we distribute
it, transport it, store it, and the way
we process it. It is quite a remarkable
success story and still accounts—even
with declining sales internationally—
for the most impressive part of our
trade story. In fact, about the only
good news right now in the trade story
is we still have a slight surplus with
agricultural exports. We tend as a con-
sequence to take agriculture for grant-
ed and sort of see it as a marginal part
of the economic debate.

Agricultural policy should be front
and central to any economic strategy.
Producing a trillion dollars in output
and producing 20 million jobs is obvi-
ously significant to those of us who
have portions of our economy depend-
ent upon agriculture in our States, and
it is obvious to us that it is a part of
the new economy. The Senator from
Indiana can talk eloquently about it
because he still has an active farm. But
you don’t achieve success on a farm
today without applying a significant
amount of technology, without being a
part of the new economy, without
using computers, without being able to
know exactly what your costs are, and
without being able to know how to
market and where the market is. There
is almost nothing that is taken for
granted today when it comes to pro-
duction agriculture.

So it ought to be a central part of our
economic strategy. I know we at-
tempted not just to accommodate but
to take into account the concerns of
States that don’t have as much agri-
culture but are still important, such as
the Northeast, where, as I said, it is
only 2 percent of the agricultural land
in production and 6 percent of the total
dollar output; it is still important for a
lot of reasons, both economic and so-
cial. As we try to figure out our eco-
nomic strategy, it ought not to end up
on some shopping list down there with
a list of 30 or 40 things that people
want to get done.

The unfortunate part of agriculture
is that there is considerably more risk.
That is what this legislation does. I
want to talk about that risk because 1
get asked about this in urban environ-
ments in Nebraska, such as Omaha,
Lincoln, Hastings, or some other small-
er communities. Oftentimes, they say:
Why do we have a special program?
Why do we do crop insurance at all?
Why do we have a Government-private
sector partnership to help farmers
manage risk? What makes them special
or different than us?

There is an answer that may not be
readily apparent, although it is quite
obvious to those of us who are from
States where there is an awful lot of
production agriculture. The answer is,
unlike all other manufacturing busi-
nesses, agriculture is at risk to the
weather. I am in business. I have res-
taurants and health clubs.

In 1975, on the 6th of May, at about 4
o’clock in the afternoon, a tornado
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came up out of the Northwest. We had
been in business a little over 2 years.
The tornado blew us away; it com-
pletely destroyed our business. We had
to start again from scratch. It hap-
pened in May, and we reopened 18
weeks later. We didn’t even lose the 4
months sales we thought we were going
to lose because we opened with greater
volume. But if I am running DICK
LUGAR’s farm and a tornado comes
through, it can take away not just 4
months’ revenue but an entire year’s
revenue.

It is different. In my restaurant, I
control the environment. I don’t suffer
declines as a consequence of drought,
as we are currently experiencing in the
State of Nebraska. I don’t suffer as a
consequence of all the different
changes in the weather that can put
the crop of a farmer or ranch unit at
risk. So there is considerable risk,
which is different than in other kinds
of businesses. No other manufacturing
business produces its product out of
doors, and no other manufacturing
business is at risk of losing an entire
year’s revenue as a result of too much
water, too little water, rain, hail, and
all the other sorts of things that can
happen that cause a producer to lose an
entire year’s income.

In addition, very few businesses have
the economic situation that agri-
culture does. That is to say, just a lit-
tle more supply than what is necessary
will cause prices to go down. It is just
a slight more supply than is needed—if
you produce, say, 15 or 20 percent more
than what the market will absorb in a
single year’s time, the price will go
down sharply. There is tremendous sen-
sitivity to excess production.

In Mr. Krugman’s excellent observa-
tion this morning in an op-ed piece in
the New York Times, he said the very
people who tend to oppose GMOs are
the people who are least likely to be
able to produce food on their own and
who have benefited from the applica-
tion of technology and the consequence
of lower prices, greater quality, and
greater accessibility to food. They have
no difficulty getting food. They live in
relatively wealthy nations, and they
are not going to suffer as a con-
sequence of not bringing the GMOs on
line. It will be the poor, less developed
nations that will suffer the con-
sequence. It is easy for Prince Charles
to oppose GMOs.

We find ourselves in a short supply-
and-demand situation where consumers
are basically saying: We don’t want our
farmers and ranchers to produce less
than what we want. We don’t want to
be short of food. We don’t want prices
to go up too high. We have a policy—it
is especially true with large proc-
essors—where processors not only want
prices to be stable but prefer prices to
be in the lower range, if possible. That
is always good business. You try to
keep your costs under control. If we
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overproduce, the prices are always
going to be on a downward pressure.

This legislation, the Risk Manage-
ment for the 21st Century Act, allows
the continuation of the development of
products that are offered to farmers to
manage the risks of price declines and
revenue losses coming from changes in
the market over which they have no
control.

The Senator from North Dakota
talked about currency fluctuations at
great length when we discussed trade
agreements and trying to get some-
thing in trade agreements that allow
us to accommodate the sort of things
that we saw after NAFTA with the peso
decline. We found ourselves at a sig-
nificant disadvantage as a con-
sequence. These currency declines can
have a tremendous impact on the earn-
ing ability of our farmers. It is a risk
that the farmers of America have to
manage.

In this new and improved crop insur-
ance proposal, we will have an in-
creased likelihood, in my view, that
market-oriented products will enable a
producer to manage the risk of loss of
income due to unexpected and uncon-
trolled declines in their income associ-
ated with price declines. Also, those
products will be developed and avail-
able to the market. Not only do we in-
crease the subsidies and make it more
likely that people will buy, but we also
provide risk-minded options. We make
changes in the existing crop program.
Key among them is we restructure the
risk management agency to make it
more likely that products will be
brought to market more quickly. It is
more likely to be market-oriented as
well.

My hope is that we can move this
legislation—as Chairman LUGAR and
Senator ROBERTS have indicated, and
earlier Senator HARKIN spoke, and we
could not have developed this piece of
legislation without the distinguished
ranking member as well—and pass a
good, strong bill that is beneficial to
all regions of the country so that it is
more likely to come out of conference
as a bill that is closer to what the Sen-
ate has. The House, as I said, does not
have many of the provisions that the
Northeastern Senators have been talk-
ing about. We did in ours. My hope is
that we can pass this piece of legisla-
tion with a large influence and in a
positive way for the conference.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

——
UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, we have
had an hour of general debate and dis-
cussion.

On behalf of the leader, I would now
like to offer a unanimous consent re-
quest.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate now proceed to Calendar No.
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464, S. 2251, the crop insurance bill, and
it be considered under the following
time agreement:

One amendment to be offered by the
managers limited to 10 minutes and
not subject to second-degree amend-
ments and no budget points of order be
in order prior to the disposition of the
managers’ amendment, and for the pur-
poses of complying with section 204 of
H. Con. Res. 68, the bill, as amended by
the managers’ amendment, be consid-
ered as the committee-reported bill:

Two relevant first-degree amend-
ments in order to be offered by the ma-
jority leader, or his designee;

Two relevant first-degree amend-
ments in order to be offered by the mi-
nority leader, or his designee;

That those first-degree amendments
be subject to relevant second-degree
amendments;

That all amendments except where
noted be limited to 30 minutes equally
divided in the usual form;

That no motions to commit or re-
commit the bill be in order;

And following disposition of the
above-described amendments and use
or yielding back of debate time, the
bill be advanced to third reading.

I further ask unanimous consent that
following third reading of the bill, the
Senate proceed to the House com-
panion bill, H.R. 2559, and all after the
enacting clause be stricken, the text of
S. 2251, as amended, if amended, be in-
serted, the bill be advanced to third
reading and passage occur all without
any intervening action or debate.

I finally ask unanimous consent that
following passage, the Senate insist on
its amendment, request a conference
with the House, the Chair be author-
ized to appoint conferees on the part of
the Senate, and the Senate bill be
placed back on the calendar.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

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

If I could just explain for a moment,
we have been working closely with a
number of our colleagues, I understand,
on a bipartisan basis from the North-
east who want to be able to offer an
amendment. I know at least in some
cases they haven’t had the opportunity
to see the bill until yesterday. So they
have asked for our indulgence in work-
ing with them to see if we can accom-
modate their needs. I have indicated a
willingness to do that.

I noted to Senator LOTT just a few
minutes ago that we are close to reach-
ing a procedural arrangement whereby
that could be done. I am hopeful that
we will be able to get that agreement
sometime shortly. I have no objection
to proceeding to the bill. We could cer-
tainly do that.

Earlier, a suggestion was made and a
unanimous consent request I think was
offered which would allow us to go to
the bill for general debate only. As I
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understand it, that was objected to.
But whether we go to the bill without
an agreement or go to the bill and seek
a unanimous consent that would allow
for a general debate, either of those ap-
proaches would work.

I hope that by the end of the day we
can get a unanimous consent agree-
ment that would spell out in more de-
tail, as perhaps the chairman has sug-
gested, an amendment list. As I said,
we are close. I certainly have no objec-
tion myself to moving forward, as he
has suggested. I want to accommodate
Senators who have been working in
good faith to try to find a way in which
to amend the bill, and they should be
prepared to do that before the end of
the day.

I will object at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRAPO). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I had
hoped to come to the floor today in
support of the long-awaited, long-an-
ticipated crop insurance reform bill.
My colleagues, Senators ROBERTS and
KERREY, have toiled over this legisla-
tion, laboring to ensure that the risk
management activities America’s
farmers will undertake are fair, afford-
able, and comprehensive.

Instead, I understand that a few of
our Democratic colleagues have placed
a hold on the bill, while ironically, an
editorial in the Washington Post this
morning decries the 1996 Freedom to
Farm Act and the very legislation I
had hoped would pass today.

Mr. President, nearly every major
commodity group in the nation sup-
ports the Roberts/Kerrey bill and have,
through the voices of their member-
ship, called upon us to act. Instead of
working to pass crop insurance legisla-
tion growers from across the country
have been anxiously awaiting, we in-
stead find ourselves once again defend-
ing the principles of freedom to farm.

To use America’s farmers as a pawn
in an election year political game, at a
time when the agriculture economy is
in a serious state of flux, in my opinion
invalidates their plight. When we
should be passing comprehensive, bi-
partisan legislation that enhances the
safety net for American farmers, we in-
stead find ourselves fighting to address
a bill the farming community nearly
overwhelmingly desires.

As of late, farmers in the Pacific
Northwest have found themselves in
this same game far too often. At the
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same time the Administration sends of-
ficials out to Washington state claim-
ing to provide solutions to these seri-
ous issues, regulators under the Clin-
ton-Gore watch are working to elimi-
nate the water, transportation infra-
structure, chemicals, and in general
the tools necessary for farmers to con-
tinue their livelihood.

Last week, the Washington Associa-
tion of Wheat Growers made the 3,000
mile trip to Washington, DC to encour-
age me to support the crop insurance
reform we were supposed to address
today. At a time when check books
barely balance, fuel prices are out-
rageously high, while commodity
prices are low, these folks asked for
our help. Unfortunately today, these
proud and previously profitable grow-
ers must wait. They must wait for sev-
eral folks on the other side of the aisle
to make a political monster of crop in-
surance before they can receive this de-
sired reform.

Mr. President, when the Risk Man-
agement for the 21st Century Act fi-
nally comes before us here in the Sen-
ate, I will support the efforts of Sen-
ators ROBERTS and KERREY, of the Sen-
ate Agriculture Committee, and of
those voices in rural America who de-
mand crop insurance reform.

———

RISK MANAGEMENT FOR THE 21ST
CENTURY ACT

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
now proceed to Calendar No. 464, S.
2251, the crop insurance bill, and that
it be considered under the following
agreement: First, an amendment to be
offered by the managers, limited to 10
minutes and not subject to second-de-
gree amendments, and no budget points
of order be in order prior to the disposi-
tion of the managers’ amendment, and
for the purposes of complying with sec-
tion 204 of H. Con. Res. 68, the bill, as
amended by the managers’ amendment,
be considered as the committee re-
ported bill.

Parenthetically, the amendment of-
fered by the distinguished Senators
from New York and New Jersey would
be a part of that managers’ amend-
ment.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LUGAR. Yes.

Mr. SCHUMER. I first thank the Sen-
ator on behalf of myself and the Sen-
ators from New Jersey, Rhode Island,
all of us, as well as the other members
of the committee. This is an extremely
important amendment to all of us. I
ask the Senator, will the Senate in the
conference do everything it can to keep
the language and the amount of money
we have agreed to?

Mr. LUGAR. I am sure the Senate
will argue the merits of the Senators’
suggestions as well as the rest of the
managers’ amendment, and whatever
else transpires, with vigor.
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Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Senator,
again, for understanding our particular
problems with agriculture in the
Northeast. As the Senator may remem-
ber, last fall when disaster struck, we
were unable to protect our farmers.
Being allowed to be included in the
crop insurance program for specialty
crops such as fruits and vegetables is
extremely important. We are very ap-
preciative of those efforts that were
made.

I yield to the Senator from New Jer-

sey.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I
thank the chairman. I am certain he
understands many of us believe that
the long, slow erosion of the agricul-
tural community in the Northeast
must come to an end. Those who are
engaged in specialty crops and other
products in New York, New Jersey,
Rhode Island, Connecticut, Massachu-
setts, and other States have suffered
very badly in recent years.

I think the agreement we have come
to is of some real note. That is, this
isn’t simply an agricultural crop insur-
ance program; it is now a national pro-
gram. For the first time in my experi-
ence, we have reached across the Na-
tion’s borders, coast to coast, and de-
signed a program that can work for
every State. This is a very important
moment for the State of New Jersey
and preserving those farms that re-
main. I am grateful and very much ap-
preciate his commitment to fight vig-
orously in conference so that the Sen-
ate provisions prevail. I thank the Sen-
ator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island is recognized.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I commend
the Senator from New York and the
Senator from New Jersey for their
great efforts. I thank the chairman. As
my colleague so well expressed, there
is a tendency to not realize or under-
stand that the Northeast part of the
United States has a significant farming
industry. We learned that the hard
way, in some respects, last fall when
we discovered our farmers were in des-
perate straits because of drought, loss
of crops, and environmental conditions
that affected them. Today, we are rec-
ognizing their standing along with
farmers throughout this country, and
not only their need but their eligibility
now for Federal assistance in times of
need. I thank the chairman for his ef-
forts, and I thank my colleagues for
working so hard on this.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LUGAR. I thank the Senators
from New York, New Jersey, and Rhode
Island for their leadership.

Mr. President, can we lock in that
part of it?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Has the
Senator completed his unanimous con-
sent request?

Mr. LUGAR. No. This is a portion of
it. The request is the managers’
amendment be offered.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, let me
proceed.

I further ask unanimous consent that
a relevant amendment by the distin-
guished Senator from Wisconsin, Mr.
KoOHL, with a time limit of 30 minutes
be entertained, and that a statement
by Senator KENNEDY of Massachusetts
be permitted for not to exceed 30 min-
utes; that a sense-of-the-Senate amend-
ment be offered by the distinguished

Senator from Minnesota, Mr.
WELLSTONE, and that one relevant
amendment be offered by Senator
WELLSTONE.

May I inquire of the Senator if he
would permit us to have a 30-minute
time limit for each of these two
amendments?

Mr. WELLSTONE. First of all, on the
time, I have to decide on the second
amendment. On the first amendment,
it is not my wish to go on and on, but
I would not agree to 30 minutes. There
were 2,600 to 3,000 farmers, and 500
came from Minnesota. I would like to
commend them for the Rally for Rural
America, and call on Congress to take
some action to deal with the crisis in
our rural communities. I don’t think I
can give justice to what they did in 30
minutes. Other Senators would like to
speak as well. I would not agree to only
30 minutes.

The second point I wish to make is
that these are agriculture-related
amendments. I wish to make sure that
is acceptable to my colleague.

Mr. LUGAR. The request that we
made to the Chair is that they be rel-
evant to the legislation before us.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will object to the
whole agreement because these amend-
ments are agriculture-related. I don’t
think they would necessarily be ruled
relevant to crop insurance. I can do the
sense-of-the-Senate amendment within
an hour, I think, basically recognizing
and congratulating people for coming
and talking about our commitment to
take some action. I might not even do
a second amendment. Certainly, they
are agriculture-related. There isn’t
anybody in the world who would say
that the sense-of-the-Senate is not ag-
riculture-related, dealing with the
price crisis. But I thought that would
be acceptable. If it technically has to
be relevant to crop insurance, that
would be out of order. If it is out of
order, I will not agree.

Mr. LUGAR. I have to respond to the
Senator, on behalf of our leader, Sen-
ator LOTT, that it needs to be relevant
to the legislation. The Chair might be
asked to rule on that or might not be
asked to rule on that. I understand the
Senator, and I am attempting to be ac-
commodative. The importance of what
he has to say is obvious. But if the Sen-
ator could achieve both of his objec-
tives within an hour of time, perhaps
we could proceed on that basis.
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Mr. WELLSTONE. I would be pleased
to achieve the objective within an hour
of time. I can do that. I am not trying
to hold up the bill. I think I can do
that. I am not going to agree if I am
going to be ruled out of order. Maybe
we can proceed on that basis.

Mr. LUGAR. I pledge to the Senator
not to raise a point of order. To reit-
erate, I ask unanimous consent that we
have a Kohl amendment with a limit of
30 minutes; a Kennedy statement with
a limit of 30 minutes; and the Senator
from Minnesota, with a total of 1 hour
for either a statement or an amend-
ment, or a motion, as the case may be.

Mr. WELLSTONE. This would be for
a sense-of-the-Senate amendment. If it
could be in the agreement that there
could be 1 hour and there would not be
objection to it——

Mr. LUGAR. All right. Three ele-
ments: the sense of the Senate for 1
hour, the Kohl amendment for 30 min-
utes, and the Kennedy statement for 30
minutes.

Mr. President, these would be the
only permissible amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, further, I
ask unanimous consent that these
amendments have equal division of
time and be considered in the usual
form, and that no motions to commit
or recommit the bill be in order, and
following disposition of the above
amendments, or the yielding back of
time, the bill be advanced to third
reading.

