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I brought the nuclear waste legisla-

tion to the floor in an open and fully 

transparent process last Congress. I 

don’t think the distinguished Demo-

cratic whip, my good friend, the sen-

ator from Nevada, would accuse me of 

being other than up front and honest 

with him. Although we disagreed on 

the subject, I was always willing to 

talk openly. This is the way the Senate 

should work. 
What has happened here is that not 

only have the views of the minority of 

the committee been silenced but the 

views of the Members, as well. I am 

certain the majority leader will take 

steps on the Senate floor to further re-

strict amendments. 
One of the interesting things about 

this is the elastic bipartisanship on 

this, the comity of the Senate that 

normally would have Senators consult 

with their colleagues whose States are 

affected by a given measure are also 

falling victim to the Democratic lead-

er’s assault on the institution. I under-

stand included in the legislation put 

forward by the Democratic leader are 

provisions dealing with the develop-

ment and transportation of natural gas 

owned by the State of Alaska. These 

provisions were again developed behind 

closed doors without consultation to 

either the Senators or the Governor of 

our State. 
Finally, make no mistake about it. 

While I support opening the gas line 

from Alaska, I am not here in the 

Chamber criticizing the companies, 

which is what many of our Democratic 

friends have done. As a consequence, I 

will have far more to say about the ma-

jority leader’s proposal once we are 

given the courtesy of seeing it. Unfor-

tunately, its introduction comes with a 

heavy price of the Senate and the Com-

mittee on Energy and Natural Re-

sources.
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. 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the quorum call be rescinded.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. CONRAD. Mr. President, is the 

time running on the one-hour provided 

for debate on the agriculture bill? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has 

not yet begun to run. 
Mr. CONRAD. When will that begin? 

f 

AGRICULTURAL, CONSERVATION, 

AND RURAL ENHANCEMENT ACT 

OF 2001—MOTION TO PROCEED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, there is now 1 hour 

of debate, evenly divided between the 

leaders or their designees prior to a 

vote on the motion to invoke cloture 

on the motion to proceed to the consid-

eration of S. 1731. 
Who yields time? 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I note 

the chairman of the Agriculture Com-

mittee is here. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa, the chairman of the 

Agriculture Committee. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, we have 

1 hour equally divided; is that correct? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 

correct.
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I look 

forward to the vote on cloture. I hope 

it will be an overwhelming vote. I hope 

we can move on this bill right away, 

today. Time is wasting, as they say. 

The clock is ticking. We are here. We 

are in Washington. We are ready to do 

business. I believe we have a good bill. 

I believe we have a very good, well-bal-

anced farm bill. It is a 5-year farm bill. 

We have reported it out of committee. 

We are ready to bring it to the floor 

and have it open for amendments that 

Senators might offer. 
It is a 5-year bill. It is a comprehen-

sive bill. I think it provides greater im-

provements to the farm commodity 

and income protection programs. We 

are strong on conservation, rural eco-

nomic development. Agricultural trade 

and research has a good provision. 
I will have more to say about my dis-

tinguished ranking member, Senator 

LUGAR, and the great work he has done 

on agricultural research. 
We have nutrition assistance pro-

grams, we have a new title dealing 

with energy, and of course credit titles 

and forestry titles. It is a comprehen-

sive farm bill. I know a lot of the press 

tends to focus only on commodities. 

Commodities, obviously, are an impor-

tant part of the farm bill. However, 

this farm bill covers other areas across 

the United States which I will talk 

more about. 
I thank the ranking Republican 

member of our committee, Senator 

LUGAR, former distinguished chairman 

of the Senate Agriculture Committee. I 

very much enjoyed working with him 

and his staff, developing this bill. I can 

say without any hesitation that we 

have had a very high level of coopera-

tion and a bipartisan working relation-

ship and collaboration in writing this 

bill. In fact, all but one of the titles of 

this bill represents a bipartisan agree-

ment. All titles of this bill passed in 

our committee with bipartisan votes. 
That shows we did, in fact, work 

closely together. We did have a vote on 

the commodity title and even there, 

there was a bipartisan vote. To be sure, 

it was not the same as on the other ti-

tles, but we voted to uphold the com-

mittee’s commodity title. 
Again, as an indication of the broad- 

based support that we had in the com-

mittee for the bill, even though there 

were some who may have wanted to 

change the commodity title we re-

ported the bill out on a voice vote, 

which is in practical effect unanimous. 
Let me point out the legislation is 

within our committee’s budget limita-

tions for the new farm bill. We were al-

lowed by the Budget Committee $7.35 

billion for fiscal 2002, and $73.5 billion 

for the 10 years, above the baseline. 

The bill has been scored within those 

limitations.
I hope we can move forward and work 

our way through this bill. As I said, we 

are ready to consider amendments. I 

am hopeful—and I say this with all due 

respect to Senators. I know people may 

want to have amendments to this that 

they feel strongly about. I myself in 

the past have felt strongly about 

amendments to farm bills when they 

have come to the floor. But the impor-

tant point is to move the bill forward 

and not slow down the farm bill. We 

should have amendments, debate them 

in a timely fashion, vote on them, and 

move on. 
I am hopeful we can reach meaning-

ful time agreements on the amend-

ments that will be offered to this bill. 

Of course, I believe it is a good bill as 

it came out of the committee. But I un-

derstand there will be some who may 

want to offer amendments. 
Why act now? Why not wait until 

next year. We have heard some talk 

about waiting until next year for a 

farm bill. Frankly, farmers around the 

country need to know what the farm 

program is going to be, and they need 

to know soon. 
A lot of farmers are going to be going 

to the bankers right after the first of 

the year to get the money they need 

for their crops, to put in their crops. 

What is the banker going to say? 

‘‘What is the program going to be? 

What can you count on?’’ 
How are the farmers going to fill out 

the paperwork to go into the banker to 

get the money they need to plant crops 

if they have no idea what the program 

is going to be? 
That is why it is so important that 

we finish this legislation and give a 

clear signal to the agricultural com-

munity and the agricultural credit 

community just what we are going to 

have for next year. 
The other reason is—and I will be re-

peating this data over and over again 

as we go through the debate on the 

farm bill—that there really is a crisis 

in rural America, since soon after the 

1996 farm bill was passed. 
In 1996, we had net farm income of $55 

billion nationally. Since that time, net 

farm income has fallen to an average of 

$46.3 billion, a decline of nearly 16 per-

cent.
Had it not been for the sizeable Gov-

ernment payments from the farm bill 

and the additional payments that we in 

the Congress have made in that period, 

which includes about $30 billion in ad-

ditional emergency payments over 
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those years, if we had not had those 

payments, net farm income would have 

fallen to less than $30 billion on aver-

age.
Thus, had it not been for the Con-

gress coming in every year on an ad 

hoc basis, the market-generated net re-

turns to farmers would have been only 

54 percent of what we had in 1996. That 

is why it is so critical we move ahead 

and get this legislation passed. 
Commodity programs are only part 

of the reason to move ahead. Several of 

USDA’s critical conservation programs 

are simply out of money. The Wetlands 

Reserve Program, the Farmland Pro-

tection Program, and the Wildlife 

Habitat Incentives Program are all out 

of money. I say to those who are inter-

ested in conservation and want to pro-

mote and provide for conservation, we 

need the money now, not next year. 

That is because many of these pro-

grams have to be funded on a continual 

basis.
Take the Wildlife Habitat Incentives 

Program, for example. That is not 

something that should be just stopped 

and then started. The Wetlands Re-

serve Program is not a program that 

can be kept in abeyance for 9 or 12 

months, and then just be started again 

without real negative consequences. 

These are conservation programs that 

need continual infusions of money for 

the protection of our endangered lands 

and endangered species. 
The Environmental Quality Incen-

tives Program—the EQIP—to defray 

conservation cost of crop and livestock 

producers, is far short of the resources 

needed. It is not out of money just now, 

but the funding is inadequate for the 

need out there. This bill substantially 

increases funding. 
However, if we do not pass the legis-

lation soon, the USDA will not be able 

to carry out the conservation programs 

adequately during the present fiscal 

year. Also, the bill will help provide 

very important and much needed new 

help in the areas of rural economic de-

velopment, agricultural trade, re-

search, credit, nutrition, and renewable 

energy. So we need to move ahead 

without delay. 
At some point later on I will take the 

time to go through the bill and talk 

about the different commodity and 

other programs covered in the bill, all 

the various aspects that are in the bill, 

but I do not believe that is necessary 

right now. We are coming up to a clo-

ture vote. I basically wanted to take 

the floor to say why it is so necessary 

we move ahead and not delay this bill 

any longer. We have a huge decrease in 

net farm income. We have to address 

that.
We have to let the bankers and the 

farmers know what kind of program 

they can count on next year. But, 

again, if we do not move this bill soon, 

farmers will be going to the banks and 

seeking credit for the crops they are 

going to be putting in without knowing 

what to expect in the farm program. 