I further ask consent that following
third reading of the bill, the Senate
proceed to the House companion bill,
H.R. 2559, and all after the enacting
clause be stricken, the text of S. 2551,
as amended, if amended, be inserted,
the bill be advanced to third reading,
and passage occur, all without any in-
tervening action or debate.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I shall not,
let me thank all Senators for their co-
operation and for their willingness to
work with the leadership to accommo-
date the many concerns that have ex-
isted on both sides.

Let me say briefly, however, for the
record, this is yet another example of
the minority again cooperating with
the majority and denying ourselves the
right to offer nonrelevant amendments
first, that is nonagricultural amend-
ments, or any other amendments that
are nonrelevant, and limiting ourselves
to relevant amendments to this par-
ticular bill. We are doing it as a result
of the urgency that I think everyone
understands about this matter, and we
are doing it in an effort to try to accel-
erate consideration of this bill and also
ultimately come to a conclusion. It is
an abrogation of the rights of all Sen-
ators to again be asked that they pre-
clude the consideration of any nonrel-
evant amendments.
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We will do it again in this case. But
I think that, at some point, the Senate
has to be the Senate, where Senators
have the right to offer amendments re-
gardless of subject matter. Again, in
this case, I appreciate the cooperation
of everybody. I hope we don’t continue
in the Senate what I think is a dan-
gerous pattern—that we limit Senators
in such a narrow way, as we are doing
in this case. We are doing it for good
reason, but I hope we can find ways in
which to allow Senators to express
themselves and be full participants in
debate on other matters and other ve-
hicles.

I certainly don’t object. I commend
the chairman for getting this agree-
ment.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, before I
ask for the ruling, let me ask the leave
of my colleagues and that Senator JEF-
FORDS be recognized for 30 minutes on
an amendment on our side. I have just
been advised that the Senator may
have an amendment.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask
if the amendment is relevant.

Mr. LUGAR. The amendment would
be relevant.

Mr. DASCHLE. I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous consent re-
quest?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, finally I
ask unanimous consent that following
passage of the bill, the Senate insist on
its amendments and request a con-
ference with the House.

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

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I am ad-
vised by the distinguished minority
leader that, of course, I will be in a po-
sition to name conferees on our side,
and he also will be in a position to do
SO.
My hope would be, as I am certain it
is his, that we could proceed to con-
ference with the House as rapidly as
possible.

Mr. President, I thank the Chair.

I thank the distinguished minority
leader and all Senators who have
helped us in this.

We are now prepared to offer the
managers’ amendment;

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (S. 2251) to amend the Federal Crop
Insurance Act to improve crop insurance
coverage, to provide agricultural producers
with choices to manage risk, and for other
purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

AMENDMENT NO. 2887

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I send
the managers’ amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:
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The Senator from Indiana [Mr. LUGAR] for
himself, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. ROBERTS, and Mr.
KERREY, proposes an amendment numbered
2887.

Mr. LUGAR. 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. LUGAR. Mr. President, I know of
no debate on the managers’ amend-
ment. I ask the Chair to pose the ques-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time is
yielded.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 2887) was agreed
to.

Mr. LUGAR. I thank the Chair.

The bill is now open for the amend-
ments that have been designated in the
unanimous consent agreement.

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

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I rise to
strongly endorse the crop insurance
bill that is before us. It is a product of
a bipartisan effort.

I especially want to congratulate my
colleague, Senator KERREY of Ne-
braska, who has labored hard and long
in order to produce this result. Senator
ROBERTS of Kansas is a cosponsor. We
are all indebted to them for their lead-
ership on this issue because this bill
brings a new measure of stability to
rural America. From the Northeast, to
the great heartland, to the South, this
bill is going to make a difference in the
lives of farmers who we know are too
hard pressed.

For those who are listening, crop
prices are the lowest they have been in
50 years. We have just had a rally on
the Mall that went on for 2 days with
thousands of participants from all over
America with farmers telling us they
simply have to have help or they are
going to go under in unprecedented
numbers. That is the message that has
been delivered.

Our first response is the crop insur-
ance reform bill—to say we are ready
to help and this Congress is prepared to
respond.

I also want to thank my colleague,
Senator GRASSLEY, a member of the
Budget Committee and the Agriculture
Committee, who joined me on the
Budget Committee to reserve the funds
so that this bill could go forward. We
achieved $6 billion in funding last year
for crop insurance reform. That is what
this bill provides. This bill reforms
crop insurance by making coverage
more affordable, by fixing an unin-
tended consequence of our effort to re-
form crop insurance in 1994 that un-
fairly lowered coverage for producers
facing unexpected circumstances with
repeated natural disasters.
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It requires USDA to implement new
quality adjustment procedures. It eases
qualification for noninsured crop dis-
aster assistance. It provides for the de-
velopment of improved specialty crop
policies and brings livestock into the
crop insurance system.

This bill also provides a pilot pro-
gram to test an alternative risk man-
agement approach.

With respect to the question of mul-
tiple years of disaster, let me explain,
in brief, the problem.

In areas of the country that have ex-
perienced multiple years of disasters,
under the current crop insurance law,
the formula under which they recover
damages is dramatically altered by re-
peated years of disaster. This legisla-
tion offered by our colleagues, Senator
KERREY, Senator ROBERTS, and a num-
ber of other of us on a bipartisan basis,
addresses that problem. I am grateful
for it.

My State has been affected by mul-
tiple years of disaster. I pray that our
time of suffering is over. But other
States may have a similar experience.
They shouldn’t have to suffer unduly.
Crop insurance should work for them.
That reform is included in this bill. We
can be proud of it.

I want to respond, if I can, to an edi-
torial that was in the Washington Post
this morning. That editorial, which
makes the assertion that crop insur-
ance promotes production on marginal
acres, or so-called ‘‘environmentally
sensitive lands,’’ requires a response.

I believe the facts do not support
that claim. I believe the Washington
Post in their editorial is precisely
wrong about the effect of crop insur-
ance. The fact is meaningful crop in-
surance did not exist until 1994. Has
crop acreage increased in that period?
Let us review the record because I
think the facts speak in direct con-
tradiction to the fundamental asser-
tion in the Washington Post editorial.

This chart shows the number of acres
being planted in this country from 1996
to 1999. One can see the blue bar. Those
are the acres farmed. You can see the
acreage hasn’t expanded. The acreage
has been reduced under an expanding
crop insurance program.

The fundamental assertion by the
editorial writers in the Washington
Post is wrong. They may assert, well,
it is not fair to look at just acres
planted and acres taken out of produc-
tion. You have to look at insured acres.

Let’s do that. This chart, again, is
from 1996 through 1999. Again, the acres
that are insured are the blue bars. You
can see that we are down from 1996. We
have not had an increase. The acres in-
sured are down.

One has to ask this question: If farm-
ers are taking acreage out of produc-
tion, are they taking out their most
productive acres? Is that what they
would do? I don’t think so. I think just
the opposite would occur.
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As farmers take acres out of produc-
tion, they would take out their most
marginal acres. They would take out
those acres that are most environ-
mentally sensitive. That is the record.

I wish our friends who write edi-
torials down at the Washington Post
knew a little more about agriculture
because I frequently find them in error,
but they are never in doubt.

I say to my friends that they need to
get out in the heartland of America.
They need to get out of Washington.
They need to get outside the beltway
to find out what is really going on in
agricultural America because over and
over, as I read their editorials, they
have almost no relationship to the re-
ality of what the people I represent are
experiencing.

We had a breakthrough today in
terms of an agreement with our col-
leagues from the Northeast. The fact is
they had an unfair result in the dis-
aster bill of last year. I acknowledge
that. I regret that occurred. I can say
my own State has been dealt with gen-
erously in disaster programs. We had a
horrible disaster in 1997. We had the
worst winter storm in 50 years, the
most massive flood in 500 years, and
the largest mass evacuation of Amer-
ican cities since the civil war. This
Congress responded generously to the
needs of the people I represent. I will
be forever in the debt of my colleagues.

When similar disasters hit the North-
east last year, they were not dealt with
as generously. I think we must all ac-
knowledge that. Hopefully, this is a
step toward recognizing the very real
economic hurt that occurred there.

I conclude by thanking the chairman
and the ranking member of our com-
mittee. Hspecially, I direct my com-
ments to the chairman. This is not a
bill he favored. He had an alternative
approach. But he graciously allowed
Members to debate and discuss in the
committee. He was eminently fair in
the consideration of this bill in the
committee. When his side did not pre-
vail, he was a gentleman, and he has
come out on the floor of this Senate to
help pass the final product of a demo-
cratic process.

I thank the chairman very much for
his fairness and also his patience. His
patience is quite remarkable as we
fight and joust about issues that mat-
ter an awful lot to Senators as individ-
uals representing different parts of the
country, many from States in very
deep financial trouble.

Let me finish by again thanking my
colleagues, Senator ROBERTS of Kansas
and Senator KERREY of Nebraska, for
truly outstanding leadership in bring-
ing this reform bill to the floor. I urge
my colleagues to support it. I think it
is something of which they can be
proud.

I thank the Chair.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, first I
thank my good friend and colleague for
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his very kind comments, and I asso-
ciate myself with his remarks, most es-
pecially with regard to the editorial
that appeared in the Washington Post.
I think he set the record straight.

I indicated in my earlier remarks
there were some provisions of this bill
I would like to outline, and I would
like to do so at present as a coauthor
of the legislation. I said at that par-
ticular time we spent a great deal of
time—by ‘“we,” I mean Senator
KERREY, I, and our staff—sitting down
with producers and our farmers and
ranchers and virtually every interest
group that has a remote interest in
this bill.

They told us to do the following
things:

One, to make a higher level of cov-
erage more affordable;

Two, to provide an equal subsidy for
both yield and revenue insurance prod-
ucts;

Three, to develop steps to address the
problems associated with a lack of pro-
duction history for beginning farmers
and concerns that an adequate policy
does not exist to address the multiple
years of disasters.

They also told us to try to create new
and expanded crop insurance policies
for specialty crops and improvements
in the Noninsured Assistance Program
which covers many of the specialty
Ccrops.

They warned of some increased em-
phasis in specialty crop policy research
and development;

Major changes in the Federal Crop
Insurance Corporation board of direc-
tors, certainly with more farmer input;

To streamline and to remove the
roadblocks and the product approval
process;

And to take significant steps to ad-
dress fraud and abuse in the program.

As I indicated earlier when I went
through this list, I think we have done
that. I believe, and it is my hope, that
the bill now before the Senate does ac-
complish those goals.

Let me go over specifically what is
included in this bill. We made higher
levels of coverage more affordable so
we will, hopefully, avoid calls for dis-
aster assistance in the future. In my
earlier remarks, I tried to emphasize to
Senators that once we have national
comprehensive risk management avail-
able to producers, hopefully we will not
get into the expenditures we have had
in the past with annual disaster bills.

We made the adjustments to the APH
to address multiple years of disaster.

We made significant changes to the
Noninsured Assistance Program, in-
cluding the elimination of the area
trigger. Now that is a rather complex
description of a problem that is of tre-
mendous concern to the specialty crop
producer. That was the No. 1 complaint
we heard from producers who use this
program.
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We provided $150 million in pilot pro-
gram funding to create pilots to de-
velop new policies, especially for spe-
cialty crops.

We provided $20 million per year in
new funding to provide research grants
to develop new risk management strat-
egies for specialty crops.

We changed the membership at the
corporation’s board of directors to in-
clude, as I mentioned before: Four
farmers from geographic regions to be
selected by the Secretary of Agri-
culture, one member active in the crop
insurance industry, one member with
reinsurance expertise, and then the
Under Secretary for Farm and Foreign
Agricultural Services, the Under Sec-
retary for Rural Development, and the
chief economist at the Department of
Agriculture.

We have streamlined the product ap-
proval process and set deadlines by
which decisions must be made on new
policies that are submitted for ap-
proval. We allow companies to charge
minimal fees to other companies sell-
ing their products in order to allow the
recovery of research and development
costs. This should also encourage ex-
panded policy development which is a
very important goal of the bill.

I also thank my colleagues from the
Northeast in reaching an accommoda-
tion to address their concerns. We have
had a considerable discussion here.
They have released their hold on the
bill. However, I will have printed in the
RECORD the provisions for specialty
crops with which we worked so long
and hard.

I pay special credit to Mr. SANTORUM,
the distinguished Senator from Penn-
sylvania. Senator SANTORUM obviously
came to us after the conference bill
was passed during the last session of
Congress and said: Look, this is not
adequate.

He didn’t say that; he said it in a lit-
tle stronger language. He said: If we
are truly going to have a national pro-
gram, we have to address the concerns
of the Northeast.

We heard Senator SANTORUM. We paid
a great deal of attention to specialty
crop producers, not only in Pennsyl-
vania but all throughout the North-
east. We put together, as I certainly
tried to indicate in my previous re-
marks, a plan where we really reached
out. I thank Senator SANTORUM for all
of his advice, his counsel, his expertise,
and that of his staff. This particular
provision for specialty crops would not
have happened had we not had his
input, advice, and counsel.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD these provisions,
with the understanding that Senator
SANTORUM should receive full credit.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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PROVISIONS FOR SPECIALTY CROPS
NONINSURED ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (NAP)

Removes the NAP area trigger, the number
one complaint of specialty crop producers.

Allows different varieties of the same crop
to be combined as one.

Reduces the 35 percent prevented planting
requirement to 15 percent.

Establishes a mechanism by which pro-
ducers growing a new crop can get coverage.
ADDITIONAL ITEMS OF INTEREST

Allows pilots to be conducted on state, re-
gional, and national basis.

Allows nursery and greenhouse crops to be
eligible for risk management activities pilot.

Allows grants to be made on a competitive
basis for the research and development of
specialty crops.

Provides $20 million per year for partner-
ships to be developed with appropriate public
and private entities to develop risk manage-
ment and marketing options for specialty
Crops.

Sales closing date for obtaining coverage
for a specialty crop cannot expire before the
end of the 120 day period beginning on the
date of the final release of materials from
RMA.

Corporation and specialty crops coordi-
nator are to conduct studies regarding the
feasibility of developing new policies for spe-
cialty crops.

Section requiring study to determine steps
that can be taken to provide adequate cov-
erage and improve participation in states
with participation percentages well below
the national average.

Drastically improve the product approval
process so that new policy proposals do not
languish for months at RMA waiting for ap-
proval.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, this
legislation also establishes monetary
penalties. If we are worried about fraud
and abuse, we have penalties up to
$10,000 and potential disbarment from
the program and all USDA programs
for any producer, any agent, any loss
adjuster, or approved insurance pro-
vider who is found to have defrauded
the program.

These provisions in terms of fraud
and abuse are strong; they are clear.
Those who attempt to defraud the pro-
gram and taxpayers will be punished.

Every year, our producers put the
seed in the ground and they believe if
the good Lord is willing and the creeks
don’t rise or we don’t have a drought,
they will produce a crop. When the
events do occur, they must have the
tools to manage these risks.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD a letter signed
by 23 different farm and commodity or-
ganizations, agricultural lending orga-
nizations, and organizations associated
with the insurance industry who sup-
port the bill.

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

MARCH 20, 2000.
Hon. PAT ROBERTS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR ROBERTS: As organizations
representing farm, lending, and insurance in-
dustries, we are writing to strongly urge
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that the Senate pass the recently reported
Senate Agriculture Committee crop insur-
ance risk management bill. The reported bill
has strong bipartisan support and includes
the risk management ideas of many senators
representing farmers with differing risk
management needs.

Through hard work, farm-state representa-
tives on the House and Senate Budget Com-
mittees persuaded Congress to include $6 bil-
lion in funding for risk management in the
current Congressional budget resolution. The
House of Representatives passed H.R. 2559 on
September 29, 1999 by voice vote. The Senate
needs to pass a crop insurance risk manage-
ment bill before the next budget resolution
is written or those funds will be unused.

For several years the agriculture commu-
nity has been promised and desperately
needs an improved crop insurance risk man-
agement program. We endorse prompt con-
sideration and passage of the crop insurance
bill and oppose efforts to make major
changes or slow its consideration.

Sincerely,

American Association of Crop Insurers

American Bankers Association

American Farm Bureau Federation

American Feed Industry Association

American Nursery and Landscape Associa-
tion

American Soybean Association

Crop Insurance Research Bureau

Farm Credit Council

Independent Community Bankers Associa-
tion

Independent Insurance Agents of America

National Association of Crop Insurance
Agents

National Association of Wheat Growers

National Barley Growers Association

National Corn Growers Association

National Farmers Union

National Grain Sorghum Producers

National Pork Producers Council

National Sunflower Association

National Association of Professional Insur-
ance Agents

Rural Community Insurance Services

Society of American Florists

U.S. Canola Association.

Mr. ROBERTS. Our lending organiza-
tions and all of the groups and com-
modity organizations have spoken
loudly. They have all continually ex-
pressed the need to improve the risk
management tools available to our pro-
ducers. I believe this legislation does
accomplish this goal. I am proud of
this bill. It is a strong bill. It is a fair
bill. It improves the program for both
the taxpayers and our farmers and
ranchers. It shows us that despite all of
the differences we sometimes have on
both sides of the aisle, as some of my
colleagues have already said, we can
listen to our constituents; we can take
their ideas; we can work in a bipartisan
manner to improve the programs avail-
able to America’s farmers and ranch-
ers.

After hundreds of hours of discussion
and deliberations, I believe we have
achieved the strongest bill possible. I
urge my colleagues to support this leg-
islation in behalf of their constituents.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.
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AMENDMENT NO. 2888
(Purpose: To express the sense of Congress
regarding the Rally for Rural America and
the rural crisis)
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from  Minnesota [Mr.

WELLSTONE] proposes an amendment num-
bered 2888.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 92, strike lines 7 through 13 and in-
sert the following:

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

SEC. 401. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON RALLY FOR
RURAL AMERICA AND RURAL CRI-
SIS.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) on March 20-21, 2000, thousands of rural
citizens, working families, and those rep-
resenting the environmental and religious
communities traveled to Washington, D.C.,
to participate in the Rally for Rural Amer-
ica;

(2) a broad coalition of over 30 farm, envi-
ronmental, and labor organizations that are
concerned that rural America has been left
behind during this time of prosperity partici-
pated in organizing the Rally for Rural
America;

(3) although the majority of America has
reaped the benefits of the strong economy,
rural Americans are facing their toughest
times in recent memory;

(4) the record low prices on farms and
ranches of the United States have rippled
throughout rural America causing rural
communities to face numerous challenges,
including—

(A) a depressed farm economy;

(B) an escalation of mergers and acquisi-
tions;

(C) a loss of businesses and jobs on rural
main street;

(D) erosion of health care and education;

(E) a decline in infrastructure;

(F) a reduction of capital investments; and

(G) a loss of independent family farmers;

(b) the Rally for Rural America urged Con-
gress to reform the Federal Agriculture Im-
provement and Reform Act of 1996 (Public
Law 104-127) to formulate rural policies in a
manner that will alleviate the agricultural
price crisis, ensure fair and open markets,
and encourage fair trade;

(6) thousands of rural citizens have advo-
cated farm policies that include—

(A) a strong safety net for all agricultural
producers;

(B) competitive markets;

(C) an investment in rural education and
health care;

(D) protection of natural resources for the
next generation;

(E) a safe and secure food supply;

(F) revitalization of our farm families and
rural communities; and

(G) fair and equitable implementation of
government programs;

() because agricultural commodity prices
are so far below the costs of production,
eventually family farmers will no longer be
able to pay their bills or provide for their
families;
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(8) anti-competitive practices and con-
centration are a cause of concern for Amer-
ican agriculture;

(9) rural America needs a fair and well rea-
soned farm policy, not unpredictable and in-
equitable disaster payments;

(10) disaster payments do not provide for
real, meaningful change; and

(11) the economic conditions and pressures
in rural America require real change.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) the participants in the Rally for Rural
America are commended and their pleas
have been heard; and

(2) Congress should respond with a clear
and strong message to the participants and
rural families that Congress is committed to
giving the crisis in agriculture, and all of
rural America, its full attention by reform-
ing rural policies in a manner that will—

(A) alleviate the agricultural price crisis;

(B) ensure competitive markets;

(C) invest in rural education and health
care;

(D) protect our natural resources for future
generations; and

(E) ensure a safe and secure food supply for
all.

TITLE V—EFFECTIVE DATES;
TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY
SEC. 501. EFFECTIVE DATES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subsections (b) and (c)(2) and section 502(a),
this Act and the amendments made by this
Act take effect on the date of enactment of
this Act.

On page 93, line 10, strike ‘““SEC. 402.” and
insert “‘SEC. 502."".

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
thank my distinguished colleagues, the
Senator from Kansas and the Senator
from Nebraska, and I also thank the
Senator from Indiana, for this legisla-
tion. I think this is a terribly impor-
tant piece of legislation. I think this is
good legislation. So I say to my col-
league from Kansas, I thank him for
his excellent piece of legislation.

Both Senator KERREY and I thank
the chairman for having this legisla-
tion on the floor. It is substantive and
important, and I thank him for his
work.

Mr. ROBERTS. If the Senator will
yield, I thank the distinguished Sen-
ator from Minnesota. I know we are
going through a very difficult time in
farm country. This is something we
have tried to do for almost 20 years,
and I think it is the strongest bill pos-
sible, and I thank him very much for
his comments.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Sen-
ator for his work.

Mr. President, I want to go through
this amendment. This is a sense-of-the-
Congress resolution on the Rally for
Rural America, the rally about the
rural crisis that just took place in
Washington, DC. Let me simply talk
about what happened.

Starting Sunday night, we started
out with a wonderful prayer service, an
ecumenical service. It was nourishing.
The church was packed here in the city
just a few blocks away from the Sen-
ate. There were some beautiful words
that were uttered, but in particular I
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remember one of the ministers. She
said, “We have taken the culture out of
agriculture.” I thought a lot about
that. I think that is the reason why so
many people came to the Nation’s Cap-
ital, because for many of our family
farmers this could very well be their
last bus ride here.

We had from around the country, I
don’t want to exaggerate because that
does not do justice to people, but I
guess somewhere around 2,500, 3,000
people, many of them family farmers.
From the State of Minnesota, we had
close to 500 people here, most of them
family farmers. I point out to my col-
leagues, this was an unusual gathering.
This was a historic gathering. This is
probably the most family farmers who
have come to the Nation’s Capital, I
would say, in the last 20 or 25 years, at
least from the State of Minnesota.

I want my colleagues to also know
that most of these farmers came by
bus. They did not come by jet. They
didn’t have the money to come by jet.
They came by bus. Many of them are
elderly. A good number of them came
with their grandchildren. They came to
Washington, DC, for two reasons.

First of all, they came to the Na-
tion’s Capital to try to have a con-
versation with America, to make sure
people in the country know what is
happening. I think one of the chal-
lenges for us is that, with all the news
about the booming stock market and
the booming economy, the vast major-
ity of people in the country have not a
clue what is happening to family farm-
ers. I do not think they have a clue.
This is a good country and we have a
lot of good people in our country. We
have good people in the Senate and the
House. I hope, and I think the farmers
really hope, this gathering in the Na-
tion’s Capital will bring out the good-
ness in us.

Right now what we have, and I am
not even going to talk about all the
statistics, record low income. We have
record low prices. We have, as I said
yesterday, many broken dreams and
broken lives and broken families. I am
talking about people who were good
managers of the land. I am talking
about people who work 19 hours a day.
But the fact is—and I say this to my
colleagues—time is not on the side of
many family farmers in my State and
many other States. They are simply
going to go under. We are going to lose
many of our producers. We could lose
as many as another 2,000 family farm-
ers in Minnesota this year.

People came to the Nation’s Capital
to say: We call upon you to respond to
the needs, circumstances and concerns
of our lives. What this sense of the
Congress says is that the participants
in the Rally for Rural America are
commended and that their pleas have
been heard.

I think people should be commended
for coming from such a long distance
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away and sacrificing so much to be
here. They would not have come here,
except they are hoping we can make
some changes that will help them and
their families, not only family farmers
but our rural communities.

The Congress should respond with a
clear and strong message to the par-
ticipants, rural families, that Congress
is committed to giving the crisis in ag-
riculture and all America its full atten-
tion by reforming rural policies in a
manner that will: No. 1, alleviate the
agricultural price crisis; No. 2, ensure
competitive markets; No. 3, invest in
rural education and health care; No. 4,
protect our Nation’s resources for fu-
ture generations; and, No. 5, ensure a
safe and secure food supply.

I say to my colleagues, I worded this
in such a way that leaves plenty of
room for different interpretations as to
how to accomplish these goals. We do
not all agree. I understand that.

The Senator from Indiana, the chair-
man of the committee, is someone—I
have said it to my own family mem-
bers, I have said it to people in Min-
nesota—for whom I have the most re-
spect. It is the truth. I say it; I mean
it. I would not say it to my own chil-
dren if I did not mean it. We do not
agree on the Freedom to Farm bill,
which I call the Freedom to Fail bill.
But this sense-of-the-Congress resolu-
tion is broad in its interpretation. It is
just an effort on my part, as a Senator
from Minnesota, to say to all the peo-
ple who came: I acknowledge the fact
that you came. It is not as if you come
here and we do not go to work to try to
do something. This bill is an effort to
try to respond.

But it is but only one piece. For my
own part, I believe we must respond to
the price crisis. People cannot—they
will not —be able to survive right now
unless there is some income stabiliza-
tion, unless there is some safety net,
unless there is some way they can have
some leverage to get a decent price in
the marketplace. That is the missing
piece of Freedom to Farm or Freedom
to Fail. Flexibility is good. But that
has not worked, and I see it every day
in every community that I am in. I do
not want to just keep visiting with
people and listening to good people and
caring about good people without try-
ing to get the Senate on record that we
are going to take some action. That is
part of what this resolution is about.

We can have the debate about what
kind of changes we could make that
would provide some real help for fam-
ily farmers, that would enable family
farmers to get a decent price, that
would provide some income for fami-
lies, what kind of steps we could take
that will put some free enterprise back
into the food industry and deal with all
the concentration of power.

For my own part, I do think there is
a very strong correlation between
three and four firms dominating 60 to
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70 percent of the market, and family
farmers not getting a decent price. I
find it puzzling. I find it more than
puzzling. I find it to be an outrage that
so many of our producers are facing ex-
tinction but the packers and the big
grain companies are doing well—in
some cases receiving record profits.
The gap, the farm/retail spread grows
wider and wider, and the gap between
what people pay at the grocery store
and what the farmers get for what they
produce grows wider and wider.

I am saying we have to have more
competitive markets. I am saying we
want to make a commitment to sus-
tainable agriculture.

I did not say in this resolution, al-
though I think it is terribly important
and I know Senator CONRAD would be
the first one to talk about this, that we
need to have a fair trade policy. More
than anything else, I come to the floor
of the Senate wanting to acknowledge
the presence of close to 3,000 farmers
and people from rural America. They
were here yesterday in the pouring rain
under a tent on the Capitol mall. Peo-
ple came to speak out for themselves.
They came to meet with Representa-
tives and Senators. They did not come
because they have some party strategy.
They did not come because they had a
particular partisan orientation. They
are thinking about their own families
and their own communities.

I wish to say on the floor of the Sen-
ate, because I am lucky enough to get
a chance to speak on the floor of the
Senate and these farmers cannot speak
on the floor of the Senate, there is an
economic convulsion taking place in
agriculture today.

Many wonderful people are being spit
out of the economy. Too many lives are
being shattered. The health and the vi-
tality of our communities in rural
North Dakota or Minnesota or any of
the other heartland States is not based
upon the number of acres farmed or the
number of animals someone owns, but
the number of family farmers who live
in these communities.

Whether we are talking about dairy
farmers or corn growers or wheat grow-
ers or livestock producers, it is an ab-
solutely intolerable situation—a situa-
tion from which we cannot turn our
gaze away.

For me to summarize, the findings
talk about thousands of rural citizens
and families and the religious commu-
nities coming to Washington to partici-
pate in the rally. The religious commu-
nities’ voice was wonderful.

The findings talk about a broad coa-
lition of over 30 farm, environmental,
and labor organizations that are con-
cerned that rural America has been left
behind during this time of prosperity
that participated in organizing the
Rally for Rural America. I thank the
AFL-CIO for being here. I thank Bernie
Brommer, the president of the Min-
nesota AFL-CIO, for being here. I
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thank Jerry Macaffey from AFSCME
for speaking at the rally. I congratu-
late them for being here. The amend-
ment makes the point that although
the majority of America is reaping the
benefits of a strong economy, rural
America is facing the toughest times.

The findings in this amendment talk
about the record low prices on the
farms and the ranches, and the way in
which they have rippled throughout
rural America, causing rural commu-
nities to face all kinds of challenges: A
depressed farm economy, an escalation
of the mergers and the acquisitions, a
loss of businesses and jobs on Main
Street, an erosion of health care and
education, a decline in infrastructure,
and a loss of independent family farm-
ers.

The purpose for this resolution: ‘“To
express the sense of Congress regarding
the Rally for Rural America and the
rural crisis’” is to thank people for
being here and to talk about and make
it clear that we will, in fact, respond
with a clear and strong message to the
participants, that we are committed to
dealing with this crisis, that we are
committed to giving it our full atten-
tion, in a manner that will alleviate
the agricultural price crisis, that will
ensure competitive markets, that will
lead to an investment in rural edu-
cation and health care, protect our
natural resources, and ensure a safe
and secure food supply.

If, in fact, we continue to lose our
producers, and if, in fact, we go the
trend of an increasingly corporatized,
industrialized agriculture, it will be a
transition that our country will deeply
regret.

I think this is very important for
America. I tell you, my heart and soul
goes out to the people who were here. 1
hope there will be good support for this
sense-of-the-Senate amendment to this
very good piece of legislation.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-
SIONS). Who yields time in opposition?

The Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, let me
begin by thanking the Senator from
Kansas, Mr. ROBERTS; Senator KERREY
from Nebraska; my colleague, Senator
CONRAD from North Dakota, and oth-
ers, for their excellent work in bring-
ing this legislation to the floor of the
Senate. It is my intention to support
this legislation.

I also say that I think the sense-of-
the-Senate resolution offered by the
Senator from Minnesota, Mr.
WELLSTONE, is certainly thoughtful
and worthy of support, as well.

I, too, join him in saying to my col-
league, Senator LUGAR, that I have al-
ways believed he is a major contributor
to most every public debate in this
Senate, especially on foreign policy,
and a range of other things. But it is
true, we disagree on farm policy from
time to time. We recently had an ex-
change of letters about that disagree-
ment. But that does not, in any way,
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diminish my respect for him as a leader
and a legislator.

My fervent hope is at some point I
could reach over and reach out to Sen-
ator LUGAR and convince him that we
need to—tomorrow or Thursday—start
a series of hearings and change the
farm bill. But I do not expect that will
be the case. He will certainly explain
his position on these issues in an ar-
ticulate way soon.

But let me describe some of my feel-
ings about where we are. Let me start
with this: I say to my friend from Min-
nesota, this morning for breakfast I
had something called Cream of Wheat.
I do not know how many servings of
Cream of Wheat are served in America
every morning or every year but a lot
of them.

Cream of Wheat, if you want to know
the origin of it, just for fun—I notice
the Presiding Officer is hanging on my
every word here—came from Grand
Forks, ND, in the year 1893. A little old
mill called the Diamond Mills was not
doing very well. They had a scientist
who was sort of moving around and
trying to figure out what he could do
with various parts of the grain. He used
what are called the middlings of wheat,
and he concocted what he called a
“‘breakfast porridge.”’

So a man named Tom Amidon from
Grand Forks, ND, in 1893, concocted
what he called ‘‘breakfast porridge”
with the middlings from wheat, and it
is what is called Cream of Wheat. It is
what I ate for breakfast this morning.

Cream of Wheat comes from the
wheat fields in North Dakota and other
places in the country. A farmer gases a
tractor, buys the seed, plants the seed,
and does all the work to produce this
wheat. Then it is ground up. Among
that grinding you get some middlings.
Somebody produces breakfast food
with those middlings.

Cream of Wheat does not come from
Grand Forks, ND, I must say with dis-
appointment. Cream of Wheat is owned
by Nabisco Company. It happens to be
produced in my colleague’s home State
of Minnesota. The middlings, the
wheat, the Cream of Wheat, the jobs,
do not belong to the folks that gas the
tractor and plant the seed and harvest
the grain. No, that is not the way it
works in agriculture.

Our farmers go out and plant a crop—
corn, wheat, barley—and then someone
comes along and buys it. They take a
look at that kernel and say: You know
what we ought to do. We ought to puff
that up and then put it in a bright-col-
ored box, and we will take that wheat
and call it puffed wheat. Guess what
that costs. Go to the grocery store and
buy puffed wheat, puffed rice. They
puff it; they shred it; they crisp it; they
manipulate it in a hundred different
ways and send it to the grocery store
shelf in bright-colored boxes.

The farmer gets a pittance for that
grain because the farmer is told that
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grain does not have any value any-
more. At the grocery store shelf it
costs a fortune because now it has been
puffed. So the puff is apparently more
valuable than the grain that is pro-
duced out of the ground from the tire-
less work of a family farmer.

That describes part of the problem in
this system of ours. We had a couple
thousand people come to town, as the
Senator from Minnesota described.
They are the ones who could afford to
come. I am sure it was a struggle for
many of them.

Folks from my State—400 of them—
got on buses, seven buses. I think they
will have traveled close to 6 days—they
are still on a bus, I am sure—traveling
to Washington and back to North Da-
kota.

The fellow from just west of Valley
City would not have been among them
because he stood up at a meeting I had
some while ago, and his chin began to
tremble, and he had tears in his eyes—
a big, husky guy with a beard. He said
his granddad farmed his farm; his dad
farmed his farm; and he farmed it for 23
years. Then his chin began to tremble,
and he said: But I can’t do it anymore.
I'm being forced off the farm.

You could see that for him it was not
about dollars and cents; it was the loss
of a dream—a broken heart and broken
dreams. I am sure he did not come out
here because he is not farming any-
more and could not afford it. He is
probably struggling, after 23 years on a
farm, trying to find something else to
do—another job to try to make some
income.

He made a point, as so many farmers
do, that he was a good farmer. He did
not waste money. He did not go to
town on weekend nights. He did not
buy new clothes. He told the kids they
could not afford a new pair of jeans for
school because they did not have the
money.

He said: This isn’t my fault. Col-
lapsed prices are not my fault. Bad
trade agreements are not my fault. Mo-
nopolies that press their boots down on
the chests of family farmers are not
my fault.

He was right about that. He didn’t
cause these problems. Somewhere in
the crevice between mathematics and
virtue rests a blindness that somehow
refuses to recognize value and values.
We tend to think of all of this in the
context of economics and numbers, not
understanding, apparently, that family
farmers produce something more than
a crop.

Yes, a farmer producer wheat in the
fields of North Dakota. That family
living on a farm also produces a social
product that most economists and
most others believe has no value what-
soever in our country, a social product
called community, called family val-
ues, called part of our culture that all
of us understand, an environment that
is good, a neighborhood that is free of

3171

crime, a lifestyle in which neighbors
help one another.

When Ernest had a heart attack at
harvest time in my hometown, his
neighbors took the crop off the field.
Why? Because they were competitors?
No, because they were neighbors. That
is a social product, but economists say
it has no value.

The Europeans say it has value. In
fact, in the trade negotiations between
Europe and the United States, they say
they want something called
multifunctionality considered. Our
trade people scratch their heads and
say: What on Earth are you talking
about, multifunctionality? The Euro-
peans say: This is an important ele-
ment of farming that you are missing
when you just look at the hard num-
bers. What is missing is community,
values, a certain culture we want to re-
tain and sustain in our future. Our
trade negotiators just can’t understand
that. They say: We don’t understand
that. This is all about dollars and
cents. This is about markets.

My point is, family farms produce
more than just grain. They produce
something very important for this
country. It is a social product that this
country ought to want to retain and
keep.

There are a series of things we must
do to respond to the urgent needs of
family farmers. We must repair a safe-
ty net that does not now provide the
kind of assistance family farmers need
when prices collapse. Family farmers
can’t make it across the valley when
prices collapse without some kind of
safety net to bridge that valley. That
is No. 1.