That is why we need to move on this 

legislation right now. 
In addition, we need to move on the 

bill to make sure we keep the funding 

stream going for our necessary con-

servation programs. 
Mr. President, I want to again pub-

licly thank my good friend and ranking 

member of the Senate Committee on 

Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry, 

Senator LUGAR. He was chairman for 

more than six years. He was a great 

steward of the committee. He did a 

great job guiding, directing, and lead-

ing the Agriculture Committee. I am 

proud to follow in his footsteps as 

chairman of the Agriculture Com-

mittee.
I again thank him and his staff for 

all the working relationships that we 

have had in developing this farm bill 

and in all the other work we have been 

doing on the Agriculture Committee. I 

want to thank Senator LUGAR for that 

great working relationship. 
With that, I yield the floor and re-

serve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Indiana. 
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I yield 

myself as many minutes as are re-

quired.
I deeply appreciate the thoughtful 

comments of my colleague, the chair-

man of our committee. Let me reit-

erate the importance of what he has 

said on the bipartisan cooperation on 

major titles. He has touched upon 

them. I shall do so again because each 

represents superb staff work and work 

by Senators to achieve virtually unani-

mous results: The rural development 

title, the research title, the energy 

title, the forestry title, the trade title, 

the credit title, and the conservation 

title.
With regard to research and nutri-

tion, during the course of the debate 

and events and the will of the Senate 

to continue with this bill, I would want 

to say more. I believe we can improve 

both of those areas very substantially. 

We can do so through substantial 

change in the commodity section. So 

there will be an offset to do that. 
But giving credit where credit is due, 

a substantial number of titles are rea-

sonably settled and I think will meet 

with the favor of the vast majority of 

Senators.
The debate we are having during this 

hour is on a motion to invoke cloture 

so that we can proceed to the Agri-

culture bill today. Therefore, that is 

the issue on which the Senate needs to 

focus. The question is, Why today? 

What is the compelling need to proceed 

to this legislation? 
First of all, most Americans who are 

presently watching television, if they 

are not on the C–SPAN channel watch-

ing this debate, are watching develop-

ments on the war in Afghanistan. They 

are watching a gripping drama in 

which Americans are at risk. 
There is, in my judgment, a compel-

ling need for us to be discussing the de-

fense budget and issues that are in-

volved with terrorism, whether they 

involve a continuation of the insurance 

industry, for example, or other aspects 

of the war. We are in a war. 
This has been the case really 

throughout this strange preoccupation 

with the Agriculture bill. I say 

‘‘strange’’ because the Agriculture leg-

islation we now have on the books does 

not expire until next September 30— 

over 9 months from now. During that 

period of time, so-called AMTA pay-

ments—fixed payments—will be made 

to all the farmers who are in the pro-

gram. A seventh year of payments will 

occur automatically. So will loan defi-

ciency payments to farmers who have 

the row crops that are covered by the 

loan deficiency program. In short, the 

stable safety net that has been sought 

remains, plus very large, fixed pay-

ments. None of that changes during the 

coming months. 
Parenthetically, there is a need, I 

suppose, to discuss the defense budget 

and to do so in line with things which 

have occurred in our American econ-

omy since the first thoughts about a 

new farm bill began. 
For example, at the time the Senate 

and House Budget Committees began 

to formulate the resolution last year, I 

note from the chart that was prepared 

by OMB that the surplus was estimated 

at $313 billion for the fiscal year com-

mencing October 1. As a matter of fact, 

I recall that the President of the 

United States, during the State of the 

Union Address, discussed surpluses in 

the future that might approximate $3 

trillion—if one extrapolated further, as 

much as $5 trillion—and suggested how 

responsibly the Congress might allo-

cate that money. That was February. 

But by May, there were at least some 

signs of a weakening economy seen by 

the same persons who prepared the 

chart.
I look at it here. We now know offi-

cially that a recession occurred, or 

started, in March. But this was being 

picked up by the budget officials. They 

then estimated in May that the surplus 

would be only $304 billion, only incre-

mentally down from the estimate of 

$313 billion. But we went on recess in 

August. Things had changed abruptly 

by the time we returned on Labor Day. 

By then it was $176 billion for the fiscal 

year commencing October 1. 
Then, in the post-September 11 pe-

riod, the first time the authorities had 

another chance to take a look at this, 

$176 billion had evaporated, and it was 

down to $52 billion—just double dig-

its—some distance from $313 billion 

barely 8 months before. 
The head of OMB in an address to the 

Press Club last week gave the very 

bleak news that for the next 3 years— 
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not just for the year immediately 

ahead of us—there will be deficits in 

the Federal accounts—not $313 billion 

of surplus, or the $176 billion, or even 

the $52 billion, but red figures. 
The entire farm bill debate in Con-

gress has proceeded almost as if we 

were in a different world from the one 

in which there is war, recession, and 

deficits.
Senators with a straight face have 

said: We were told in the Budget Com-

mittee a long time ago that there was 

$73.5 billion above the current base-

line—$100 billion—allocated to agri-

culture over a 10-year period of time. 

By golly, we are going to claim it. You 

can have a war, you can have a reces-

sion, and you can have deficits, but 

that additional $73.5 billion remains in-

violate above any other priorities of 

the country. 
Post-September 11, some Senators 

who held that point of view became 

nervous. They said: At some point peo-

ple may begin to make estimates that 

it is gone and that there is no money. 

But harking back to the budget resolu-

tion, there is the additional $73.5 bil-

lion, and ignoring reality, or whatever 

may transpire now, not for just the 

next year but for 3 years down the 

trail, if we do not pass a farm bill—and 

in a hurry—somebody may question 

whether the $73.5 billion is there. 
Indeed, most Americans question it. 

We have an extraordinary ‘‘Alice in 

Wonderland’’ quality about the agri-

culture debate in which people with 

blinders on ignore the rest of the 

world, but I think at their peril. 
One reason all of this has accelerated 

is that my distinguished colleague, the 

majority leader, the distinguished 

member of our committee, Senator 

DASCHLE—seemed to want to accelerate 

the farm bill, and wanted to see a bill 

on the floor. He was not alone. It was 

suggested by others that Senators who 

are moving into reelection phases in 

various farm States did not want to go 

home without not only discussing it 

but passing it, nailing down that addi-

tional $73.5 billion whether it is there 

or not. Furthermore, their political 

judgment was there would be liabilities 

if they did not succeed in that quest. 
Each Senator has to be the best judge 

of his reelection prospects. I don’t fault 

anybody who believes they need to pro-

ceed to a farm bill and spend as much 

money as the law will allow. And 

maybe that will help that Senator. But 

I doubt it. I doubt it simply because 

the political facts of life are that this 

time the American people are looking 

in on the debate. One reason they usu-

ally don’t look in on these debates is 

they are very complex issues. Most 

Senators would be hard pressed to go 

through a glossary of agriculture terms 

that are a part of these bills. So they 

do not try. They do not want to be em-

barrassed by indicating they really do 

not understand what this is all about. 

But I think they will by the time this 

debate and the discussion of it is con-

cluded.
If I were a Senator running for re-

election, I would not want to vote for 

cloture today. I would not want to put 

any stamp on a bill coming out of the 

Agriculture Committee. It contains, in 

its commodities section, bad policy, 

which will be harmful to agriculture, 

not helpful. 
I think the exception, perhaps, is my 

distinguished friend from Iowa, Sen-

ator GRASSLEY. I understand the dis-

tinguished Senator from Arkansas, 

Mrs. LINCOLN’s family may collect 

some payments from these programs. 

But I receive payments from the pro-

grams. The Lugar stock farm ranks No. 