No. 2, we must have better trade
agreements. Family farmers cannot
compete with one arm tied behind their
backs. It is not fair. The Canadian
trade agreement wasn’t fair to our
family farmers. It sold out family
farmers’ interests. I regret to say that,
but I can bring data to the floor re-
leased yesterday that demonstrates
that was the case.

NAFTA was unfair and GATT was
unfair to our family farmers. I will be
happy to come and speak at great
length about that, but I won’t today.

We must have a better safety net,
better trade policies, and action
against monopolies. Farmers ought not
to have to market upstream when they
are selling fat steers into a cir-
cumstance where just several compa-
nies control 80 percent of the steer
slaughter. The same is true in every di-
rection a farmer looks. If you want to
put the grain on a railroad someplace,
guess what. You will put your grain on
a railroad that is a monopoly in most
cases. The railroad will say to you:
Here is what we charge. If you don’t
like it, tough luck.

Just as an example, if you have a car-
load of wheat in Bismarck, ND, and
you will ship to Minneapolis, you will
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be charged $2,300 to ship it from Bis-
marck to Minneapolis. Ship the same
carload of wheat from Minneapolis to
Chicago, about the same distance, and
you are charged $1,000. Why are North
Dakota farmers charged more than
double to ship a carload of wheat about
the same distance? Because there is no
competition in North Dakota on that
line. Between Minneapolis and Chi-
cago, there is. That is called monopoly
pricing, and it is unfair to family farm-
ers.

The fourth thing we need to do is fix
crop insurance. That is what this does.
That is why I am here supporting it. I
know that is a long introduction to get
to my support. I will be very brief to
say that I think this legislation has a
lot to commend itself to the Senate.
This is a good piece of legislation—per-
fect, no, but good.

Here is what it does. It makes crop
insurance more affordable at buy-up
coverage levels that are most useful to
farmers. It addresses the problem of
multiyear losses, which has been a very
difficult problem for North Dakota
farmers, and their impact on insurance
coverages. It makes an important fi-
nancial commitment to crop insurance
expansion, research and development,
education and outreach—issues that
are particularly important to specialty
crop communities. It authorizes a pilot
program for livestock. It improves the
Noninsured Crop Disaster Assistance
Program.

This is a good bill. I know my col-
leagues have struggled mightily to
produce this legislation. This bill
comes to the floor with bipartisan sup-
port, Republicans and Democrats sup-
porting it. I am pleased to support it
and to commend all those who have
helped bring this to the floor and who
will support it in the Senate. It is but
one step in a series of steps we must
take to try to give family farmers
some help.

Those 400 North Dakotans who are on
7 buses now on the highways going
back to North Dakota could well have
been elsewhere this week. In most
cases, in ordinary years, they would
have been in the machine shed and
they would have been working on their
tractor, working on their farm equip-
ment, repairing, replacing, renovating,
greasing, changing the oil, getting all
ready for spring. That is what farmers
do. Farmers only can farm if they have
hope. In most cases, these families live
out on the farmsteads because they
love that way of life.

The only way any of us could under-
stand this is if we were to take our in-
come each year. We have a salary in
the Senate; we know what we are going
to get each month. Wouldn’t it be in-
teresting if all Members of the Senate
could let their income rest on certain
things that are outside their control
and have no certainty of income. Per-
haps let your income rest on the ques-
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tion of whether it rains enough or too
much, whether insects come to the
Midwest, whether crop disease sur-
faces, whether there is a hail cloud
that shows up or a funnel cloud that
shows up in late August before harvest.
If perhaps if we had that risk of in-
come, we would be able to understand
better, as all Members of the Senate,
what family farmers face.

It is a very unusual, risky propo-
sition that family farmers face every
single year, with many elements in the
determination of what kind of income
they get that are completely outside of
their control. That is why this is dif-
ferent. The enterprise of farming is dif-
ferent. Thomas Jefferson said it in
words I cannot nearly match. But fam-
ily farming is different. It is critically
important to the future of this coun-
try. It is much more than just econom-
ics, finance, or math. It is a social
product produced on our family farms
in this country that contributes might-
ily to the character of this country as
well. That is why this is an important
piece of legislation. I hope it is but a
first small step in a journey we can
make together to improve the opportu-
nities for family farmers in our coun-
try.

I think the amendment offered by my
colleague from Minnesota, which is a
sense-of-the-Senate amendment com-
mending those who came to Wash-
ington, DC, this week, is an appro-
priate amendment. I hope the Senate
will agree to that amendment as well.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from North Dakota.

I do want to point out that there are
two parts to this sense-of-the-Senate
amendment. One part is to thank the
farmers and others for being here. The
second part is to put us on record and
say we will respond and, in particular,
we will respond to the price crisis. We
are going to talk about how to ensure
competitive markets. For my part, I
think that means strong antitrust ac-
tion. We are going to invest. We are
going to understand that in the discus-
sion about education and health care—
these are rural issues as well—we are
talking about sustainable agriculture.
We will make a commitment to re-
sponding.

This is only a sense-of-the-Senate
amendment. However, I don’t view it as
just being symbolic. I think it would be
great to have a strong vote. I want it
to be a bipartisan vote. I would love to
see us work on the additional pieces
Senator DORGAN and I have talked
about together, as Democrats and Re-
publicans. I pray—I don’t use that word
very often on the floor of the Senate—
that we will make some changes so our
producers, our family farmers, will
have a fighting chance to earn a decent
living so they can give their children
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the care they know they need and de-
serve.

This is thanking these farmers, but it
is also putting the Senate on record
that we, in fact, are going to respond.
That is the second part. That is an im-
portant part.

Yes, it is just a sense of the Senate,
but I will be coming back over and over
again talking about the sense of the
Senate with my own ideas about how
we can make a difference. Other Sen-
ators may have different ideas. I just
want us to address it. I don’t want us
to put family farmers in Minnesota or
North Dakota or Indiana, or anywhere,
in parentheses or in brackets and act
as though this isn’t happening.

I don’t want us to turn our gaze away
from them. I don’t want there to be an
inaction. That is the why of this.

Mr. DORGAN. If the Senator will
yield, I didn’t realize I was speaking on
Senator WELLSTONE’s time. I ask the
chairman if the Senator needs more
time, I am sure he will be accommo-
dating. I appreciate the generous op-
portunity.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I was very pleased
to have the Senator speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
has expired.

The Senator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, let me
say that I appreciate very much the
words of the Senator from Minnesota. I
think his tribute to the farmers who
came is certainly appropriate and very
moving. The Senator has obviously
worked to make certain that meeting
was constructively successful. I assure
the Senator that the voices in the
meeting have been heard and, clearly,
we were prepared to move on this legis-
lation. But it is a part of the action
that we must take to provide a strong-
er safety net. I feel that we will do so
today. I am confident we will move this
bill appropriately.

Very clearly, there is much more we
need to do. I say to the Senator from
Minnesota and my colleague from
North Dakota that I know from the in-
come on my own farm last year that it
was down. It was down the year before
from the year before that. I suspect I
am one of the few Members who keeps
the books, who tries to settle with the
family members. I understand prices
and difficulties. I am looking at this
from the standpoint of a 604-acre farm,
and that is not untypical of many
farms in my State and the Senator’s
State. Our problems are profound but
not beyond solution. I look forward to
working with the Senator.

At this moment, I am prepared to say
on our side we accept the amendment,
and we certainly want to see it ap-
proved by acclamation. Before I make
a further comment on that, may I take
a moment to say that I am hopeful
that the distinguished Senator from
Massachusetts, Mr. KENNEDY, is ap-
proaching the floor, and likewise, the
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Senator from Wisconsin, Mr. KOHL,
who have statements or amendments
for which time has been provided, so we
might proceed.

I have received word from the major-
ity leader that he proposes that any
rollcall votes that might occur with
reference to this legislation happen to-
morrow morning. At some point, he
will be offering a unanimous consent
request or make an announcement that
would be appropriate on that point. So
I am hopeful we will have further de-
bate soon. But for the moment I com-
mend the Senator and I indicate sup-
port on our side. I hope his amendment
will be taken by acclamation and with
praise.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, if I
may respond to my colleague for a mo-
ment, first of all, I thank him for the
words. I will ask for the yeas and nays.
I do want to have a vote on this amend-
ment. My request will be if the major-
ity leader wants to do it tomorrow—I
was trying to come out and help facili-
tate this—I wonder whether or not we
could at least have 2 minutes to sum-
marize before the vote. I hope that will
be the case.

I ask for the yeas and nays on this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
that the vote on the amendment be
postponed until tomorrow. My under-
standing is that the majority leader
will be prepared to add provisions for
the debate the Senator has suggested—
perhaps 2 minutes to a side—and I will
offer assurance to the Senator that I
will make that recommendation to the
leader.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, the
Senator’s word is good enough for me.

Mr. LUGAR. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I have
been advised that in our colloquy ob-
taining unanimous consent we indi-
cated that additional language from
Senators LEAHY, TORRICELLI, SCHUMER,
ROCKEFELLER, REED, and KENNEDY
would be made part of the managers’
amendment. Apparently, some further
editorial work needs to be done to in-
corporate that language in the man-
agers’ amendment. I ask unanimous
consent that we have an opportunity
and the right to add the language that
fulfills the obligation we made.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. LUGAR. This will tidy up the
housekeeping regarding the managers’
amendment.

I mention for the record, according
to the Congressional Budget Office, the
managers’ amendment before us brings
the crop insurance bill into compliance
with the budget resolution in that
spending in the bill is below $6 billion.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

The Senator from Utah is recognized.

Mr. HATCH. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. HATCH per-
taining to the introduction of S. 2270
are located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.’”)

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

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

—————

RISK MANAGEMENT FOR THE 21ST
CENTURY—Continued

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sup-
port this legislation. The crop insur-
ance bill before us today provides $1.5
billion over each of the next 4 years to
support the Nation’s farmers, and they
clearly deserve this assistance. Hard-
working farmers across the Nation de-
serve to live with dignity. Federal as-
sistance is justified to protect them
when the harsh weather destroys their
crops or volatile markets undervalue
their produce.

I hope in the coming weeks the Sen-
ate will also have an opportunity to ad-
dress a related urgent need. I am talk-
ing about hunger and the inadequacy of
the current Food Stamp Program. The
problem is that the program’s reach in
curbing hunger among working fami-
lies has weakened over time. It is unac-
ceptable for children and working fam-
ilies to go hungry in America today.
The latest research is clear, and it calls
for our urgent action.

The General Accounting Office re-
ports that ‘‘children’s participation in
the Food Stamp Program has dropped
more sharply than the number of chil-
dren living in poverty, indicating a
growing gap between need and assist-
ance.”

Census and state food stamp data
show that between 1995 and 1998, while
the number of poor people fell by al-
most 2 million, the number of food
stamp beneficiaries fell by over 7 mil-
lion, leaving millions more poor people
without food stamps.

The Department of Agriculture re-
ports that 10.5 million U.S. households
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experienced some degree of food insecu-
rity in 1998, and 1 or more people went
hungry in 3.7 million of these house-
holds.

The Tufts University Center on Hun-
ger and Poverty in Massachusetts re-
ports that a third of children living in
immigrant households with food stamp
cuts were experiencing moderate to se-
vere hunger.

With Project Bread in Massachusetts,
the Center on Hunger and Poverty also
coauthored an extraordinary study of
Child Hunger in Massachusetts about a
year ago. It was cosponsored by Ralph
Martin, who was a Republican district
attorney in Suffolk County, and Con-
gressman JOSEPH KENNEDY. They did
extensive studies in Massachusetts in a
wide variety of communities—some of
our older cities, some of our more pros-
perous cities with pockets of extraor-
dinary poverty, and then in a number
of the rural areas. It is an absolutely
superb report. Rather than putting the
whole report in the RECORD, I will raise
it throughout the discussions of hunger
to come. Dr. Larry Brown directs the
Center on Hunger and Poverty, and as
I think most of us who have worked on
the hunger issue over the years know,
he has had an extraordinary career,
been an invaluable resource for this
Nation in terms of finding hunger and
being constructive and positive in help-
ing us deal with that issue in a con-
structive way.

One in five American children is poor
in today’s America. The Center on
Budget and Policy Priorities reports
that while the total number of children
who are poor has declined, the inten-
sity of poverty among those children
who are left behind has increased, and
one of the reasons poor children are
poorer is that their access to food
stamps is diminishing.

The U.S. Conference of Mayors re-
ports that demand for emergency food
assistance increased 18 percent during
1999. This is the largest increase since
1992. Limited resources meant that 21
percent of requests for food were
unmet. In addition, 67 percent of the
adults requesting emergency food as-
sistance in the Nation’s cities were em-
ployed.

Especially in this time of recent eco-
nomic prosperity and record budget
surpluses, we must do more to protect
working families across the Nation
who need food. America’s farmers have
a long and proud tradition of service to
the Nation, and their hard work pro-
duces an abundance of foodstuffs. Sure-
ly we can ensure that this abundance is
used in a way that no one in America
goes hungry.

I know the issue of hunger is of deep
concern to the chairman and the rank-
ing member of the Agriculture Com-
mittee, who oversee the Nation’s
antihunger efforts. For $500 million a
year, we could provide modest hunger
relief for low-income families. These
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additional resources should be allo-
cated to the Food Stamp Program, as
bipartisan coalitions in both the House
and the Senate have proposed in the
Hunger Relief Act that many of us sup-
port.

Our proposal makes four long over-
due improvements in the Food Stamp
Program. It authorizes States to use
their own TANF rules to determine
which vehicles families may own to get
to work themselves and safely trans-
port their children to school—enor-
mously important, a very modest rec-
ommendation, but very important.

Second, for families forced to spend
over b0 percent of income on shelter, it
increases the present shelter deduction
and indexes it to inflation—incredibly
important. The cost of housing, par-
ticularly in the older communities, has
gone right up through the roof and be-
cause the shelter deduction is capped,
families who must pay high shelter
costs are helped less and less by the
Food Stamp Program. This is a very
modest recommendation to increase
the cap and index it to inflation.

Third, the bill restores eligibility to
vulnerable legal immigrants. We all
know the history in terms of the mov-
ing of immigrants off the Food Stamp
Program as part of welfare reform. I
never believed it made a great deal of
sense at that time, nor do I think it
still makes a great deal of sense. We
have been trying to work for restora-
tion of food stamp benefits to legal im-
migrants since they were imposed.

Legal immigrants are going to be
American citizens. They are people
who have abided by the rules in order
to come here. The reason they have im-
migrated is primarily because they
have members of their families who are
here. That is the overwhelming reason
for it. So they are going to be Amer-
ican citizens. To deprive people, par-
ticularly children—although we made
limited progress in that in recent
years—who are otherwise going to be
American citizens never seemed, to me,
to be a wise policy. We seek appro-
priate restoration in this legislation.

It also increases Federal support for
emergency food pantries and soup
kitchens. I think the excellent research
from the Conference of Mayors is a
powerful justification for those modest
recommendations.

The Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates together these steps will cost
about $2.5 billion over 5 years, bene-
fiting over a million children and
working adults. Nearly 1,200 national,
State, and local organizations, rep-
resenting concerned citizens in all 50
States, have urged Congress to pass the
legislation.

I hope we can enact this important
hunger relief measure this year. Fami-
lies living in hunger across the country
need and deserve our help. I am hopeful
that the Budget Committee will create
a reserve fund dedicated to hunger re-
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lief. Next, I hope that the Agriculture
Committee will apply its expertise to
the work we have begun and report this
legislation.

Again, I thank Senator LUGAR, who
has been a leader in the Agriculture
Committee, and has also been a leader
on this concern, as well as working
with us on this issue historically, and
our good friend, Senator HARKIN from
Iowa. Senator SPECTER has been a lead-
er, as well. I thank Senator LEAHY and
Senator JEFFORDS and Senator
DASCHLE, all who are strong sup-
porters. We have a number of our col-
leagues who are cosponsors. But all of
them have had long careers on the
issue of hunger in America. We are
grateful for their continued interest
and support.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
VOINOVICH). The Senator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, let me
simply respond quickly to the very spe-
cific points the distinguished Senator
has made. Hunger relief continues to be
a top priority for the Agriculture Com-
mittee. That will always be the case.

One priority should be that States
should have the flexibility they need to
determine how vehicles are counted
under the Food Stamp Program since
States know best about the transpor-
tation needs of the families. The Sen-
ator has mentioned that is one of the
points he has. We strongly commend
that idea. We look forward to working
with the Senator and with others.

I wish to take advantage of this op-
portunity simply to say that in my
own State of Indiana I have been vis-
iting food banks, four very substantial
efforts in Indianapolis, Fort Wayne,
Evansville, and in Lewisville, serving
nine Indiana counties.

The reason for my doing that is that
the demands for food from these food
banks and from the food pantries that
they serve have increased very sub-
stantially during the last year. This is
counterintuitive to many Americans,
but not to the Senator from Massachu-
setts who has highlighted that in his
remarks today.

In part, it comes because of a transi-
tion from welfare to work. A number of
individual Americans—and a 7-State
survey pointed out—these individuals
have, in fact, accepted jobs. A majority
of those who were on welfare rolls in
Indiana have moved into jobs. But for
most of these people, the incomes, on
an annual basis, are somewhere in the
neighborhood of $10,000 to $15,000.

Many have substantial families. They
have moved from welfare but not out of
poverty. The survey found that 50 per-
cent of these families had extended
families. They went, as we would, to
their kinfolk. They were able to gain
food during desperate periods. The
other half essentially went to food
banks; thus the increased demand.

I have offered a modest piece of legis-
lation, which the Finance Committee
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is now considering—I hope they will
consider it carefully—that further
codifies the tax exemption given to
companies that already are given an
exemption for food contributed to food
banks but extends that to partnerships
or proprietorships, to individual entre-
preneurs, restaurants and others, as
well as to farmers and ranchers, many
of whom make these generous con-
tributions now. It is in recognition of a
very substantial need. There has been
great support, at least in my State, for
meeting the needs of those who have
them.

Clearly, reforms of the Food Stamp
Program are very important in the
same regard and for the same reason—
the many Americans who face prob-
lems of hunger. The Senator is cer-
tainly correct; the distribution prob-
lem, the equity problems, are profound.
But those are ones we must deal with,
and I thank the Senator for taking the
floor today for this important col-
loquy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator for his comments
and for his energy in visiting these dis-
tribution centers himself.

I will put in the RECORD some of the
findings in a number of the distribu-
tion places in Massachusetts, with the
increasing escalation of families who
are receiving the benefits of these
foods and increasing numbers of chil-
dren, and that the total ages have gone
down extensively as well. It is a very
powerful and moving commentary
about what is happening.

I agree with the Senator, at a time
when we all remind ourselves every day
about how strong this economy is and
the significant economic progress we
have made, all of that is very true, but
there are a number of people in our
country who are facing significant dep-
rivation in the area of food. We want to
see what can be done to try to provide
some relief. We will work closely with
the committee and with the chairman.
I am grateful to him.

Mr. LUGAR. I fully agree with my
friend from Massachusetts that hunger
relief needs to be a top priority for the
Agriculture Committee, and resources
should be found to address the problem.
I am especially concerned that states
have the flexibility they need to deter-
mine how vehicles are counted under
the Food Stamp Program, since states
know best what transportation fami-
lies need to work and to safely trans-
port their children.

Mr. HARKIN. I look forward to work-
ing with my good friend from Indiana
and Massachusetts to pass strong hun-
ger relief legislation this year. In my
work on the Agriculture Committee,
the Agriculture Appropriations Sub-
committee, and the Labor, HHS, and
Education Appropriations Sub-
committee, I have been dismayed not
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only to see the reports of increasing
hunger among children and working
families that Senator KENNEDY de-
scribes, but also to hear scientists ex-
plain how inadequate nutrition limits
children’s ability to learn at school and
adults’ ability to concentrate at work.
I join my colleagues in urging the
Budget Committee to report a resolu-
tion that includes a reserve fund of $2.5
billion over five years to alleviate hun-
ger in America.

Mr. SPECTER. I decided to join my
friend from Massachusetts in intro-
ducing the Hunger Relief Act after
carefully reviewing the evidence of per-
sisting hunger in Pennsylvania and the
U.S., and after extensive consultations
with local leaders who are working
under enormous strains to meet grow-
ing needs. As chairman of the appro-
priations subcommittee that covers
education and labor programs, I share
the concern expressed by my friend
from Iowa that our education, health,
and workforce improvement efforts are
threatened by unmet needs for nutri-
tional assistance. I too hope that the
Budget Committee responds to the
needs that our hunger relief legislation
addresses, by including a reserve fund
of $2.5 billion over five years.

Mr. KENNEDY. My good friend from
Pennsylvania makes an excellent point
about investigating hunger in his
state. He has shown impressive leader-
ship throughout our deliberations on
hunger during this Congress, and
helped hone our proposal to target the
most urgent needs. From my many dis-
cussions with Senator SPECTER, I know
that he has carefully investigated the
hardships faced by his constituents in
Pennsylvania. I urge every Senator in
this Chamber to follow his example. In
Massachusetts:

An eleven-year-old child in Brighton
reported to investigators last year that
“Sometimes I'm really hungry. Some-
times I have nothing to eat but Cheer-
ios and milk. . . . I wake up and I can’t
go back to sleep because I have stom-
ach pain. Then I wake up in the morn-
ing and I feel sick. I wish that every
time we need food, we just had it in the
fridge.”

A mother in Springfield worried,
“Should my kids sit in the dark or
should they go hungry? One of my kids
has multiple handicaps, so I have to
pay the utility bills to have heat and
light. But, then we have no food.”

A 12-year-old youngster in Dor-
chester reports, “When I'm hungry I
feel like I’'m dying. I eat ice because it
fills me up with water. ... When I
don’t eat, in school I get sleepy and
bored.”

When I looked at studies conducted
throughout the Commonwealth of Mas-
sachusetts, I found that 35 percent of
Massachusetts food bank and soup
kitchen clients are under 18 years old.
Moreover, 63 percent of Massachusetts
community food providers have re-
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ported an increase in demand for food
aid in the last year, with 49 percent of
programs noting an increase in demand
among families with children. This evi-
dence of ongoing urgent needs is incon-
sistent with the fact that 118,000 people
in Massachusetts left food stamp roles
in the three years preceding September
1998 even though during this time the
number of people living in poverty in-
creased by 50,000. I think that if any
Senator conducts a similar review of
the data, unfortunately a similar pic-
ture will emerge.

Mr. LEAHY. The needs described so
well by my colleagues are pervasive,
urgent, and fully within our means to
address. Hunger has a cure. As ranking
member of the Agriculture Sub-
committee on Research, Nutrition, and
General Legislation, I will do all I can
to pass the Hunger Relief Act this
year. I respectfully and insistently ask
the Budget Committee to cooperate in
creating a $2.5 billion reserve for this
purpose.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Hunger in this time
of prosperity should not be tolerated
by people of any party affiliation. The
American people overwhelmingly sup-
port hunger relief efforts, and many of
them volunteer their time and re-
sources to help in their communities.
I'm encouraged that the groundwork
for modest hunger relief has been laid
entirely in a bipartisan spirit, and
should continue this way through pas-
sage of legislation that the experts on
the Agriculture Committee have per-
fected. I join my colleagues from both
sides of the aisle in inviting the Budget
Committee to preserve this spirit as it
reserves $2.5 billion over five years for
hunger relief legislation. This will
produce a significant bipartisan, mod-
erate accomplishment this session for
people in obvious need.

Mr. DASCHLE. In this time of in-
stant millionaires, it’s easy to close
our eyes to the fact that people, par-
ticularly children, go hungry in this
country. But hunger is a fact and it’s a
national tragedy. It’s particularly
troubling that many working families
find themselves short of food.

When Congress enacted welfare re-
form in 1996, we worked to ensure that
families would have the support they
need to get off welfare. Food stamps
are a critical part of that support. Yet
food stamp enrollment has declined
more rapidly than the poverty data
would suggest is warranted.

The policies we are talking about
today are urgently needed to reduce
hunger in this country, particularly in
working families that need extra help
as they work to become self-sufficient.

I commend the Senators who have
spoken today for their efforts to ad-
dress the serious problem of hunger in
America. A number of us met recently
with Secretary Glickman to discuss
this issue. I look forward to working
with them to enact hunger relief legis-
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lation this year and urge the Budget

Committee to reserve $2.5 billion for

this effort.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from Massa-
chusetts for that colloquy.

In completing at least the unanimous
consent list of amendments, the distin-
guished Senator from Wisconsin, Mr.
KoHL, has offered an amendment which
is in the form of language he has pre-
sented to me. I ask unanimous consent
that the Kohl amendment be made a
part of the managers’ amendment.

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

Mr. LUGAR. I further ask unanimous
consent that Senator GRAMS of Min-
nesota be added as a cosponsor to the
Kohl amendment which is now part of
the managers’ amendment.

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

The Managers’ amendment (No. 2887),
as modified, is as follows:

On page 2, strike the table of contents and
insert the following:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

TITLE I—CROP INSURANCE COVERAGE
Sec. 101. Quality adjustment.

Sec. 102. Prevented planting.

Sec. 103. Payment of portion of premium by

Corporation.

Assigned yields.

Multiyear disaster actual produc-

tion history adjustment.

Noninsured crop disaster assistance

program.

107. Crop insurance coverage for rice.

TITLE II-RESEARCH AND PILOT

PROGRAMS

Research and pilot programs.

Research and development

tracting authority.

Choice of risk management op-

tions.

Risk management innovation and

competition pilot program.

205. Education and research.

206. Conforming amendments.

TITLE III—ADMINISTRATION
301. Board of Directors of Corporation.
302. Good farming practices.

303. Sanctions for program noncompli-

ance and fraud.

Oversight of agents and loss adjust-

ers.

Adequate coverage for States.

Records and reporting.

Fees for plans of insurance.

Limitation on double insurance.

Specialty crops.

Federal Crop Insurance Improve-

ment Commission.

Highly erodible land and wetland

conservation.

Projected loss ratio.

Compliance with State licensing

requirements.

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

Sec. 401. Improved risk management edu-
cation.

Sec. 402. Sense of the Senate regarding the
Federal crop insurance pro-
gram.

TITLE V—EFFECTIVE DATES;
TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY
Sec. 501. Effective dates.
Sec. 502. Termination of authority.

104.
105.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec. 106.

Sec.

201.
202.

Sec.
Sec. con-

Sec. 203.

Sec. 204.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec. 304.
305.
306.
307.
308.
309.
310.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec. 311.
312.
313.

Sec.
Sec.
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On page 7, strike lines 13 through 15 and in-
sert the following:

‘“(F) CROP YEARS.—This paragraph shall
apply to each of the 2001 through 2004 crop
years.”’.

On page 10, line 2, strike ‘‘or greater than
75 percent’’ and insert ‘75, 80, or 85 percent’’.

On page 13, line 5, strike ‘‘or greater than’’.

On page 13, strike lines 20 through 22 and
insert the following:

“(F) In the case of additional coverage
equal to 80 percent of the recorded or ap-
praised average yield indemnified at 100 per-
cent of the expected market price, or a com-
parable coverage for a plan of insurance that
is not based on yield, the amount shall be
equal to the sum of—

‘(i) 38 percent of the amount of the pre-
mium established for coverage at 80 percent
of the recorded or appraised average yield in-
demnified at 100 percent of the expected mar-
ket price under subsection (d)(2)(D)(i); and

‘‘(ii) the amount of operating and adminis-
trative expenses determined under sub-
section (d)(2)(D)(ii).

‘“(G) In the case of additional coverage
equal to 85 percent of the recorded or ap-
praised average yield indemnified at 100 per-
cent of the expected market price, or a com-
parable coverage for a plan of insurance that
is not based on yield, the amount shall be
equal to the sum of—

‘(i) 28 percent of the amount of the pre-
mium established for coverage at 85 percent
of the recorded or appraised average yield in-
demnified at 100 percent of the expected mar-
ket price under subsection (d)(2)(D)(i); and

‘‘(ii) the amount of operating and adminis-
trative expenses determined under sub-
section (d)(2)(D)(ii).

‘‘(H) Subparagraphs (A) through (G) shall
apply to each of fiscal years 2001 through
2004.”.

On page 23, after line 25, add the following:
SEC. 107. CROP INSURANCE COVERAGE FOR

RICE.

Section 508(a) of the Federal Crop Insur-
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(a)) (as amended by
section 102(a)) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

‘“(8) SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR RICE.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of this
title, beginning with the 2001 crop of rice,
the Corporation shall offer plans of insur-
ance, including prevented planting coverage
and replanting coverage, under this title
that cover losses of rice resulting from fail-
ure of irrigation water supplies due to
drought and saltwater intrusion.”.

On page 25, line 13, strike ‘‘and”.

On page 25, line 15 after ‘“livestock” insert
‘‘and livestock products’.

On page 25, line 15, strike the period at the
end and insert a semicolon.

On page 25, between lines 15 and 16, insert
the following:

‘“(H) subject to paragraph (7), after October
1, 2000, salmon; and

“(I) subject to paragraph (7), after October
1, 2000, loss of or damage to trees or fruit af-
fected by plum pox virus (commonly known
as ‘sharka’), including quarantined trees or
fruit.

On page 27, line 2, strike
insert “$10,000,000"".

On page 27, line 4, strike
insert “$30,000,000"".

On page 27, line 6, strike
insert °$50,000,000°".

On page 27, line 8, strike
insert ‘$60,000,000"".

On page 27, line 10, insert ‘““(3)(H),” after
“ERUG),.

On page 32, line 17, strike ‘‘and’.

*$20,000,000”* and
°$40,000,000”* and
¢$60,000,000”* and

°$80,000,000”* and
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On page 32, line 20, strike the period and
insert ‘‘; and”’.

On page 32, between lines 20 and 21, insert
the following:

‘“(IV) results in not less than 15 percent of
payments being made to producers in States
in which—

‘(i) there is traditionally, and continues to
be, a low level of federal crop insurance par-
ticipation and availability; and

‘“(ii) the Secretary of Agriculture deter-
mines that the stateis underserved by federal
crop insurance.”’.

On page 41, line 17, strike **616(b)(2)(C)”” and
insert “‘5616(a)(2)(C)”’.

On page 44, strike line 19 and insert the fol-
lowing:
period at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

On page 45, strike line 2 and insert the fol-
lowing:
fiscal year.”.

On page 45, strike line 3 and insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 204. RISK MANAGEMENT INNOVATION AND
COMPETITION PILOT PROGRAM.

Section 522 of the Federal Crop Insurance
Act (as amended by section 203(a)) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

“(d) RISK MANAGEMENT INNOVATION AND
COMPETITION.—

‘(1) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the pilot
program established under this subsection is
to determine what incentives are necessary
to encourage approved insurance providers
to—

‘““(A) develop and offer innovative risk
management products to producers;

‘“(B) rate premiums for risk management
products; and

‘“(C) competitively market the risk man-
agement products.

¢(2) ESTABLISHMENT.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation shall
establish a pilot program under which ap-
proved insurance providers may propose for
approval by the Board risk management
products involving—

‘“(i) loss of yield or revenue insurance cov-
erage for 1 or more commodities (including
commodities that are not insurable under
this title as of the date of enactment of this
section, but excluding livestock);

‘“(ii) rates of premium for the risk manage-
ment product; or

‘(iii) underwriting systems for the risk
management product.

‘“(B) SUBMISSION TO BOARD.—The Board
shall review and approve a risk management
product before the risk management product
may be marketed under this subsection.

‘“(C) DETERMINATION BY BOARD.—The Board
may approve a risk management product for
subsidy and reinsurance under this title if
the Board determines that—

‘(i) the interests of producers of commod-
ities are adequately protected by the risk
management product;

‘(ii) premium rates charged to producers
are actuarially appropriate (within the
meaning of section 508(h)(3)(E));

‘“(iii) the underwriting system of the risk
management product is appropriate and ade-
quate;

‘“(iv) the proposed risk management prod-
uct is reinsured under this title, is reinsured
through private reinsurance, or is self-in-
sured;

‘(v) the size of the proposed pilot area is
adequate;

‘(vi) insurance protection against the risk
covered by the proposed risk management
product is not generally available from pri-
vate plans of insurance that are not covered
by this title; and
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‘‘(vii) such other requirements of this title
as the Board determines should apply to the
risk management product are met.

‘(D) CONFIDENTIALITY.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—AIll information con-
cerning a risk management product shall be
considered to be confidential commercial or
financial information for the purposes of sec-
tion 552(b)(4) of title 5, United States Code.

¢“(ii) STANDARD.—If information concerning
a risk management product of an approved
insurance provider could be withheld by the
Secretary under the standard for privileged
or confidential information pertaining to
trade secrets and commercial or financial in-
formation under section 552(b)(4) of title 5,
United States Code, the information shall
not be released to the public.

¢“(3) MARKETING OF RISK MANAGEMENT PROD-
UCTS.—

“‘(A) DEFINITION OF ORIGINAL PROVIDER.—In
this paragraph, the term ‘original provider’
means an approved insurance provider that
submits a risk management product to the
Board for approval under paragraph (2).

‘(B) AUTHORITY TO MARKET.—If the Board
approves a risk management product under
paragraph (2), subject to subparagraph (C),
only the original provider may market the
risk management product.

“(C) FEE.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—An approved insurance
provider (other than the original provider)
that desires to market a risk management
product shall pay a fee to the original pro-
vider for the right to market the risk man-
agement product.

‘“(ii) AMOUNT.—The original provider shall
determine the amount of the fee under
clause (1).”.

SEC. 205. EDUCATION AND RESEARCH.

Section 522 of the Federal Crop Insurance
Act (as amended by section 204) is amended
by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(e) EDUCATION AND RESEARCH.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation shall es-
tablish the programs described in paragraphs
(2) and (3), respectively, for the 2001-2004 fis-
cal years, not to exceed the funding limita-
tions established in paragraph (4).

‘(2) EDUCATION AND INFORMATION.—The
Corporation shall establish a program of edu-
cation and information for States in which—

‘(i) there is traditionally, and continues to
be, a low level of federal crop insurance par-
ticipation and availability; and

‘(i) the Secretary of Agriculture deter-
mines that the state is underserved by fed-
eral crop insurance.

‘(3) RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT.—The
Corporation shall establish a program of re-
search and development to develop new ap-
proaches to increasing participation in
States in which—

‘(i) there is traditionally, and continues to
be, a low level of federal crop insurance par-
ticipation and availability; and

‘(i) the Secretary of Agriculture deter-
mines that the state is underserved by fed-
eral crop insurance.

‘“(4) FUNDING.—The following amounts
shall be transferred from funds made avail-
able in section 516(a)(2)(C) for the Choice of
Risk Management Options pilot program—

‘“(A) for the Education, Information and
Insurance Provider Recruitment program in
paragraph (2), $10,000,000 for each of fiscal
years 2001 through 2004.

‘“(B) for the Research and Development
program in paragraph (3) $5,000,000 for each
of fiscal years 2001-2004."".

SEC. 206. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.

On page 65, line 23, strike ‘‘section 102(a)”’

and insert ‘‘section 107".
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On page 65, line 25, strike ‘“(8)”’ and insert
“9).

On page 72, lines 18 and 19, strike ‘‘section
204(a)(2)”’ and insert ‘‘section 206(a)(2)’.

On page 77, strike lines 1 through 7 and in-
sert the following:

*“(2) PURCHASE DURING INSURANCE PERIOD.—
A producer of a specialty crop may purchase
new coverage or increase coverage levels for
the specialty crop at any time during the in-
surance period, subject to a 30-day waiting
period and an inspection by the insurance
provider to verify acceptability by the insur-
ance provider, if the Corporation determines
that the risk associated with the crop can be
adequately rated.

On page 79, strike line 8 and all that fol-
lows through page 91, line 11, and insert the
following:

SEC. 310. FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE IMPROVE-
MENT COMMISSION.

Section 515 of the Federal Crop Insurance
Act (7 U.S.C. 1515) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“SEC. 515. FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE IMPROVE-
MENT COMMISSION.

‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

‘(1) COMMISSION.—The term ‘Commission’
means the Federal Crop Insurance Improve-
ment Commission established by subsection
(b).