22 in Marion County in terms of the 

payments received. How do I know? Be-

cause the Environmental Working 

Group has a Web site. The Wall Street 

Journal introduced the country to this 

just last week. If you are curious, you 

can go into that Web site and find out, 

down to the dollar, how much every 

farmer in your State has received dur-

ing the period of 1996 to 2000. It will be 

a revelation. 
Let me just discuss the politics that 

seems to drive the issue today. One 

prominent farmer in my State, who 

was named in an article that the Asso-

ciated Press picked up, having taken a 

look at this Web site, was found to 

have received almost $2.9 million in 

farm payments in the last 5 years. 

That came as a shock to my constitu-

ents in Indiana who are not farmers. 

Worse still, this farmer criticized my 

stand. He said: LUGAR is way off base; 

he wants to limit these payments. 
At the time, he had it wrong. He 

thought I wanted to limit the pay-

ments to $1 million, say. He said that 

$1 million does not go as far as it used 

to go. This was shocking. People wrote 

in to the papers, and they had no idea 

that farmers were receiving subsidies, 

farm payments—these very programs 

we are discussing—to the tune of, say, 

an average of $500,000 or $600,000 a year 

in our State. We do not have farms 

that are that large. This particular 

farmer was identified as having only 

12,000 acres, dwarfed by many farms 

farther to the west of us. 
So this started an interesting debate. 

The Indianapolis Star has written very 

strong editorials in favor of the com-

prehensive bill that I prepared for the 

Agriculture Committee debate. The 

other papers in Indiana have, by and 

large, chimed in. This is not a lonely 

quest. I think I have the majority be-

hind me. I certainly do of those who 

favor conservation and who are deeply 

interested in the environment and 

those resources, of people who are poor 

and want to make certain the Food 

Stamp Program works at a time of re-

cession and unemployment, of people 

who are interested in research, not 

only at Purdue University but any-

where else where they know the cut-
ting edge of agriculture is not more 
payments to farmers but research that 
gives us some hope of feeding the world 
as well as ourselves. 

In the course of all of this discussion 
of who is getting subsidies, some un-
usual figures have come up. If it is the 
will of the Senate that we must discuss 
this for a long time, I will have a lot of 
those. It will be exciting, I think, for 
friends and neighbors to know who is 
receiving what. But let me just give 
you a capsule summary. 

Eight percent of the farmers of this 
country identified as having commer-
cial farms—single digit 8—receive 47 
percent of all the payments. It is a 
very concentrated sort of payment 
schedule. There is another group 
known as intermediate farmers. These 
are farmers who have roughly 300 to 800 
acres—a harder time on that amount of 
acreage. These folks receive about 35 
percent of the payments. So you add 
that to the 47 percent, and that takes 
care of over four-fifths of the pay-
ments. We have accounted for, say, 
only 20 percent of the farms in this 
country.

I never heard one of these debates be-
fore without many Senators rising to 
address the Chair and pointing out that 
farmers in their States are desperate, 
the weather has failed again, the 
floods, the rains, a lack of any trade 
initiative that seems to make any dif-
ference, and rock-bottom prices, about 
the lowest that one has ever seen. 

In due course, if necessary, I will cite 
chapter and verse from USDA’s very 
fine publication in which they explain 
why prices are low and why they re-
main low. I will explain why the bill 
that Senators may or may not wish to 
debate will drive them lower still. The 
bill the Senate will have passed will 
stomp down prices. They will have no 
hope of ever getting up. This may not 
concern Senators who will say, after 
all, the bill provides for fixed payments 
anyway. It does not matter how low 
the price goes. That is irrelevant, al-
though it is useful in a debate to point 
out that agricultural policy has failed 
and prices go low. Of course, they go 
low because the very policies give in-
centives, strong incentives, to plant 
and produce more every year. 

We have very efficient farmers in 
this country who produce, say, an in-
cremental bushel of corn for much less 
than the loan rate of $1.89. I point this 
out just for the sake of the debate. 
Every bushel of corn I produce on my 
farm this year—and it would be true of 
anybody else—is going to get at least 
$1.89. That is not the market price. 
That is irrelevant to the argument ex-
cept in terms of the Federal payments 
that have to be made. The taxpayers 
pick up the difference between that 
$1.89 and wherever the market price 
went.

Yet these policies are going to drive 
the market price down further. The 
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taxpayer exposure is higher, thus the 

need for the additional $73.5 billion for 

10 years—a perpetual price crisis for 

agriculture without relief predicted by 

the very definition of the bill. 
Let me just point out that if, in fact, 

we were in an income crisis situation, 

that might temper my remarks. But 

quite to the contrary, the Secretary of 

Agriculture pointed out for our last ag-

riculture debate in August—and this is 

coming to pass—that net cash income 

to farmers this year, 2001, will be $60.8 

billion. That compares to $57.5 billion 

last year, $55.7 the year before, $54.8 

billion the year before that, and even 

in the record year of 1996, that the 

chairman has cited, net cash income of 

$57.6 billion, about $3 billion less than 

this year. 
This is the all-time high. We never 

had such large net cash income as this 

year. The skeptics will say: Aha, but 

$20 billion of that comes from Federal 

payments, not the market. You bet. 

Given the policies we have that drive 

down prices every year, more loan defi-

ciency payments are almost bound to 

come, plus the fact we took action, as 

the Presiding Officer will recall, in Au-

gust to send another $5.5 billion as an 

emergency tranche, as we have the pre-

vious 3 years. 
Some farmers will say we need to 

have certainty with this bill because 

each year the Senate votes for more 

money. Do you believe for a moment, 

given the political competition in this 

body, there will not be somebody on 

the floor of the Senate next June, July, 

August, suggesting we have a crisis at 

hand and, by golly, we ought to send 

more money on top of the fixed pay-

ments as we have done the previous 3 

years? That is the nature of the debate 

we are having today. 
The fact is, farm income is at a 

record level. We have a situation in 

which we are at war, and we have need 

for money to pay for the war. We have 

a recession in which we have deficits 

around us. A prudent person, seeing we 

have a farm bill on the books that is 

going to pay fixed payments plus loan 

deficiencies, would say: This is not the 

time for the debate. That is what I say. 
I hope Senators will not move to pro-

ceed to this bill and will not vote for 

cloture on the motion to proceed. I 

think it would be a mistake. 
Having said that, if that mistake is 

made, let me mention to the distin-

guished chairman that, indeed, we will 

try to remedy the bill in a big way. I 

have a comprehensive commodity title, 

a lot to say about enhancing nutrition, 

a lot to say about conservation and re-

search. Furthermore, finally, we will 

get to reform of the sugar program and 

reform of the peanut program and big 

reform of the dairy program. This bill 

has an egregious dairy section, and 

Senators are already quoted as being 

dismayed to proceed. It creates in a big 

way a consumer problem throughout 

America. But this time something very 

sensitive, the price of milk, goes up for 

everybody. That really is unacceptable. 
Other Senators may also have 

amendments. This is a list of those we 

already prepared on the bill I gave to 

the Agriculture Committee. These are 

not figments of the imagination. The 

amendments are drafted and the talk-

ing points are ready. I hope it will be 

an educational experience Senators 

will enjoy and, furthermore, that they 

will vote with me and reform this bill. 
Let me conclude by saying I do hope 

we will get to the defense bill quickly. 

I take the time I have on the floor to 

say that I noted with some concern— 

perhaps there will be an explanation 

for this—in the release coming from 

the Defense Appropriations Sub-

committee, a note that it provides $357 

million for former Soviet Union threat 

reduction, the Nunn-Lugar program, a 

cut of $46 million from the budget re-

quest.
I find that to be inexplicable. At a 

time in which our President and Presi-

dent Putin are talking about reduction 

of nuclear weapons, in which the funda-

mental thrust of the war is to keep 

weapons and materials of mass destruc-

tion from terrorist cells, I am dis-

mayed. I want to get to that debate. I 

think that is serious with regard to the 

world, with regard to our security. 