“(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION.—
There is established a Commission to be
known as the ‘Federal Crop Insurance Im-
provement Commission’.

*(c) MEMBERSHIP.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall be
composed of the following 13 members:

““(A) The Under Secretary for Farm and
Foreign Agricultural Services of the Depart-
ment.

“(B) The manager of the Corporation.

‘(C) The Chief Economist of the Depart-
ment or a person appointed by the Chief
Economist.

‘(D) An employee of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, appointed by the Director
of the Office of Management and Budget.

‘“(E) A representative of the National Asso-
ciation of Insurance Commissioners, experi-
enced in insurance regulation, appointed by
the Secretary.

‘“(F) Representatives of 4 approved insur-
ance providers or related organizations that
provide advisory or analytical support to the
crop insurance industry, appointed by the
Secretary.

‘(&) 2 agricultural economists from aca-
demia, appointed by the Secretary.

“(H) 2 representatives of major farm orga-
nizations and farmer-owned cooperatives, ap-
pointed by the Secretary.

‘(2) TIME OF APPOINTMENT.—The members
of the Commission shall be appointed not
later than 60 days after the date of enact-
ment of the Risk Management for the 21st
Century Act.

‘“(3) TERM.—A member of the Commission
shall serve for the life of the Commission.

‘‘(d) DUTIES.—The Commission shall review
and make recommendations concerning the
following issues:

‘(1) The extent to which approved insur-
ance providers should bear the risk of loss
for federally subsidized crop insurance.

‘(2) Whether the Corporation should—

““(A) continue to provide financial assist-
ance for the benefit of agricultural producers
by reinsuring coverage written by approved
insurance providers; or

‘(B) provide assistance in another form,
such as by acting as an excess insurer.

““(3) The extent to which development of
new insurance products should be under-
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taken by the private sector, and how to en-
courage such development.

‘“(4) How to focus research and develop-
ment of new insurance products to include
the development of—

‘““(A) new types of products such as com-
bined area and yield and whole farm revenue
coverages; and

‘(B) insurance
Ccrops.

‘“(5) The use by the Corporation of private
sector resources under section 507(c).

‘“(6) The progress of the Corporation in re-
ducing administrative and operating costs of
approved insurance providers under section
508(k)(5).

‘“(7T) The identification of methods, and of
organizational, statutory, and structural
changes, to enhance and improve—

‘“(A) delivery of reasonably priced crop in-
surance products to agricultural producers;

‘“(B) loss adjustment procedures;

‘(C) good farming practices;

‘(D) the establishment of premiums; and

‘‘(E) compliance with this title (including
regulations issued under this title, the terms
and conditions of insurance coverage, and
adjustments of losses).

‘‘(e) COMMISSION OPERATIONS.—

‘(1) CHAIRPERSON; VOTING.—The Under Sec-
retary for Farm and Foreign Agricultural
Services of the Department of Agriculture
shall—

‘“(A) serve as Chairperson of the Commis-
sion; and

‘“(B) vote in the case of a tie.

‘“(2) MEETINGS.—The Commission shall
meet regularly, but not less than 6 times per
year.

““(3) DISCLOSURE.—To the extent that the
records, papers, or other documents received,
prepared, or maintained by the Commission
are subject to public disclosure, the docu-
ments shall be available for public inspec-
tion and copying at the Office of Risk Man-
agement.

“(f) FINAL REPORT.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years
after the date of enactment of the Risk Man-
agement for the 21st Century Act, the Com-
mission shall submit to the Committee on
Agriculture of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri-
tion, and Forestry of the Senate a final re-
port on the review under subsection (d).

‘(2) CopiEs.—The Commission shall pro-
vide copies of the final report to—

‘“(A) the Secretary; and

‘“(B) the Board.

‘“(3) INTERIM REPORTS.—To expedite com-
pletion of the work of the Commission, the
Commission may submit 1 or more interim
reports or reports on 1 or more of the issues
to be reviewed.

‘(g) TERMINATION.—The Commission shall
terminate on the earlier of—

‘(1) 60 days after the date on which the
Commission submits the final report under
subsection (f); or

‘(2) September 30, 2004.

“(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as are necessary to carry out this sec-
tion.”.

On page 92, strike lines 7 through 13 and in-
sert the following:

SEC. 312. PROJECTED LOSS RATIO.

Section 506(o) of the Federal Crop Insur-
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1506(0)) is amended by
striking paragraph (2) and inserting the fol-
lowing:

‘“(2) PROJECTED LOSS RATIO.—The Corpora-
tion shall take such actions, including the
establishment of adequate premiums, as are
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necessary to improve the actuarial sound-
ness of Federal multiperil crop insurance
made available under this title to achieve—

“(A) during the period beginning on Octo-
ber 1, 1998, and ending with the 2001 crop
year, an overall projected loss ratio of not
greater than 1.075; and

“(B) beginning with the 2002 crop year, an
overall projected loss ratio of not greater
than 1.0.”.

SEC. 313. COMPLIANCE WITH STATE LICENSING
REQUIREMENTS.

Section 508 of the Federal Crop Insurance
Act (7 U.S.C. 1508) (as amended by section
206(a)(1)) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

“(n) COMPLIANCE WITH STATE LICENSING
REQUIREMENTS.—Any person that sells or so-
licits the purchase of a policy or plan of in-
surance or adjusts losses under this title, in-
cluding catastrophic risk protection, in any
State shall be licensed and otherwise quali-
fied to do business in that State, and shall
comply with all State regulation of such
sales and solicitation activities (including
commission and anti-rebating regulations),
as required by the appropriate insurance reg-
ulator of the State in accordance with the
relevant insurance laws of the State.”.
TITLE IV—_MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
SEC. 401. IMPROVED RISK MANAGEMENT EDU-

CATION.

Title IV of the Agricultural Research, Ex-
tension, and Education Reform Act of 1998 (7
U.S.C. 7621 et seq.) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

“SEC. 409. IMPROVED RISK MANAGEMENT EDU-
CATION FOR AGRICULTURAL PRO-
DUCERS.

‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

‘(1) CENTER.—The term ‘Center’ means a
Risk Management Education Coordinating
Center established under subsection (c)(1).

‘(2) LAND-GRANT COLLEGE.—The term
‘land-grant college’ means any 1862 Institu-
tion, 1890 Institution, or 1994 Institution.

*“(b) PROGRAM.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall
carry out a program to improve the risk
management skills of agricultural producers,
including the owners and operators of small
farms, limited resource producers, and other
targeted audiences, to make informed risk
management decisions.

‘“(2) PURPOSE.—The program shall be de-
signed to assist a producer to develop the
skills necessary—

‘““(A) to understand the financial health
and capability of the producer’s operation to
withstand price fluctuations, adverse weath-
er, environmental impacts, diseases, family
crises, and other risks;

‘(B) to understand marketing alternatives,
how various commodity markets work, the
use of crop insurance products, and the price
risk inherent in various markets; and

‘“(C) to understand legal, governmental,
environmental, and human resource issues
that impact the producer’s operation.

‘‘(c) COORDINATING CENTERS.—

(1) ESTABLISHMENT AND PURPOSE.—The
Secretary shall establish a Risk Manage-
ment Education Coordinating Center in each
of 5 regions of the United States (as deter-
mined by the Secretary) to administer and
coordinate the provision of risk management
education to producers and their families
under the program in that region.

‘“(2) SITE SELECTION.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall lo-
cate the Center for a region at—

‘(1) a risk management education coordi-
nating office of the Cooperative State Re-
search, Education, and Extension Service



3178

that is in existence at a land-grant college
on the date of enactment of this section; or

‘(ii) an appropriate alternative land-grant
college in the region approved by the Sec-
retary.

‘“(B) LAND-GRANT COLLEGES.—To be se-
lected as the location for a Center, a land-
grant college must have the demonstrated
capability and capacity to carry out the pri-
orities, funding distribution requirements,
and reporting requirements of the program.

¢‘(d) COORDINATING COUNCIL.—

‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—Each Center shall
establish a coordinating council to assist in
establishing the funding and program prior-
ities for the region for which the Center was
established.

‘“(2) MEMBERSHIP.—Each council shall con-
sist of a minimum of 5 members, including
representatives from—

““(A) public organizations;

‘(B) private organizations;

“(C) agricultural producers; and

‘(D) the Regional Service Offices of the
Risk Management Agency in that region.

‘‘(e) CENTER ACTIVITIES.—

‘(1) INSTRUCTION FOR RISK MANAGEMENT
PROFESSIONALS.—Each Center shall coordi-
nate the offering of intensive risk manage-
ment instructional programs, involving
classroom learning, distant learning, and
field training work, for professionals who
work with agricultural producers, including
professionals who are—

““(A) extension specialists;

“(B) county extension faculty members;

‘“(C) private service providers; and

‘(D) other individuals involved in pro-
viding risk management education.

“(2) EDUCATION PROGRAMS FOR PRO-
DUCERS.—HEach Center shall coordinate the
provision of educational programs, including
workshops, short courses, seminars, and dis-
tant-learning modules, to improve the risk
management skills of agricultural producers
and their families.

*(3) DEVELOPMENT AND DISSEMINATION OF
MATERIALS.—Each Center shall coordinate
the efforts to develop new risk management
education materials and the dissemination
of such materials.

“‘(4) COORDINATION OF RESOURCES.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Each Center shall make
use of available and emerging risk manage-
ment information, materials, and delivery
systems, after careful evaluation of the con-
tent and suitability of the information, ma-
terials, and delivery systems for producers
and their families.

“(B) USE OF AVAILABLE EXPERTISE.—To0 as-
sist in conducting the evaluation under sub-
paragraph (A), each Center shall use avail-
able expertise from land-grant colleges, non-

governmental organizations, government
agencies, and the private sector.
“(f) GRANTS.—

‘(1) SPECIAL GRANTS.—Each Center shall
reserve a portion of the funds provided under
this section to make special grants to land-
grant colleges and private entities in the re-
gion to conduct 1 or more of the activities
described in subsection (e).

“(2) COMPETITIVE GRANTS.—Each Center
shall reserve a portion of the funds provided
under this section to conduct a competitive
grant program to award grants to both pub-
lic and private entities that have a dem-
onstrated capability to conduct 1 or more of
the activities described in subsection (e).

“(g) NATIONAL AGRICULTURE RISK EDU-
CATION LIBRARY.—The National Agriculture
Risk Education Library shall—

“(1) serve as a central agency for the co-
ordination and distribution of risk manage-
ment educational materials; and
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‘(2) provide a means for the electronic de-
livery of risk management information and
materials.

“‘(h) FUNDING PROVISIONS.—

‘(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $30,000,000 for fiscal
year 2001 and each subsequent fiscal year.

*‘(2) DISTRIBUTION.—

““(A) NATIONAL AGRICULTURE RISK EDU-
CATION LIBRARY.—For each fiscal year, of the
funds made available to carry out this sec-
tion, 2.5 percent shall be distributed to the
National Agriculture Risk Education Li-
brary.

‘(B) CENTERS.—For each fiscal year, the
remainder of the funds made available to
carry out this section shall be distributed
equally among the Centers.

“(C) ADMINISTRATION BY LAND-GRANT COL-
LEGES.—The land-grant college at which a
Center is located shall be responsible for ad-
ministering and disbursing funds described
in subparagraph (B), in accordance with ap-
plicable State and Federal financial guide-
lines, for activities authorized by this sec-
tion.

“(3) PROHIBITION ON CONSTRUCTION.—

‘“(A) LOCATION OF CENTERS.—Each Center
shall be located in a facility in existence on
the date of enactment of this section.

‘(B) PROHIBITION.—Funds provided under
this section shall not be used to carry out
construction of any facility.

‘(i) EVALUATION.—The Secretary, acting
through the Cooperative State Research,
Education, and Extension Service, shall
evaluate the activities of each Center to de-
termine whether the risk management skills
of agricultural producers and their families
are improved as a result of their participa-
tion in educational activities financed using
funds made available under subsection (h).”.
SEC. 402. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING

THE FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE
PROGRAM.

It is the sense of the Senate that—

(1) farmer-owned cooperatives play a valu-
able role in achieving the purposes of the
Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et
seq.) by—

(A) encouraging producer participation in
the Federal crop insurance program;

(B) improving the delivery system for crop
insurance; and

(C) helping to develop new and improved
insurance products;

(2) the Risk Management Agency, through
its regulatory activities, should encourage
efforts by farmer-owned cooperatives to pro-
mote appropriate risk management strate-
gies among their membership;

(3) partnerships between approved insur-
ance providers and farmer-owned coopera-
tives provide opportunity for agricultural
producers to obtain needed insurance cov-
erage on a more competitive basis and at a
lower cost;

(4) the Risk Management Agency is fol-
lowing an appropriate regulatory process to
ensure the continued participation by farm-
er-owned cooperatives in the delivery of crop
insurance;

(5) efforts by the Risk Management Agency
to finalize regulations that would incor-
porate the currently approved business prac-
tices of cooperatives participating in the
Federal crop insurance program should be
commended; and

(6) not later than 180 days after the date of
enactment of this Act, the Federal Crop In-
surance Corporation should complete pro-
mulgation of the proposed rule entitled
‘““‘General Administrative Regulations; Pre-
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mium Reductions; Payment of Rebates, Divi-
dends, and Patronage Refunds; and Pay-
ments to Insured-Owned and Record-Control-
ling Entities”, published by the Federal Crop
Insurance Corporation on May 12, 1999 (64
Fed. Reg. 25464), in a manner that—

(A) effectively responds to comments re-
ceived from the public during the rule-
making process;

(B) provides an effective opportunity for
farmer-owned cooperatives to assist the
members of the cooperatives to obtain crop
insurance and participate most effectively in
the Federal crop insurance program;

(C) incorporates the currently approved
business practices of farmer-owned coopera-
tives participating in the Federal crop insur-
ance program; and

(D) protects the interests of agricultural
producers.

TITLE V—EFFECTIVE DATES;
TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY
SEC. 501. EFFECTIVE DATES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subsections (b) and (c)(2) and section 502(a),
this Act and the amendments made by this
Act take effect on the date of enactment of
this Act.

On page 92, line 15, insert ‘‘subsection (c)(2)
and’’ after ‘“‘carry out’’.

On page 92, line 17, strike ‘204’ and insert
€4206”°.

Beginning on page 92, strike line 23 and all
that follows through page 93, line 9, and in-
sert the following:

‘“(2) INDEMNITY PAYMENTS FOR CERTAIN PRO-
DUCERS OF DURUM WHEAT.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this paragraph, notwithstanding
section 508(c)(b) of the Federal Crop Insur-
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(c)(b)), a producer of
durum wheat that purchased a 1999 Crop Rev-
enue Coverage wheat policy by the sales
closing date prescribed in the actuarial docu-
ments in the county where the policy was
sold shall receive an indemnity payment in
accordance with the policy.

‘“(B) BASE AND HARVEST PRICES.—The base
price and harvest price under the policy shall
be determined in accordance with the Com-
modity Exchange Endorsement for wheat
published by the Federal Crop Insurance Cor-
poration on July 14, 1998 (63 Fed. Reg. 37829).

‘(C) REINSURANCE.—Subject to subpara-
graph (B), notwithstanding section 508(c)(5)
of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C.
1508(c)(5)), the Corporation shall provide re-
insurance with respect to the policy in ac-
cordance with the Standard Reinsurance
Agreement.

‘(D) VOIDING OF BULLETIN.—Bulletin MGR-
99-004, issued by the Administrator of the
Risk Management Agency of the Department
of Agriculture, is void.

‘“(E) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This
takes effect on October 1, 2000.”

On page 93, line 10, strike ‘“SEC. 402.”” and
insert <“SEC. 502.”.

On page 94, strike lines 1 and 2 and insert
the following:
€“1508(a)) is amended by redesignating para-
graph (8) (as added by section 107) and para-
graph (9) (as added by section 305) as para-
graph (7) and paragraph (8), respectively.”

On page 94, line 5, strike ‘203"’ and insert
€205,

On page 94, line 24, strike ‘‘subsection (c)”’
and insert ‘‘subsections (c¢), (d), and (e)”’.

On page 45, between lines 2 and 3, insert
the following:

“SEC. 204. OPTIONS PILOT PROGRAM.

‘“‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 191 of the Agri-
cultural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C.
7331) is amended—

paragraph
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‘(1) in the first sentence of subsection (a),
by striking ‘2002’ and inserting ‘2004’;

“(2) in subsection (b)—

‘“(A) in the first sentence, by striking ‘100
counties, except that not more than 6’ and
inserting ‘300 counties, except that not more
than 25’; and

‘“(B) in the second sentence, by striking
‘2002’ and inserting ‘2004’; and

‘“(3) in subsection (¢)(2), by inserting before
the semicolon the following: ‘during any cal-
endar year in which a county in which the
farm of the producer is located is authorized
to operate the pilot program’.

“(b) FUNDING.—From amounts made avail-
able under section 516(a)(2)(C) of the Federal
Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1516(a)(2)(C)) (as
added by section 203(b)(2)(C)) for the choice
of risk management options pilot program,
the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation shall
transfer to the Secretary of Agriculture to
carry out the amendments made by sub-
section (a) $27,000,000 for each of fiscal years
2002 through 2004.”’

On page 45, line 3, strike “SEC. 204.” and
insert ¢“SEC. 205.”.

On page 72, line 19, strike ‘‘204(a)(2)”’ and
insert <“206(a)(2)”’.

On page 92, line 17, strike ‘204’ and insert
€205,

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, this com-
pletes the amendments list. At this
point, I yield the floor to Senators who
wish to speak on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mrs. LINCOLN. I thank the Chair.

I am very pleased to support a crop
insurance reform bill that has been a
long while in the making. I com-
pliment the chairman of the Senate
Agriculture Committee for his dili-
gence in this. He has certainly worked
hard and put forth a great effort in
working with all of us to come up with
a final product. I appreciate his dili-
gence and patience and all his hard
work and wisdom that have gone into
it.

As we all know, the Budget Com-
mittee included funds to reform our
ailing Crop Insurance Program last
year. I have been working diligently
with the Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee to develop a bill that will im-
prove the current program because for
us in the South, the current program
doesn’t work. What we are considering
today is the result of the efforts and
hard work of all of us.

I believe this bill makes fundamental
changes to the existing Federal Crop
Insurance Program that are necessary
to make crop insurance more workable
and affordable for producers across the
country, and I urge its passage. Con-
gress has been attempting to eliminate
the ad hoc disaster program for years
because it is not the most effective way
of helping our farmers who suffer yield
losses.

Last year, Senator COCHRAN and I in-
troduced a comprehensive bill that ad-
dressed what we saw as the various re-
forms necessary in the Crop Insurance
Program. I am pleased that many of
those provisions are included in the bill
we are considering today.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

As we all know, the Government’s
role in farm programs has changed.
The 1996 farm bill phased out our tradi-
tional support for our farmers, and the
current farm programs require pro-
ducers to assume more risk than ever
before.

Due to the agricultural economic cri-
sis we are experiencing, there has been
much discussion lately on the issues of
the safety net for our Nation’s pro-
ducers. On that point, I will be per-
fectly clear. Crop insurance is a risk
management tool to help producers
guard against yield loss. It was not cre-
ated and was never intended to be, and
will never be, the end-all, be-all solu-
tion for the income needs of our Na-
tion’s producers.

As the crop insurance reform debate
proceeds, I am hopeful my colleagues
will be cognizant of the various needs
in the agricultural community and rec-
ognize that while crop insurance is an
important part of the safety net, it is
not and should not be the only income
guard for our Nation’s farmers.

In Arkansas, the last estimates I
heard indicated that fewer than 2 per-
cent of our cotton producers were par-
ticipating in the buy-up program. Buy-
up coverage for all commodities in Ar-
kansas historically is below 20 percent.
That tells me the producers in my
home State don’t think crop insurance
is currently providing the kind of help
they need.

In the South, we traditionally grow
capital-intensive crops. As we have
grown these crops in the past, and cer-
tainly as we will in the future, the way
the current Crop Insurance Program is
structured, the rating program has
never suited our needs or made it a
good business decision for southern
farmers to purchase crop insurance.
This bill establishes a process for re-
evaluating crop insurance rates for all
crops and for lowering those rates if
warranted.

It was only after pressure from Con-
gress last year that the risk manage-
ment agency reduced rates by as much
as b0 percent for cotton in Arkansas
and the Midsouth. The provision in-
cluded in today’s bill will require fur-
ther review of all southern commod-
ities in the rating structure. By mak-
ing the Crop Insurance Program more
affordable, additional producers will be
encouraged to participate in the pro-
gram and protect themselves against
the unforeseeable factors that will be
working against them once they put a
crop into the ground. This is the ulti-
mate goal, to get more participation in
our insurance program.

The bill also provides for an en-
hanced subsidy structure so producers
are encouraged to buy up from their
current level of coverage. The struc-
ture included in this bill will make the
step from catastrophic to buy-up easier
for producers and will make obtaining
the highest level of coverage easier for
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those who are already participating in
the Crop Insurance Program.

In an attempt to improve the record-
keeping process within USDA, this leg-
islation also requires that FSA and
RMA coordinate their recordkeeping
activities. Current TUSDA record-
keeping, split between FSA and the
RMA, is redundant and insufficient. By
including both Crop Insurance Program
participants and nonprogram partici-
pants in the process, we hope to en-
hance the agricultural data held by the
agency and make acreage and yield re-
porting less of a hassle for already
overburdened producers.

In addition, this bill establishes a
role for consultation with State FSA
committees in the introduction of new
coverage to a State. The need for this
provision was made abundantly clear
to Arkansas’ rice producers last spring.

A private insurance policy was of-
fered to farmers at one rate, only to
have the company reduce the rate once
the amount of potential exposure was
realized.

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

I am pleased that another reform
measure that I worked on has been in-
cluded to help rice producers suffering
losses caused by drought.

Recent droughts have left many Ar-
kansas farmers with low reservoirs and
depleting aquifers. If rains do not re-
plenish them, an adequate irrigation
supply may not exist by summer.

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

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

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

This bill strengthens the monitoring
of agents and adjusters to combat
fraud and enhances the penalties avail-
able to USDA for companies, agents
and producers who engage in fraudu-
lent activities.
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There is simply no room for bad ac-
tors that recklessly cost the taxpayers
money.

In closing, Mr. President, I was pre-
pared during our committee markup
earlier this month to offer an amend-
ment related to a cooperative’s role in
the delivery of crop insurance.

I held off at that time due to con-
cerns from the committee related to
possible ‘‘rebating’’ ramifications and
preemption of state law.

I am pleased that Senators KERREY
and GRASSLEY, as well as the Risk
Management Agency, were willing to
work with me to include my amend-
ment in this bill.

This amendment does nothing to pre-
empt state law or even change current
federal law. It simply provides that
current approved business practices be
maintained.

With the inclusion of my amendment
Congress is recognizing the wvaluable
role cooperatives play in the crop in-
surance program, specifically, encour-
aging producer participation in the
crop insurance program, improving the
delivery system for crop insurance, and
helping to develop new and improved
insurance products.

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

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

In my opinion, that appearance
would inhibit broader use of crop insur-
ance, which is the overall objective we
have been trying to reach. I don’t be-
lieve that such a result is the intent of
those who have put so much effort into
improving the Crop Insurance Pro-
gram, and I am pleased our amendment
has been worked in.

Mr. President, I personally want to
thank all of the staff members of the
committee and the industry represent-
atives who have helped in this effort. It
certainly doesn’t happen without their
long hours of work, diligence, and per-
severance in making all of this come
together.

Arkansas farmers have told me time
and time again that crop insurance
isn’t affordable for the amount of cov-
erage they receive. As the program cur-
rently exists, it does not make sound
business sense to purchase crop insur-
ance in our State. Since this reform
process began, I have been working to
correct this inequity. I hope the
changes we make today will lead to a
Crop Insurance Program that is equi-
table, affordable, and effective.

I yield the floor.
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Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Alaska has asked the Senate
to consider adding wild salmon to the
list of crops for a pilot study to be con-
ducted as a basis for making federally-
sponsored crop insurance available to
fishermen. My understanding is that
this is not the first time that the De-
partment of Agriculture has reviewed
fish stocks for crop insurance. In the
past, there was concern that wild fish
can be too hard to track, and that fish-
eries managers don’t really know when
the stocks have failed. However, fish-
eries managers track fish stocks, espe-
cially wild salmon, very closely.

Mr. STEVENS. My good friend, the
chairman of the Agriculture Com-
mittee, is correct. The State of Alaska
has been managing wild salmon since
statehood more than 40 years ago. In
fact, one of the driving forces behind
our statehood movement was to gain
management control over our re-
sources, particularly the salmon fish-
eries. I see my friend, the Senator from
Kansas, may have a question on fish-
eries management.

Mr. ROBERTS. And is it true that
fisheries managers can accurately pre-
dict how much fish can be caught from
year-to-year?

Mr. STEVENS. The chairman of the
Agriculture Committee 1is correct.
Fisheries managers try to ensure that
salmon returning to spawn reach their
escapement goal, which is the number
of spawners needed to return a heathly
population of juveniles to the streams
and oceans. Historically, managers can
accurately estimate how many fish are
expected to return based on the life-
span of the salmon and the escapement
numbers from previous years. Fisheries
managers also track historical trends,
which are often linked to long term
weather cycles, and their relationship
to escapement numbers. The State of
Alaska in particular uses in-season
management to ensure its pre-season
escapement goals.

However, occasionally the fish do not
return. For example, chum salmon
runs in areas of western Alaska were at
all time lows in 1997 and 1998. The low
chum runs have had a devastating ef-
fect on the western Alaska economy.
This is exactly the type of crisis that
could be alleviated by making crop in-
surance available to salmon fishermen.
Fishermen are the farmers of the sea,
and they deserve the same protections
we afford to our farmers in the inland
states.

Mr. LUGAR. I thank the Senator
from Alaska for informing us of these
aspects of fish harvests.

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Senator
from Indiana and the Senator from
Kansas for their hard work on this im-
portant legislation and for addressing
my request.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, the
farmers and ranchers of this country
have been struggling with terrible eco-
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nomic conditions over the past three
years. They have seen their prices col-
lapse and remain at, or in many cases
below, the cost of production. Not only
have farmers in my state and across
the country endured these low prices,
they have also been subject to the un-
predictable forces of droughts, floods
and crop disease.

We have before us a bill that will
help farmers and ranchers survive
these bad times and manage production
risks. S. 2251, the Risk Management for
the 21st Century Act, is a comprehen-
sive approach to reforming and improv-
ing crop insurance for producers across
the country. It will make the federal
crop insurance program more afford-
able and effective.

Currently, the government provides
subsidies for multi-peril crop insur-
ance, but subsidies are progressively
less at higher levels of coverage. This
aspect of the crop insurance program
often has the effect of restricting farm-
ers from investing in the most efficient
levels of coverage for their farms. This
bill inverts this subsidy, so the higher
levels of coverage are subsidized at the
highest levels. This makes meaningful
and comprehensive coverage much
more affordable to farmers in this
country who rely on the program to
manage their production risks.

This bill also addresses another issue
of critical importance to farmers in
South Dakota and nationwide. Many
parts of the country have suffered dev-
astating crop losses for several years in
a row. As disastrous conditions persist,
farmers’ eligibility under the current
crop insurance program decreases—the
opposite of what common sense would
dictate. This bill enables producers to
protect and sustain their crop insur-
ance eligibility so that crop insurance
remains an economically viable option
for them for the long term.

This legislation also authorizes the
Risk Management Agency (RMA) to de-
velop insurance products on a pilot
basis for livestock producers. For too
long, we have excluded our cattle
ranchers, hog producers, and other
livestock producers from federal agri-
culture programs, including crop—or
perhaps we should say ‘‘commodity’—
insurance. This bill expands the flexi-
bility of the program in this way so
that more producers can benefit from
this important investment.

This legislation also provides great
benefits for producers of specialty
crops. It improves catastrophic loss in-
surance coverage by increasing the ac-
cess specialty crop farmers have to
quality crop insurance policies. Cur-
rent crop insurance policies do not
cover the unique characteristics asso-
ciated with the planting, growing, and
harvesting of specialty crops. This bill
will promote specialty crop producer
participation in the federal crop insur-
ance program, encourage higher levels
of coverage than provided by cata-
strophic insurance, and enable those
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producers to make better planning and
marketing decisions. Furthermore, the
bill requires that at least fifty percent
of the funds dedicated to research and
development for new crop insurance
products are focused on specialty crop
product development. This legislation
also specifically provides funds to the
RMA to enter into public and private
partnerships to develop specialty crop
insurance policies, and authorizes
funds for pilot programs that would be
conducted at the state, regional, and
national levels.

Finally, this bill eliminates the area
trigger for the non-insured assistance
program, making any grower whose
crop is uninsurable and who experi-
ences a federally-declared disaster eli-
gible for disaster funds.

Some have shared a concern that this
crop insurance plan does not ade-
quately address the range of problems
across the country. They should be as-
sured that this bill was written with
the input and support of lawmakers,
farmers, and agricultural organizations
from all regions of the country.

The crop insurance program has
grown in popularity over the last sev-
eral years. This bill will significantly
improve an already important and suc-
cessful program. Effective and afford-
able crop insurance is a vital part of an
improved safety net that farmers and
ranchers need to protect themselves
from production risks, and to survive
and succeed this year and in years to
come.

But make no mistake. Passage of
this bill is only one part of our overall
effort to improve farm policy. We must
consider the many other ways in which
our current policies have contributed
to the poor economic conditions plagu-
ing our farmers and ranchers. I look
forward to that debate.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I com-
mend the distinguished chairman of
the committee, Mr. LUGAR, for his
work on the legislation before the Sen-
ate today. The Senators from Kansas
and Nebraska deserve commendation
also because of their active influence
in shaping this bill.

I wish I could support this effort to
reform crop insurance, but it has a
built in bias against Southern agri-
culture. I supported the measure that
was put before the Committee by the
Chairman and I voted against the sub-
stitute amendment that was offered
during the committee markup by the
Senators from Kansas and Nebraska.
Their amendment prevailed, and it is
now the pending business before the
Senate. The Chairman’s mark offered
farmers a choice between higher gov-
ernment contributions to their crop in-
surance premium or a new risk man-
agement payment that they could use
for eligible activities which lower the
financial risk of their farming oper-
ation.

Farmers in Mississippi preferred the
Lugar bill. Mississippi has the third
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lowest crop insurance participation
rate in the country. This bill will not
increase the participation rate in my
state and I don’t think it will elimi-
nate the need for Congress to provide
disaster assistance in the future.

The bill now before the Senate, while
including some of the programmatic
changes that I have advocated and in-
troduced in a bill with the distin-
guished Senator from Arkansas, Mrs.
LINCOLN, falls short of the reform that
we have promised agriculture pro-
ducers.

Here are two specific examples. First,
it contains a subsidy structure which
heavily favors regions of the country
which already have high crop insurance
participation rates and low premiums.
This bill will make premiums even
lower for those producers, while at the
same time, effectively raising rates for
producers that purchase coverage in
the middle levels. The effect of this
subsidy structure is that farmers who
currently purchase catastrophic cov-
erage and want to move into higher
levels of coverage will only benefit
from this legislation if they buy at the
lowest and highest levels of coverage.
Otherwise, they would be better off
under current law.

Second, farming is not a ‘‘one-size-
fits-all”” enterprise, but some believe
that crop insurance should be. This bill
fails to provide benefits for those pro-
ducers that find crop insurance to be
uneconomical. Certainly many of the
changes that are incorporated in this
bill will result in lower premiums, but
for some producers in Mississippi, that
will not be enough.

I am encouraged that the Committee
has provided $500 million in a pilot pro-
gram that may address the needs of
those who find that crop insurance is
not a good business decision. However,
the funds provided are significantly
less than those that were included in
the Lugar bill and will likely not
produce a program that will be mean-
ingful. I hope that this amount will be
increased in conference so that it can
provide meaningful assistance while
not setting dangerous precedents for
future farm bill debates. I'm hopeful
this legislation can be improved in con-
ference with the other body.

Mr. President, I will vote no on this
bill, I will work with the Chairman and
other committee members to resolve
these concerns in conference.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I am
pleased that my amendment to include
dairy in this $6 billion crop insurance
bill has been accepted by the bill man-
agers and I thank them for their co-
operation. In particular, I want to
thank Senators LUGAR, KERREY, ROB-
ERTS, and DASCHLE for their assistance.
I look forward to working with them
prior to and during conference to en-
sure my amendment is part of the final
bill reported by the conference com-
mittee.
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Dairy farmers have for too long been
without any risk management tools to
help them manage the risk of milk
price volatility. The Dairy Options
Pilot Program, authorized by the 1996
farm bill, was set to expire in 2002 and
would have reached its 100 county cap
at the end this year. If we had allowed
that to happen, we would have taken
from dairy farmers this important edu-
cational risk management program at
a time when milk prices have hit their
lowest levels in more than two decades.
The DOPP program helps farmers pay
for the out-of-pocket costs of buying
“put” options on the commodity ex-
changes while the pilot is in effect in
their county. Equally important, the
program requires that farmers partici-
pate in an education and training pro-
gram on the use of the futures market
for risk management purposes.

My amendment extends the Dairy
Options Pilot Program until 2004 and
raises the number of counties that can
participate to 300. Moreover, the
amendment raises the number of coun-
ties in each state that can participate
from six to 25. This is important to
Wisconsin since, at the end of this
year, Wisconsin would have hit its
county cap as well.

The DOPP, on top of forward con-
tracting through their cooperatives or
other milk buyers, provides dairy farm-
ers with an additional risk manage-
ment tool. It is a tool that will be
available, under my amendment, to
dairy farmers throughout the nation.
It is a national program, not a regional
program. And I hope my colleagues
from other regions will join me in
looking for every possible national tool
we have to help dairy farmers across
the United States.

This is, Mr. President—and I cannot
stress this enough—only one of the
many things we need to do to help
dairy farmers struggle through in-
creased dairy market volatility. Dairy
farmers in my state are hurting right
now. The DOPP, while important, is
not the answer to the unacceptably low
milk prices. We must do more—much,
much more. DOPP, even with my
amendment, will still be available to
farmers in only 300 counties.

That is why I am also seeking $500
million in additional dairy market loss
payments to put more money in the
pockets of dairy farmers. Farmers na-
tionwide need that help right now and
I hope to work to provide that assist-
ance through my role as ranking Dem-
ocrat on the Agricultural Appropria-
tions subcommittee.

I also want to work with my col-
leagues to craft a national dairy policy
that will provide dairy farmers with a
meaningful safety net that does not
distort markets or provide unfair re-
gional advantages.

But I am pleased that S. 2251 bill will
make this one tool—the DOPP—avail-
able to more farmers. It is, Mr. Presi-
dent, the very least we can do. And I
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thank the managers for working with
me to include this amendment in the
bill.

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I rise to
make a few remarks regarding the Risk
Management for the 21st Century Act.

Floridians know all too well the im-
pact of natural disasters on the agri-
culture community. While I am proud
of the ability of our growers to rebuild
their farms after such devastating
losses, enormous disaster aid bills only
serve as a band-aid fix to the problem.
We must work harder to ensure that all
farmers have access to the necessary
risk-management tools. This bill en-
courages growers to purchase appro-
priate levels of crop insurance, hope-
fully avoiding the band-aid fix in fu-
ture appropriation measures.

Florida is the ninth leading agricul-
tural state in the nation, with annual
farm receipts totaling $6 billion. The
industry employs over 80,000 people and
generates more than $18 billion in re-
lated economic activity. In 1998, hard
working Floridians produced more
than 25 billion pounds of food, and
more than 2 million tons of livestock
feed. I am proud to say that Florida
leads the nation in production of 18
major agricultural commodities in-
cluding oranges, sugarcane and fresh
tomatoes. With these statistics in
mind, it is imperative to ensure that
federal programs work with, not
against, Florida’s farmers.

As an original co-sponsor of S. 1401,
the Specialty Crop Insurance Act of
1999, I support the effort to reduce the
dependence of the specialty crop indus-
try on catastrophic loss insurance cov-
erage by improving its access to qual-
ity crop insurance policies. By failing
to account for the unique characteris-
tics associated with farming specialty
crops, current crop insurance policies
do not include many specialty crop
producers.