That is a real issue. 
In due course, we will discuss the 

subsidies. Senators will have parochial 

interests, I understand that. But I hope 

we can hold it to a dull roar. I hope 

there will be some proportion given the 

deficits of the next 3 years, not a 10- 

year program but a 5-year program 

which the Senate did adopt but which 

we still have to work on in conference, 

if we come to that point prematurely. 
For all these reasons, I hope the Sen-

ate will vote no on cloture, that we 

will get on to the serious business that 

really faces the country in its defense, 

and that other issues such as this we 

may be able to work out more ami-

cably in the Agriculture Committee or 

elsewhere in the ensuing weeks. 
I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

CORZINE). The Senator from Texas. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I take 

this opportunity to congratulate the 

distinguished Senator from Indiana. It 

has been my privilege to serve with 

him now going into my 18th year. I 

have always admired him. I have al-

ways thought he was the one reason-

able, sane leadership voice on agri-

culture in the Senate. I take a little bit 

of the time I have this morning to say 

that.
I am not going to get into the merits 

or demerits of the American farm pro-

gram or this bill. I can sum up my own 

feelings by simply saying that Amer-

ica’s farm program would make an old 

commissar from the Soviet Union 

puke.

It is a program which is an embar-

rassment to logic and reason. It chron-

ically encourages overproduction. It 

hurts the best farmers the most. It has 

no socially redeeming value, and Amer-

ica would benefit greatly if we could 

eliminate the great bulk of the farm 

program.
I would say, in sort of the ultimate 

insult to everything that many Mem-

bers of this body claim to believe in, we 

literally have a program in this bill 

that builds upon an idea where we 

drive up the price of milk consumed by 

children, many of whom are from poor 

families, to pay more subsidies to peo-

ple in the dairy industry who on aver-

age have assets of over $800,000. 
How that can be justified defies 

imagination. Yet we constantly are en-

gaged in debating compacts which are 

really conspiracies against trade. In 

this bill, we solve the problem by just 

giving a whole bunch of money to ev-

erybody.
I don’t want to debate the demerits 

of the farm program or this bill. I want 

to make several points. 
First of all, it is December. In the 

last 25 years, we have not often been in 

session on December 5. We have work 

to do on serious issues. We are at war 

with terrorism. We have an economy 

that desperately needs attention. We 

have a handful of appropriations bills 

that have to be passed. Senator LUGAR

raised the need to debate Defense ap-

propriations. God knows, while we are 

still feeling the shock of the last ter-

rorist attack, knowing there may be 

another, that is the business of the 

Senate.
The economy is in a recession, or at 

least we have had a negative quarter of 

economic growth, and almost certainly 

we will have another one. We ought to 

be debating a stimulus package. We 

have a very real problem with terrorist 

acts and their impact on insurance. We 

ought to be dealing with that issue. 
Instead we are dealing with extra-

neous matters in what is a political 

agenda, sort of a political one- 

upmanship effort. 
What are we doing talking about a 

farm bill that does not even expire for 

a few more months? What is this about 

on December 5? Does anybody really 

believe there is any possibility whatso-

ever, any chance that this bill could be 

finished before we adjourn? Does any-

body really believe that? 
If we were mean spirited—and, of 

course, we are not—but if we were 

mean spirited, we would let you get on 

this bill and make you stay on it 

awhile. But nobody has any intention 

of staying on it. 
This is all a political one-upmanship 

to try to bring up a bunch of extra-

neous issues that supposedly have some 

political saliency. My own view is we 

need to get on with the pressing busi-

ness of the country. We are going to 

get paid every day next year. This bill 
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doesn’t expire for a few more months. 

Let’s set it aside, go to the Defense ap-

propriations bill, finish these appro-

priations bills, and make a decision on 

if we can pass a decent stimulus pack-

age. If we can, we should; if we can’t, 

we should forget about it. 
Can we deal with terrorist threats 

and the insurance implications of 

them? We ought to do those things and 

finish our business. 
But why are we bringing up a farm 

bill which is way over budget, which I 

think the President will veto? There is 

only one reason. It is political. I don’t 

think it makes any sense. 
We have some people on our side of 

the aisle who want to bring this up be-

cause they want to offer amendments 

to it. We don’t have anybody, as far as 

I know, on our side of the aisle who is 

for the bill as it is now. The point is, 

we have all next year to offer amend-

ments. I hope we can deny cloture on 

bringing this bill up and get on with 

the business of the country. 
I am not getting mail here—none of 

my colleagues are—so I have probably 

200,000 first class letters. And I will bet 

you not one of them says: Stop what 

you are doing; stop fighting this war; 

stop worrying about the economy, and 

raise the price of milk. I don’t think 

America is concerned about the farm 

program right now. The current farm 

program is going to be in effect for a 

few more months. But they are con-

cerned about a lot of work we have not 

done.
This is a political stall, in my opin-

ion. We ought to get on with the busi-

ness of the country. 
I thank the Senator for yielding. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, farmers 

would have been stunned to have heard 

the speech of the Senator from Texas, 

because in his world the economics of 

what happens to farmers just doesn’t 

matter. But to hundreds of thousands 

of farm families, the economic down-

turn started for them 5 years ago. They 

have been in a constant recession. In 

some cases, they have been in a depres-

sion for 5 years. 
The Senator from Texas says it 

doesn’t matter, you don’t need to do 

the bill now because the farm bill does 

not run out for 9 months. That is really 

not the case. Effectively, this farm bill 

expired 4 years ago because that is 

when we started writing disaster as-

sistance packages for agriculture be-

cause prices were the lowest they had 

been in 50 years. So, effectively, the 

farm bill that is the underlying law 

was altered 4 years ago and each and 

every year since because of the disas-

trous conditions that exist for Amer-

ican farmers today. 
When the Senator from Texas says 

this bill is over budget, that is false. 

This bill is not one penny over budget. 

If he really believes what he says, come 

out here and bring a budget point of 

order against this bill and let’s see the 

ruling that will flow from that. He 

won’t do it because the fact is that this 

bill is not over budget by one thin 

dime.
The reason we need to write a new 

farm bill, and do it now, is that Amer-

ican agriculture is in deep crisis. This 

says it very well. On this chart is the 

crop farm index: Prices received and 

prices paid by farmers from 1990 

through 2002. The green line on the 

chart is the prices that farmers re-

ceive. The red line is what they pay to 

produce those commodities. Just look-

ing at it, one can see there was a rough 

balance until the last farm bill was 

written. Then the commodity prices 

farmers received collapsed. The prices 

they paid to produce those commod-

ities continued to increase—especially 

with the energy runup we experienced 

earlier this year. The result is an enor-

mous gap between the prices that farm-

ers are paid and what they pay to 

produce these commodities. 
Again, we have the lowest prices in 

real terms in 50 years. On top of that, 

in the month of October, when the new 

price index came out, we saw the big-

gest 1-month decline in the prices that 

farmers receive in 91 years. The records 

have only been kept for 91 years. So 

what we have seen is the biggest 

monthly decline of the prices going to 

farmers in the entire history of the 

commodity index. 
The harsh reality is that American 

agriculture is in deep trouble. When I 

talked to the farm group leader and I 

asked him what would happen if this 

farm bill did not pass with the addi-

tional resources that have been pro-

vided for in the budget, he said it 

would be a race to the auctioneer. He 

was right because that is what we con-

front in rural America today. 
One key reason for that is our major 

competitors, the Europeans, are sup-

porting their producers at levels much 

higher than ours. The most recent 

numbers show this. This is the Euro-

pean Union and the amount of support 

they provide per acre to their pro-

ducers: $313 an acre of support. We pro-

vide $38 an acre of support. In other 

words, they are outgunning us nearly 

10 to 1 in support for their producers. It 

is no wonder American agriculture is 

in crisis. It is no wonder that if they 

don’t get a safety rope, if they don’t 

get something to assist them through 

these difficult times, we will see lit-

erally tens of thousands of farm fami-

lies forced off the land. That is the eco-

nomic reality. 
It doesn’t stop there. When we look 

at the world agricultural export sub-

sidies, this is what we find. This bar 

chart shows who accounts for world ag-

ricultural export subsidies. The blue 

part of this pie is Europe. They ac-

count for 84 percent of all the world’s 

agricultural export subsidies. This lit-

tle piece of the pie, this red chunk, is 

the United States, which is 3 percent. 

We are being outgunned here 28 to 1. 

The deck is stacked against our pro-

ducers. The playing field is not level. 
It is no wonder, therefore, that our 

producers are in deep financial trouble. 

They are saying to us: We need to 

know now what the rules are going to 

be before we plant the next crop. We 

need you to tell us of what the farm 

program is going to consist. That is 

why there is urgency today. It has 

nothing to do with political one- 

upsmanship, as claimed by the Senator 

from Texas. It has to do with urgent 

economic necessity. 
The fact is, despite the budget in-

crease, farm support funding is pro-

jected to decline under this bill. You 

will hear a lot of talk on the floor that 

there has been this big increase, there 

has been an increase over the so-called 

baseline. That is the red line on this 

chart. The baseline is the funding that 

would flow from current farm law. You 

can see that this bill provides more 

funding than that baseline. That is 

true. What is missing is not what Con-

gress has been providing to American 

farmers the last 4 years. It hasn’t been 

the baseline. No. We responded to the 

crisis by every year passing an eco-

nomic disaster package to help our pro-

ducers. And this farm bill will provide 

less assistance than farmers have been 

getting the last 4 years. That is a fact. 
Over the life of this bill, you can 

see—that is the green line—the support 

will be in decline. As I said, it is less 

support than farmers have actually 

been getting in each of the last 4 years 

because of the economic disaster pack-

ages Congress has passed in response to 

the economic emergency that exists all 

across rural America. 
When we look at the Senate bill 

versus the House bill on commodity 

program funding for the first 5 years of 

this bill, we see on this chart that the 

Senate bill is somewhat more than the 

House bill, about $2 billion more—$27.1 

billion versus $25.1 billion. If we com-

pare the Senate and House bill on con-

servation program funding, we see on 

this chart that the Senate bill is $8.4 

billion versus $6.8 billion in the House 

bill. So there is more for conservation, 

which I think the overwhelming major-

ity of the American people support. 
On this chart, on nutrition programs, 

over the 10-year life of the legislation, 

again, the Senate bill has somewhat 

more—$5.6 billion over 10 years versus 

$3.6 billion in the House bill—money 

for the basic feeding programs of the 

Federal Government because we know 

in an economic downturn more people 

need food assistance. America is a com-

passionate nation and one that re-

sponds to the needs of its people. 
I urge my colleagues to vote to allow 

us to proceed to this bill so the Senate 

can work its will on farm policy, so we 

have a chance for people to vote. There 

will be amendments, no doubt, to im-

prove this bill. We will have a chance 
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to fix the dairy policy that the Senator 

from Texas criticized. I don’t think any 

of us wants the results he described. 

We are going to have a chance to fix 

that, and negotiations are underway to 

fix that, and it will be fixed. But it 

won’t happen unless we get to the bill. 

It won’t happen unless we have a 

chance to debate, discuss, and amend. 

That is what the cloture motion is all 

about—to give the Senate a chance to 

act. Rural America needs it. Our farm-

ers need it. They are in a desperate 

struggle for economic survival. They 

are up against the European Union, our 

major competitors, who are spending 

$90 billion a year to support their pro-

ducers—far more than the United 

States. It is no wonder we are in eco-

nomic trouble. I urge our colleagues to 

vote to proceed to this bill. 
I recognize the chairman of the Sen-

ate Agriculture Committee, who has 

done an absolutely superb job in get-

ting this bill to the floor. There is no 

more difficult challenge than writing a 

farm bill. The Senator from Iowa has 

done a brilliant job. Let me also recog-

nize the ranking member who, while we 

disagree on farm policy, is one of the 

most thoughtful Members of this body 

and somebody we all respect. 
My hat is off to the chairman of this 

committee for what is I think one of 

the most productive performances of 

any member this year in getting this 

bill to the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, how 

much time do we have remaining on 

our side? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven 

minutes and 40 seconds. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I thank 

my friend from North Dakota for his 

kind words, and I respond in kind by 

thanking our distinguished chairman 

of the Budget Committee for being not 

only a valuable member of the Agri-

culture Committee, but for his leader-

ship. The Budget Committee allotted 

us $73.5 billion. I also thank him for 

continuing to point out the dire state 

of agriculture today. 
When I first spoke, I pointed out that 

if you discount the added money the 

Congress is providing every year for ag-

riculture, our net income right now to 

farmers is 54 percent of what it was in 

1996.
The leader of the Budget Committee 

has continually brought to our atten-

tion that we have to make sure we get 

this bill done this year to provide for 

the farm economy of this country the 

amount of money that was allocated to 

us because our farmers and our rural 

communities need that money. 
Rural America is in trouble. Thank 

God we have good advocates such as 

Senator CONRAD from North Dakota 

who fights for rural America, who un-

derstands we do not have as many peo-

ple in rural America as in the big cities 

in California, New York, and other 

States. The work people do in rural 

America is what keeps this country 

going. We cannot afford any longer to 

have them on that downward track 

that the Senator from North Dakota 

pointed out on his chart. 
I thank the Senator from North Da-

kota for being a great leader on our 

Budget Committee and for providing 

these funds and making sure we meet 

our obligations. I thank him very 

much.
I yield whatever time he may need to 

the Senator from Minnesota. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

need only a few minutes. I am in the 

mood for thanking all three Senators. 

I, too, thank Senator CONRAD. Every 

time I talk to agriculture people in 

northwest Minnesota, I talk about Sen-

ator CONRAD’s work and the fact we 

need to pass this bill now. We have the 

budget money. It is critically impor-

tant.
Frankly, time is not neutral. As I 

have said before, I have seen more bro-

ken dreams, broken lives, and broken 

families in rural America than I ever 

wanted to. This is for real. I thank the 

Senator from North Dakota very much 

for his work. 
I say to my colleague from Iowa, it is 

a modern miracle this bill came out of 

committee with strong support. The 

Senator from Iowa had to deal with a 

lot of different perspectives. 
I forget the figures, but we received 

an announcement the other day that 

net farm income will be a couple bil-

lion dollars a year, a little over $3 bil-

lion a year if we pass this bill. I saw it 

somewhere. That is what it is about: 

Trying to get farmers leverage to get a 

price but focus on the environmental 

credits and CRP and focus on the en-

ergy section. 
People are so excited about renew-

able energy, economic development, 

and nutrition. I thank both Senator 

LUGAR and Senator HARKIN for their 

leadership. Senator LUGAR has done a 

great job of being so outspoken and so 

tenacious about the importance of nu-

trition programs. This has made a safe-

ty net for many vulnerable families in 

this country and many children. This 

bill has the right balance. We have 

been doing an awful lot of negotiation 

on dairy, and I believe we are getting 

there.
If part of the importance of legis-

lating is to bring people together, I 

think the Chair of this committee, 

Senator HARKIN, has done a masterful 

job. I cannot say I agree with every 

provision in this bill. 
Mr. HARKIN. I have to say to my 

friend from Minnesota, I do not agree 

perhaps with every provision in this 

bill either. This is a balanced bill. We 

have to balance a lot of different inter-

ests in this bill. 

I thank my friend from Minnesota for 
his service on the Agriculture Com-
mittee. Minnesota is very lucky to 
have both Senators on the Agriculture 
Committee. We appreciate that. 

I point out to my friend from Min-
nesota, the factory study showed there 
would be an increased average of $3.2 
billion annually. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. That is what I was 
saying. That is net. 

Mr. HARKIN. Net farm income. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. That is important. 

I certainly hope Senators will vote to 
proceed to this bill. We need to move 
on and get this work done. I thank the 
Senator.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor and reserve the remainder of 
my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I under-
stand I have 15 seconds remaining. I 
will be brief. 

As Senators prepare for this vote, 
they must know that if they vote for 
cloture, we are stuck; we are on agri-
culture and that will continue indefi-
nitely unless there is unanimous con-
sent to leave it. I ask my colleagues to 
vote against cloture. The vote on this 
is no. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, we 
should vote for cloture. Let us get on 
with the farm bill. Let us have the 
amendments. Let us have time agree-
ments. Let us move on. Let us send a 
signal to rural America that we are 
going to be there for them in their 
hour of need. I ask Senators to vote for 
cloture.

I yield back the remainder of my 
time.

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time is 
yielded back. Under the previous order, 
pursuant to rule XXII, the Chair lays 
before the Senate the pending cloture 
motion, which the clerk will state. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close the debate on the motion 
to proceed to Calendar No. 237, S. 1731, the 
farm bill: 

Tom Harkin, Tim Johnson, Bill Nelson, 

Harry Reid, Byron Dorgan, Fritz Hol-

lings, Richard J. Durbin, Paul 

Wellstone, Kent Conrad, Tom Daschle, 

Debbie Stabenow, Tom Carper, Barbara 

Mikulski, Evan Bayh, Ron Wyden, Ben 

Nelson, Jean Carnahan, Patty Murray. 