Through promotion of affordable crop
insurance policies, S. 1401 would in-
crease specialty crop producer partici-
pation in the Federal Crop Insurance
Program. Today’s legislation, S. 2251,
the Risk Management for the 21st Cen-
tury Act, includes many of these spe-
cialty crop provisions.

This legislation requires that 50% of
the funds dedicated to research and de-
velopment for the new crop insurance
products are focused on specialty crop
product development. At a level of $20
million per year, the legislation au-
thorizes the Risk Management Agency
to enter into partnerships with private
and public entities to increase the
availability of risk management tools
for specialty crops. The expertise of
outside agencies will most certainly
help the Risk Management Agency de-
velop sound specialty crop insurance
policies.

The Risk Management for the 2l1st
Century Act also includes an expansion
of Risk Management Agency pilot au-
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thority, removal of the Non-insured
Assistance Program (NAP) area trig-
ger, incentives for growers who pur-
chase ‘‘buy-up’’ coverage, and it pro-
poses a premium refund for low-risk
producers. These reforms will ease our
nation’s growers dependence on short
sighted disaster relief bills.

This bill is the product of countless
hours of negotiation, and I believe it
represents an incredible opportunity to
improve our Federal Crop Insurance
Program. The Agriculture Committee
has been extremely helpful in including
the interests of specialty crop pro-
ducers, and I thank them for their time
and effort. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the Risk Management for the 21st
Century Act.

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
commend the Chairman for moving
this issue forward today. One of Geor-
gia farmers’ biggest complaints has
been the inadequacies of the crop in-
surance program. The current program
does not work and needs to be substan-
tially reformed. Georgia farmers and
ranchers continue to experience severe
financial difficulties as a result of the
lowest commodity prices in a decade,
the devastating loss of international
markets, and back to back disasters.
They need a crop insurance program
that provides the most economic bene-
fits possible. While Congress helped
stave off disaster in rural America by
providing economic and weather re-
lated loss assistance in the fiscal year
1999 and 2000, it is evident that more
needs to be done. Farmers need risk
management programs that provide
some protection against weather re-
lated and economic losses beyond their
control. As it currently stands, crop in-
surance is too expensive for most farm-
ers and has resulted in a low participa-
tion rate by many Georgia farmers.

The legislation before us today, while
not perfect by any means, is a step in
the right direction. I am reluctantly
supporting this measure in an effort to
move the debate forward. I would like
to thank the Chairman for all his ef-
forts on this important issue. While we
are disappointed, of course, that the
Chairman’s mark did not prevail in
committee. The Chairman’s bill would
have allowed Georgia farmers to choose
whether or not traditional crop insur-
ance was a viable risk management
tool for their farms. There is $6 billion
at stake though, and we need it to re-
form the program. The House has
passed a bill with favorable provisions
for the Southeast. We intend to fight
for perfections to the bill we pass
today, so our region of the country is
treated fairly.

The Roberts/Kerry bill has many im-
portant reform provisions that were in-
cluded in the Cochran/Lincoln bill, of
which I was proud to be a cosponsor.
Some of these provisions included are
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increased subsidy rates for farmers, af-
fordable specialty crop insurance poli-
cies, multi-year APH adjustments,
equal prevented planting for all crops,
and rating methodology reform. This
bill also includes over $400 million for a
risk management pilot program which
we hope to tailor to the Georgia farm-
ers’ needs. All in all, this bill needs to
go forward. We will ultimately arrive
at a program that will be much better
for our farmers than the status quo.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, mem-
bers of the Senate, I am proud to offer
my support for the legislation. As
many before me have said, this bill is
the product of extended debate and
compromise on all sides of this debate.

CROP INSURANCE IS A TOOL TO REDUCE
DISASTER AID

Over the last 3 years, we have passed
large disaster aid packages to farmers.
Over the last 2 years, we have spent
billions of dollars in disaster relief for
farmers.

Mr. President, Benjamin Franklin
said it best: a stitch in time saves nine.
If we invest in crop insurance, it will
significantly lower the costs associated
with agricultural disasters. The choice
is simple: give farmers the tools they
need to plan for catastrophic weather,
or risk emergency, after-the-fact
spending that impedes our ability to
preserve social security.

Of particular interest to my state of
Florida are the provisions in this legis-
lation dealing with the needs of spe-
cialty crop producers. Agriculture in
Florida has many different faces. There
are 40,000 commercial farmers in the
state.

In 1997, Florida farmers utilized a lit-
tle more than 10 million of the state’s
nearly 35 million acres to produce more
than 25 billion pounds of food and more
than 2 million tons of livestock feed.

Florida ranks number nine nation-
ally in the value of its farm products
and number two in the value of its veg-
etable crops. Florida agriculture is not
only valuable, but also diverse. Florida
ranks number two nationally in horti-
culture production with annual sales of
over $1 billion. Florida grows 77 per-
cent of U.S. grapefruits and 47 percent
of the world supply. The state produces
75 percent of the nation’s oranges and
20 percent of the world supply.

Florida’s farmers led the Nation in
the production of 18 major agriculture
commodities in 1997 ranging from or-
anges and grapefruits, to a wide vari-
ety of vegetables, to tropical fish. Flor-
ida livestock and products sales were
$1.1 billion in 1997. Florida is the larg-
est milk-producing State in the south-
east. The bottom line for Florida agri-
culture is that our State has a wide va-
riety of non-traditional crops.

On July 29, 1999 I introduced S. 1401,
the Specialty Crop Insurance Act of
1999, with my colleagues Senators
MACK, FEINSTEIN, BOXER, and BINGA-
MAN. This legislation sought to reduce
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the dependence of the specialty crop
industry on catastrophic loss insurance
coverage by improving its access to
quality crop insurance policies.

Current crop insurance policies avail-
able for specialty crops do not cover
the unique characteristics associated
with the planting, growing, and har-
vesting of specialty crops. We need a
different approach for this unique sec-
tor of U.S. agriculture.

Our legislation sought to promote
the development and use of affordable
specialty crop insurance policies. This
action is intended to increase specialty
crop producer participation in the Fed-
eral Crop Insurance Program, encour-
age higher levels of coverage than pro-
vided by catastrophic insurance, and
encourage better planning and mar-
keting decisions.

I am extremely pleased that the leg-
islation we are considering today in-
corporates the provisions in my legisla-
tion.

(1) The biggest problem for specialty
crop growers is availability of afford-
able policies. According to a 1999 GAO
Report on USDA’s progress in expand-
ing crop insurance coverage for spe-
cialty crops, even after an expansion in
policies available to specialty crops
planned through 2001, the existing crop
insurance program will fail to cover
approximately 300 specialty crops that
make up 15 percent of the market
share.

To increase the availability of afford-
able crop insurance products, I pro-
posed that we give the Risk Manage-
ment Agency the resources and the
ability to tap into expertise in the pri-
vate sector during product develop-
ment. S. 22561 accomplishes this goal.

The bill before us today requires that
at least 50 percent of the funds dedi-
cated to research and development for
new crop insurance products are fo-
cused on specialty crop product devel-
opment. Fifty percent of these funds
are to be spent on outside contractors,
giving those with expertise on spe-
cialty crops the opportunity to develop
policies.

The legislation specifically author-
izes $20 million per year for RMA to
enter into public and private partner-
ships to develop specialty crop insur-
ance policies.

It also establishes a process to review
new product development and ensure
that crop insurance products are avail-
able to all agricultural commodities,
including specialty crops.

I believe the actions taken by S. 2251
will give RMA the authority and re-
sources it needs to use the expertise of
the private sector to develop good crop
insurance products for specialty crops.

(2) To further encourage development
of new policies, I proposed expansion of
the RMA pilot authority. This legisla-
tion authorizes funds for pilot pro-
grams. It allows pilots to be conducted
on state, regional, and national basis

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

for a period of four years to be ex-
tended if desired by RMA. S. 2251 also
includes the authority for RMA to con-
duct a pilot program on crop insurance
for timber, a provision I originally in-
troduced on April 22 of last year in S.
868, the Forestry Initiative to Restore
the Environment.

(3) Growers who do not have access to
crop insurance policies depend on the
Non-insured Assistance Program
(NAP). To ensure that aid from this
program actually reaches farmers in
need, I proposed elimination of the
area trigger for non-insured assistance
program, making any grower whose
crop is uninsurable and experiences a
federally-declared disaster, eligible for
these funds. This bill does the same.

(4) My legislation took action to en-
courage growers to purchase buy-up
coverage. The Risk Management for
the 21st Century Act increases the rate
for 50/100 coverage, the initial buy-up
level after catastrophic coverage to 60
percent.

() To encourage farmers to take
proactive risk management action,
both my legislation and S. 2251 propose
a premium refund for low-risk pro-
ducers.

I believe that the provisions in the
Risk Management for the 21st Century
Act will ensure that specialty crop pro-
ducers have access to high-quality in-
surance products designed to meet
their needs.

I am pleased that the goals of my leg-
islation, S. 1401, the Specialty Crop In-
surance Act of 1999, are met by the leg-
islation before us today. I commend my
colleagues for their efforts to ensure
that crop insurance reform passed by
the 106th Congress will take into ac-
count the needs of all agriculture pro-
ducers, not just one sector. I offer my
support for this legislation and urge
my colleagues to do the same.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, this is
an important day. Today we are finally
bringing to bear over eighteen months
of hard work toward reforming the
Federal Crop Insurance Program. This
is an issue of vital importance to Mon-
tana.

First, however, I urge my colleagues
in the Senate to join me in applauding
Senators ROBERTS and KERREY for
their hard work in bringing a com-
prehensive solution to the table as well
as Chairman LUGAR for helping us
work quickly to pass this important
legislation. We can all be proud of a job
well done.

The bill before you to day, the Risk
Management for the Twenty First Cen-
tury Act, is a fine example of what can
be done when we work on a bipartisan
basis to solve a difficult problem. I am
pleased that Montana producers and
crop insurance providers also contrib-
uted largely to this effort.

Last spring, I held a crop insurance
community hearing in Shelby, MT. Ken
Ackerman, director of the Risk Man-
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agement Agency, flew out for that
hearing and got quite an earful. Mon-
tana farmers told us they wanted a
program they could count on. A risk
management tool that would be more
efficient, more cost effective, more re-
sponsible, and more accountable. A
program that encourages farmers to
try new and innovative crops. And a re-
liable system that moves us away from
the annual ad hoc disaster band-aids. I
would like to extend a personal thank
you to Ken Ackerman and his agency
for listening to our concerns and help-
ing draft them into this legislation.

Today, I am optimistic that we in the
Senate are soon to make those goals a
reality. The $6 billion legislative pack-
age before us today will amend the
Federal Crop Insurance program in sev-
eral specific ways. The measure will:

Make crop insurance more affordable
and broaden coverage to encourage pro-
ducers to purchase the highest levels of
coverage;

Create more realistic production his-
tory so that producers won’t be penal-
ized for losses over several years;

Encourage producers to plant new
specialty crops;

Require producer input on the federal
crop insurance program board of direc-
tors to ensure that the program works
for the people who are buying the in-
surance product; and

Make it easier for producers to get
disaster assistance for crops that have
no production history.

I would like to highlight one par-
ticular section in this bill—that is the
provision that at long last addresses
the fact that during previous farm pro-
grams, Montana specialty crop pro-
ducers have had little or no safety net.
This is important since traditional
crop prices have collapsed and farmers
have ventured into specialty markets
to survive. But because they have little
or no production history, they are not
eligible for traditional crop insurance
coverage. Instead they are subject to
the Non-Insured Agriculture Program.

Unfortunately, the NAP program
does not work. I have been told that in
order for a farmer to be indemnified,
she must be a ‘‘very lucky person.” A
loss suffered per se does not trigger
payments. Instead, at least five other
producers in a defined 320,000 acre area
must also suffer severe losses in order
to trigger NAP coverage. Clearly, un-
less all the pieces fall together in a
perfect puzzle, it is likely that the pro-
ducer will not be paid.

Last year, I offered legislation that
will help Montana farmers try new and
innovative crops by streamlining the
NAP. Among other provisions, our pro-
posal eliminates the area trigger. That
way if disaster strikes, the producer
will be covered. Plain and simple. Sen-
ator LARRY CRAIG joined me in that ef-
fort, and I am pleased that our legisla-
tion is included in the Senate bill that
we are currently considering.
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Folks at home want to farm. They
can not control the weather, but they
should be able to invest in a program
that helps them manage nature’s un-
predictable whims. With an improved
crop insurance program, Montana
farmers will be able to diversify, take
risks and move beyond our traditional
way of thinking.

We have before us the perfect oppor-
tunity to do what is right for Montana
and the rest of rural America—pass
comprehensive crop insurance reform. I
thank everyone who contributed to
this effort and look forward to passage
in the Senate, a successful conference
and President signing the bill into law
in the very near future.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I am
extremely pleased to support legisla-
tion on the Senate floor today that im-
proves and expands the crop insurance
and risk management tools available
to farmers in the United States. After
months of uncertainty on this issue it
is my hope that farmers desiring en-
hanced crop insurance and risk man-
agement options will be reassured that
Congress will take a positive step and
enact reform this year.

Beyond the day-to-day uncertainties
facing family farmers and ranchers,
matters are complicated today by cur-
rent economic conditions in rural
America. Collapsed crop and livestock
prices, weak export demand, and agri-
business concentration continue to
threaten the viability of our inde-
pendent family farmers and ranchers.
Crop insurance provides many agricul-
tural producers with a risk manage-
ment tool, but Congress needs to re-
form the current program at this time
to avoid allowing both low prices and
an inadequate safety net to force farm-
ers out of business.

Nonetheless, I must caution that no
matter how well crop insurance is im-
proved, it is not a substitute for a
sound farm policy or safety net. In-
stead, crop insurance is an important
part of that farm safety net. It is my
desire to also participate in a farm bill
debate this year so Congress can re-
form the underlying farm bill. But, we
must take advantage of this day to act
on crop insurance.

In 1994, I chaired the House of Rep-
resentatives subcommittee charged
with reforming crop insurance. At the
time one of our goals was to improve
insurance to a point where the govern-
ment would not need to develop ad hoc
disaster programs. Ad hoc disaster pro-
grams are difficult to create, difficult
to administer, and are politically un-
popular. While I am pleased with many
of the reforms we made in 1994, action
in Congress to pass crop loss disaster
programs in the last two years reminds
us that crop insurance has not fully re-
placed the need for ad hoc disasters.

Crop insurance is critical to the
farmers of South Dakota. Nearly twen-
ty South Dakota grown crops are cur-
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rently eligible for crop insurance, and
among our major commodities, partici-
pation in the crop insurance program is
high. Ninety-five percent of our corn
acreage is enrolled in crop insurance
while 92 percent of our soybean acres
are in this program. Wheat producers
in South Dakota place 76 percent of
their acreage in crop insurance. After
the reforms made to the program in
1994, over 10 million acres of farmland
in my state have been enrolled in crop
insurance.

I am pleased to co-sponsor a bipar-
tisan reform bill that is a modification
of S. 15680, the Kerrey-Roberts Crop In-
surance for the 21st Century Act. Our
bill clearly recognizes improved crop
insurance is absolutely necessary for
farmers in the future. Our underlying
bill closely mirrors the crop insurance
reform bill enacted in the House of
Representatives last year. Finally, our
bill addresses some of the most serious
concerns of the current crop insurance
program; affordability, dependability,
and flexibility.

The major reform proposed in our bill
ensures greater affordability for farm-
ers, especially for higher levels of pro-
tection. Nearly every farmer I talk to
wants the opportunity to purchase
higher levels of coverage, but most
have found that a threshold exists
where buy-up coverage becomes cost
prohibitive. The Kerrey/Roberts bill
makes coverage more affordable by
providing higher subsidies for higher
levels of coverage. South Dakota farm-
ers support this provision of our bill
because affordability seems to be the
most pressing issue facing crop insur-
ance today.

In recent years, the issue of coverage
dependability has come into serious
question. Farmers in South Dakota
and elsewhere have suffered under mul-
tiple years of weather related disasters.

The bill I support ensures greater
coverage dependability by providing re-
lief for producers suffering from insur-
ance coverage decreases and premium
increases due to multi-year crop losses
resulting from natural disasters. The
bill adjusts actual production yield his-
tory—APH—for farmers by allowing
producers who have suffered under
three natural disasters in five years to
drop their lowest APH. It also provides
APH credit to assist beginning farmers
and those who are diversifying with
new crop rotations.

Finally, the proposal I support au-
thorizes the development of cost of pro-
duction crop insurance policies. This
should eventually be a new, useful tool
for producers. It also provides livestock
producers hope that the development of
some type of livestock coverage is a
priority. Livestock producers are the
major contributor to South Dakota’s
agricultural economy, and risk man-
agement options are essential for these
producers.

However, our proposal, S. 2251, differs
somewhat from our underlying bill, S.
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1580, as well. Months of debate between
members of the Senate Agriculture
Committee has resulted in a certain de-
gree of compromise on the overall issue
of crop insurance and risk manage-
ment. Some in our Committee believe
a lump sum risk management payment
is preferred by farmers in parts of the
United Sates. While I am very con-
cerned that a de-coupled, lump sum
payment is the wrong approach to take
for several reasons, I understand the
need to have comity and reasonable
compromise in the Senate. Therefore,
our proposal includes a pilot project to
give farmers a choice between either
crop insurance coverage or a risk man-
agement payment on a commodity by
commodity basis. Yet, there are dif-
ferences between the two risk manage-
ment pilot programs offered by our co-
alition and those supporting large di-
rect lump sum payments.

I am concerned the de-coupled pay-
ment alternative offered by others of
the Committee is flawed. First, divid-
ing a limited amount of money among
many producers with a risk manage-
ment payment fails to ensure the need
for ad hoc disaster programs is elimi-
nated. These direct lump sum pay-
ments will also be capitalized in land
values and make it difficult for small
and beginning farmers to compete for
land.

Moreover, the alternative bill pushed
by others in the Committee allows
‘““‘double dipping”’ of benefits which I
oppose. Those who choose a risk man-
agement payment are then also eligible
for crop insurance under the current
premium subsidy structure in the al-
ternative supported by others today.
This leads to a problem of