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

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that the debate on the motion 
to proceed to S. 1731, an act to 
strengthen the safety net for agricul-
tural producers, to enhance resource 
conservation for rural development, 
provide for farm credit, agricultural re-
search, nutrition, and related pro-
grams, to ensure consumers abundant 
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food and fiber, and for other purposes, 
shall be brought to a close? The yeas 
and nays are required under the rule. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Connecticut (Mr. LIEBERMAN)
is absent attending a funeral. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
STABENOW). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 73, 
nays 26, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 352 Leg.] 

YEAS—73

Akaka

Allard

Baucus

Bayh

Biden

Bingaman

Bond

Boxer

Breaux

Brownback

Burns

Byrd

Campbell

Cantwell

Carnahan

Carper

Cleland

Clinton

Cochran

Collins

Conrad

Corzine

Craig

Crapo

Daschle

Dayton

Dodd

Dorgan

Durbin

Edwards

Feingold

Feinstein

Fitzgerald

Grassley

Harkin

Helms

Hollings

Hutchinson

Hutchison

Inhofe

Inouye

Jeffords

Johnson

Kennedy

Kerry

Kohl

Landrieu

Leahy

Levin

Lincoln

Lott

Mikulski

Miller

Murray

Nelson (NE) 

Reed

Reid

Roberts

Rockefeller

Santorum

Sarbanes

Schumer

Sessions

Shelby

Smith (OR) 

Snowe

Specter

Stabenow

Stevens

Thomas

Torricelli

Wellstone

Wyden

NAYS—26

Allen

Bennett

Bunning

Chafee

DeWine

Domenici

Ensign

Enzi

Frist

Graham

Gramm

Gregg

Hagel

Hatch

Kyl

Lugar

McCain

McConnell

Murkowski

Nelson (FL) 

Nickles

Smith (NH) 

Thompson

Thurmond

Voinovich

Warner

NOT VOTING—1 

Lieberman

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote the ayes are 73, the nays are 26. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to. 

The Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I ap-

preciate the overwhelming support 
that we had from the Senate for mov-
ing to the Agriculture bill. However, 
with the rules that we are operating 
under, that was just a vote on cloture 
on the motion to proceed. Now I under-
stand that we have 30 hours, under the 
rules of the Senate, before we have a 
vote on the motion to proceed. 

With that overwhelming vote on clo-
ture, I hope we might collapse that 30 
hours. There is no need for that 30 
hours. We might as well have the vote 
on the motion to proceed and get to 
the bill and let’s start having amend-
ments and move this bill expeditiously. 
I see no reason we have to have 30 
hours of debate right now. We ought to 
move to the bill and let’s have the 
amendments.

With that, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 

Senator withhold his quorum call re-

quest?
Mr. HARKIN. I withhold it. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Florida. 

TERRORISM INSURANCE

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam 

President, I would like, while we have 

a lull on the farm bill, to take this op-

portunity to speak on a subject that is 

very near and dear to my heart: What 

we are going to be doing as a nation to 

address the fact that, as a result of ter-

rorist acts, there may be a lack of ter-

rorism insurance on January 1. That is 

not only for commercial lines of insur-

ance, which would be businesses such 

as shopping centers and office build-

ings, but it could also affect home-

owners and automobile owners. Since 

September 11, businesses and con-

sumers have suffered great economic 

losses, and we are reading about those 

repercussions every day. So I would 

like to address this very sensitive topic 

as we come into the closing days of 

this session. 
The insurance industry is now saying 

the clock is running out for those busi-

nesses that want terrorism insurance 

because 70 percent of reinsurance poli-

cies—that is, insurance on insurance, 

or, in industry terminology, reinsur-

ance—70 percent of those reinsurance 

policies expire after December 31, and 

many insurance companies are threat-

ening to cancel policies or to exclude 

terrorism coverage. 
We simply can’t let that happen. 

Congress must act to make sure that 

insurance is available and affordable. 

It is the responsible thing to do. The 

problem is that there are so many dif-

ferent ideas on how to do it. 
I served for six years as Florida’s 

elected Insurance Commissioner and 

State Treasurer. During that time, we 

experienced a major catastrophe—Hur-

ricane Andrew. This natural disaster, 

with insurance losses totaling $16 bil-

lion, proved to be the most costliest in 

the history of this country. The private 

market was so paralyzed from this 

event that nurturing it back to life 

proved extremely daunting. Insurance 

companies were not offering new home 

owners policies; to the contrary, they 

were trying to flee the State of Florida 

and were cancelling policies for those 

who remained in the State of Florida. 

Fortunately, by establishing a private 

pooling mechanism, and carefully mon-

itoring rate increases, we were able to 

reinvigorate and stabilize the market. 

Accordingly, in the waning days of this 

session, I would like to offer some of 

my experience as guidance as we pro-

ceed.
Let me give you an example of what 

is happening just to set the stage as to 

how serious this is right now. 
The ISO, the Insurance Services Or-

ganization, which files policy provi-

sions for many insurers, has announced 

that it is asking for terrorism exclu-
sions in insurance policies across the 
nation.

That should be the first warning 
sign. But there are other warning 
signs.

For example, I will read from the 
Chicago Tribune of October 28. Listen 
to this: 

The world’s leading insurers, led by 

Lloyd’s of London, a collective name of 108 

insurance-writing syndicates, said this 

month that commercial property premiums 

would rise by more than 80 percent. 

That is the Chicago Tribune. 
Then listen to a report that was sent 

out by Lloyd’s of London. I quote from 
the investor newsletter of Lloyd’s of 
London,

Members of Lloyd’s of London: 
Names may now have a historic oppor-

tunity for property underwriting following 

the sharp rise in premiums in the aftermath 

of the American catastrophe. 

That newsletter added that pre-
miums were at ‘‘a level where very 
large profits are possible.’’ 

If there is any doubt about some of 
the shock to the system right now be-
cause of what is happening with rate 
increases, let me point out that the 
Wall Street Journal reported that in-
surance companies are already raising 
premiums by 100 percent or more on 
some lines of commercial insurance 
coverage.

These accounts were presented by the 
Consumer Federation of America’s in-
surance expert, Bob Hunter, at a press 
conference earlier today. 

Bob Hunter also talked about a big 
reinsurance company, one of the giants 
in Germany, named Alliance. Alliance 
has announced increases of 20 to 50 per-
cent, and in some cases increases may 
reach 200 percent. 

Another example hits close to home 
for all of our Senators in the Northeast 
corridor:

It is reported that the cost of insur-
ing Giants Stadium in New Jersey’s 
Meadow Lands for terrorism is now 

being increased from $700,000 to $3.5 

million.
That is a fivefold increase. That is a 

500-percent increase. 
If that were not enough, the CEO of 

Zurich Financial Services, which is an-

other one of the major giants from Eu-

rope which does business through sub-

sidiaries here in the United States, told 

a gathering of insurers, on November 

27, with respect to the terrorist attacks 

of September 11: 

The industry needed it to operate effi-

ciently. The players who are strong in a re-

sponsible manner and are aggressive will be 

the winners of the next 15 years. 

What we saw in Florida with insur-

ance rate increases after Hurricane An-

drew seems to be occurring again this 

time on a national scale with huge in-

creases in commercial insurance rates. 
That is why we must act. 
I understand that there are all kinds 

barriers to progress on this issue—peo-

ple are trying to rewrite the tort laws 
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of this country and thus you have a 

fight that has gone on almost as long 

as the Republic on this issue. If this 

continues, it is possible that we will 

not be able to pass anything in the 

next week. I am trying to understand 

what would be the consequence. Will 

the market respond? But I don’t think 

that is the responsible thing. I think 

the responsible thing for us to do is 

enact a piece of legislation and get it 

signed into law. 
But I want to say to my colleagues 

that from all of my experience with in-

surance, as we deal with terrorism in-

surance we must be ever-mindful of 

consumer safeguards: 
Therefore, any bill that we would 

enact must have three fundamental 

protections for the consumer. 
I think the bill has to have three pro-

tections for consumers: No. 1, commer-

cial insurers must offer coverage for 

the risk of terrorism on all policies. 
In other words, an insurance com-

pany could not clearly say they will 

cover your little two-story office build-

ing but not cover your 20-story office 

building. They cannot cherry-pick. 

There has to be mandatory coverage 

for all on terrorism risk. No. 2, the in-

surance company cannot cancel the 

terrorism insurance unless it is in the 

normal course of business, such as 

somebody did not pay their premiums. 

And No. 3, because we not only have to 

make terrorism insurance available, 

we have to make it affordable. 
Commercial consumers cannot afford 

these kinds of price increases. They 

cannot afford a 500-percent increase. 

They cannot afford a 200-percent in-

crease. They cannot afford what Lloyds 

of London was saying was an 80-percent 

increase, particularly not if the legisla-

tion we pass here is going to have the 

Federal Government picking up most 

of the terrorism risk. 
So I clearly advise all my colleagues 

in the Senate, the third protection is 

that there has to be a reasonable 

amount of rate increase, and what it 

can be has to be limited. I have sug-

gested it be in the range of about 3 per-

cent, which would produce an addi-

tional $6 billion of premium, and that 

the $6 billion of premium associated 

with the terrorism risk not being 

mixed with all the other premiums like 

on fire and theft. Our legislation 

should require insurers to specify the 

price for terrorism coverage as a sepa-

rate line item on the policy. 
If we do not carefully monitor pro-

posed rate increases, the insurance 

companies are going to file whatever 

they want in an increase with 50 State 

insurance departments. Then those in-

surance commissioners, who are trying 

to do a good job, are going to put their 

actuaries to work to see if this is a rea-

sonable filing. 
How do they determine if it is rea-

sonable and not excessive and non-

discriminatory, which is usually the 

statutory standard for reviewing a rate 

increase? They have to have data and 

they have to have experience. We do 

not have any of that in our 50 State in-

surance departments. Thus, what will 

happen is, whatever the rate hike is 

that is filed, the insurance depart-

ments of the 50 States will not be able 

to say that it is excessive, and they 

will not be able to prevail in a court of 

law or in an administrative court of 

law. As a result, the practical effect 

will be that the insurance rate hike 

that is filed will, in fact, be in effect. 

And it would be 2 or 3 years before you 

could ever start to overturn it. 
What is worse, there are 10 States 

whose law says that an insurance com-

pany cannot file a rate until it is ap-

proved by the insurance commissioner. 

The legislation that is being con-

templated to be passed in this body 

would say, this Federal legislation will 

supersede the State law, so that, in ef-

fect, the rate hike takes effect imme-

diately even though the State law says, 

in those 10 States, that the insurance 

commissioner has to approve it first. 
That is a pretty high-stakes ball 

game. We simply cannot afford for this 

to go on. So what I am going to con-

tinue to urge, as I have privately—this 

is my first public statement on this, 

save for an interview I had last week 

with the Washington Post and save for 

the testimony I gave to the Banking 

Committee and as a member of the 

Commerce Committee when I had the 

opportunity to express my thoughts 

there—but so much more is known now 

as to see what is starting to happen in 

these last few days of this session. This 

is what we are confronting. 
Simply, if we do not watch it, we are 

going to allow to pass through this 

Chamber, and be accepted by the 

House, a piece of legislation that, in 

order to take care of the problem of the 

lack of terrorism insurance, will then 

allow the rates to go sky-high, rates, I 

submit respectfully to all of my col-

leagues, that will not be able to be af-

fordable, particularly by homeowners 

and by automobile owners. 
Even though the bills being con-

templated say this is primarily for 

commercial insurance, they also say, 

at the option of the insurance com-

pany, for personal lines of insurance, 

such as for automobiles and homes, 

they can opt into it. What home-

owners’ insurance company, if it has 

homes, for example, in the neighbor-

hood of a nuclear power plant, is not 

going to opt in to this kind of protec-

tion?
So what I am saying is, you better 

watch out. We are about to vote for 

something that is about to mandate 

huge rate hikes. The Senate and the 

House of Representatives do not nor-

mally handle this stuff because ever 

since the 1940s in the McCarren-Fer-

guson Act, we transferred that ability 

to regulate insurance to the 50 States. 

Thus, we are not familiar with the 

facts of rate-making and the experi-

ence and data as to what is excessive in 

rate increases. We had better watch it. 
From the insurance companies’ 

standpoint, let me tell you, I do think 

they need protection. They cannot sim-

ply be asked to accept the terrorism 

risk. There is not an insurance com-

pany in the world that wants to accept 

that risk. So in this Senator’s personal 

opinion, I believe there is a role for the 

Federal Government as a backstop for 

the insurance industry accepting this 

huge potential risk. 
If we are fortunate, if our intel-

ligence apparatus is working, then we 

will be fortunate not to have other sig-

nificant terrorism losses. But there is 

that uncertainty on the basis of what 

we experienced on September the 11th, 

what we experienced back in the early 

1990s when they tried to blow up the 

World Trade Center, what we have seen 

with regard to the Timothy McVeighs 

of the world and the Oklahoma Federal 

building, and so forth. 
So there is that element of terrorist 

risk where I do believe insurance com-

panies need to be partnered with the 

Federal Government in helping assume 

that risk. 
We better watch out about the poten-

tial price hikes. We know the property 

and casualty insurers are going to be 

paying about $50 billion in claims from 

September 11. That is a huge payout. 

But let’s remember that the companies 

are going to recover a lot of those in-

surance losses they have paid out in 

tax breaks where they can carry for-

ward those losses and offset them 

against gains. 
Remember, this is an insurance in-

dustry. This is an industry that has 

been very fortunate to be financially 

flush with cash. In the property and 

casualty field, there is a surplus to the 

tune of in excess of $300 billion. In the 

reinsurance world of just those compa-

nies that reinsure, there is a surplus in 

the range of $125 billion. Their problem 

is not a lack of cash; it is the uncer-

tainty of the quantifying and the pric-

ing and the spreading of the risk of fu-

ture terrorist attacks. 
In time, I believe, just as we have 

seen in Florida in the aftermath of 

that catastrophic hurricane that dis-

rupted the entire homeowners market-

place, you will see the marketplace— 

along with the strengthened security 

that we are now imposing, fortunately, 

in this Nation, and our war against ter-

rorism—I think in time that will solve 

the problem. In the interim, we are 

going to have legislation in the next 

few days in front of this body. 
Remember the three items we ought 

to look for, for the protection of the 

consumer: No. 1, that there be manda-

tory coverage for terrorism, that they 

can’t red-line and say, I will select 

your skyscraper but not your sky-

scraper; No. 2, that they cannot willy- 
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nilly just cancel the terrorism cov-

erage; and No. 3, that there be a rea-

sonable amount of rate increases pro-

portionate to the risk the insurance in-

dustry is picking up, given the fact 

that the Federal Government will be 

picking up most of the risk, and not let 

this be an excuse for rate hikes that ul-

timately will affect the economic en-

gine of this country. If insurance be-

comes unaffordable, the economic en-

gine of this country cannot operate be-

cause of the need to have the protec-

tion against these acts of terror. 
I am grateful for the time to speak 

on a subject that is very important to 

this country. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri. 
Mr. BOND. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak as in 

morning business. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

NOMINATION OF EUGENE SCALIA

Mr. BOND. Madam President, I rise 

today to express my very strong sup-

port for the embattled nomination of 

Eugene Scalia to be Solicitor of Labor. 

I am extremely frustrated, as many of 

us are on this side, by the other side’s 

unwillingness to bring this nomination 

to the floor for a vote. 
Mr. Scalia has been cleared by the 

HELP Committee and is now lan-

guishing in limbo with the session fast 

drawing to a conclusion and the win-

dow for acting starting to close. There 

are no good reasons for holding up this 

nomination, for refusing to bring it to 

the floor. 
May I be permitted to state the obvi-

ous? The debate is not about Eugene 

Scalia’s qualifications, experience, in-

telligence, dedication, compassion, or 

any other attribute we would normally 

consider to determine if a candidate 

should be confirmed. He meets every-

one’s definition of what this position 

requires. Even those who have opposed 

his nomination are quick to admit he 

possesses the skills and the experience 

that Solicitors of Labor typically have. 
It seems to me the only basis on 

which Mr. Scalia is being blocked is 

that those on the other side did not 

agree with the results of last year’s 

election on two levels and with some of 

the actions this Senate has already 

taken. First they do not like the fact 

that George Bush emerged as the new 

President, and some are trying to do 

anything in their power to frustrate 

and impede his administration from 

pursuing its agenda. 
Secondly, because Mr. Scalia’s father 

is one of the Justices of the Supreme 

Court who was in the majority decision 

which found for George Bush in Flor-

ida, they are using their disagreement 

with Justice Scalia as a reason to 

block the confirmation of his son. 
Both of these reasons are shameful, 

and they should have no place in this 

consideration.

The opponents of Mr. Scalia have 

raised other arguments which are 

equally without merit and specious. 

One of these is that Mr. Scalia is not 

qualified for this role because the So-

licitor of Labor must serve as the peo-

ple’s lawyer and take up the cause of 

those whom the labor laws and regula-

tions are intended to protect and, be-

cause Mr. Scalia has represented em-

ployers, he is on the wrong side of the 

equation. That argument fails on a 

number of grounds. 
First, the Solicitor of Labor answers 

to the Secretary of Labor. The Solici-

tor’s role is to advise the Secretary 

about the arguments surrounding the 

Department’s actions and her deci-

sions. This is the role this position has 

played regardless of the administration 

or party in power. While it is an impor-

tant position, it is not at all the pol-

icy-oriented position that Mr. Scalia’s 

opponents make it out to be. The no-

tion that the Solicitor of Labor is the 

people’s lawyer is a straw man argu-

ment invented for the sole reason of 

creating a fictional standard that Mr. 

Scalia’s opponents think he fails to 

meet because he has spent his career 

representing employers in labor issues. 
The second reason this argument 

fails is that it does not recognize the 

substance of Mr. Scalia’s work. Even 

under this fictional standard, Mr. 

Scalia would qualify. A large part of 

Mr. Scalia’s career in labor law has 

been spent advising his clients, the em-

ployers, on how to comply with the law 

and steering them away from mis-

treating their employees under the 

law. In other words, his career has been 

focused on helping employers treat 

their employees better in accordance 

with the laws passed by this body. 

Thus, he has indeed taken up the cause 

of those whom the labor laws are in-

tended to protect. 
Another unsupportable argument 

against Mr. Scalia has to do with his 

involvement in the OSHA ergonomics 

regulation debacle. I know something 

about that matter. We in the Small 

Business Committee spent a good deal 

of time working on that issue. Mr. 

Scalia represented employers on this 

issue and thus was on the side that ul-

timately prevailed when both Houses of 

Congress, by bipartisan margins, in-

validated that regulation last March. 

May I remind fellow Senators that the 

vote was 56 to 44, with every single Re-

publican and 6 Democrats supporting 

the resolution of disapproval. Why 

should this be held against him, when 

he agreed with the position we took by 

a 56-to-44 vote margin? This was a re-

sounding victory, perhaps one of the 

biggest for those of us on this side of 

the aisle on the labor issue. 
The fact that Mr. Scalia was right in 

his arguments should be to his credit. 

It should be an indication that he un-

derstands what the limits of govern-

ment are, what the limits on govern-

ment should be, and if the Department 

goes too far, it should be reined in. 
I don’t need to go through the long 

list of reasons we won that vote. It 

should be clear that we would not have 

won with such an impressive margin if 

that rule had not been so horribly 

flawed. Are we willing to say that be-

cause the Clinton administration 

OSHA put an egregiously flawed regu-

lation forward, we are not going to 

confirm Eugene Scalia to be Solicitor 

of Labor because he agreed with the 

majority in both Houses and the Presi-

dent that it should be repealed? 
While all these arguments and dis-

cussions about Mr. Scalia’s merits 

unequivocably support confirming him, 

they obscure one of the hidden truths 

about him. He genuinely cares for the 

people whom he represents and will ap-

proach the position of Solicitor of 

Labor ever mindful of those who rely 

on the Department of Labor for protec-

tion.
Since his confirmation hearing and 

the subsequent vote approving him in 

committee, we have received a letter 

from a woman whose case he took pro 

bono—at no charge—which illustrates 

this point and conclusively dem-

onstrates the caliber of person Eugene 

Scalia is. It is a short letter. I will read 

excerpts from it, and then ask unani-

mous consent that the full text be 

printed in the RECORD.
The letter is from Ms. Cecilia Madan. 

It begins: I am a deaf, Hispanic immi-

grant and a single mother, working 

full-time to support my daughter. And 

I have information about Eugene 

Scalia’s handling of a labor employ-

ment matter involving me. 
She describes how, in 1998, her work 

environment became increasingly hos-

tile, abusive, and difficult for her to 

bear. In seeking legal assistance, she 

learned she could file an action under 

civil rights laws, the Americans with 

Disabilities Act, or the DC Human 

Rights Act. But every lawyer she con-

sulted told her that even if they were 

willing to take the case on a contin-

gent fee basis, she would have to pay a 

substantial retainer upfront. She sim-

ply did not have it. She could only af-

ford their consultation fees. 
Then she writes: 

Then a friend of mine recommended that I 

try the ‘‘pro-bono’’ program at Gibson, Dunn 

& Crutcher, and Mr. Scalia in particular. My 

brother called for me, to see if I could have 

an appointment. I was so worried that Mr. 

Scalia might be too busy and turn me away 

(after all, I had never heard of him before)! 

But he agreed to an appointment imme-

diately. At our meeting, Mr. Scalia was so 

kind, and thoughtful, and patient; he even 

asked to see a picture of my daughter! I fear 

I must have rambled a great deal when I told 

my story, but he didn’t seem to mind at all. 

Our meeting lasted a long time, but he didn’t 

ask for a consultation fee or a retainer, and 

he told me that he and his law firm would 

take my case ‘‘pro bono.’’ He said that he 

didn’t think a lawsuit (which could take a 

long time) would be necessary, because often 
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these matters could be resolved through 

‘‘firm negotiations,’’ which he was fully will-

ing to undertake for me. He made every ef-

fort to reassure me, saying that he and his 

associate would do everything they could to 

‘‘resolve this.’’ He seemed to sense my ex-

treme anxiety and tried his best to calm my 

fears. I was able to walk away with con-

fidence and hope. 
The negotiations went on for several 

weeks, but they were tremendously success-

ful—much more than I had even hoped for. 

‘‘Firm negotiations’’ is right: The employer 

agreed to just about everything I had asked 

for, and ‘‘my lawyers(!)’’ got the employer to 

agree to things I hadn’t even thought to ask 

for!
Not only did he and his associate negotiate 

around the employment problems I was fac-

ing right then, they took great care to look 

ahead and watch out for my future interests. 
A few months later, when I was able to get 

a new job, with a different employer (as a re-

sult of the settlement Mr. Scalia got for me), 

I was impressed to receive brief word from 

him saying that he had heard of my new job 

and hoped that my daughter and I were well. 

. . .’’ 

She concludes her letter this way: 

Throughout my ordeal, Mr. Scalia went 

out of his way to help. He seemed especially 

. . . concerned about not making things 

worse for me on the job, while he was vigor-

ously defending my rights with my em-

ployer. Even though he had never seen me 

before and even though I could never pay 

him, simple justice is what he wanted for 

this employee and worked hard to get, and 

that is what he got for me. I am so grateful 

to him for his efforts as my lawyer. . . . 

I ask unanimous consent that the 

full text of the letter be printed in the 

RECORD.
There being no objection, the letter 

was ordered to be printed in the 

RECORD, as follows: 

OCTOBER 9, 2001. 

[Re nomination of Mr. Eugene Scalia to be 

Solicitor of Labor.] 

Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY,

Chairman, Committee on Health, Education, 

Labor and Pensions, Dirksen Senate Office 

Building, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am a deaf, Hispanic 

immigrant and a single mother, working 

full-time to support my young daughter, and 

I have information (which I hope will be 

helpful in considering Mr. Eugene Scalia’s 

nomination to be Solicitor of Labor) about 

his handling of a labor/employment matter 

involving me. 
I began full-time work in 1991 for a local 

employer. By 1998, the work environment 

there had become increasingly hostile to-

wards me, abusive, and difficult for me to 

bear, and I was terrified that I would lose my 

job. In desperation (I was heavily in debt and 

living from paycheck to paycheck, just to 

make ends meet), I went to several labor- 

lawyers in the area, who advised that me I 

could file lawsuits under the 1964 Civil 

Rights Act, the D.C. Human Rights Act, and 

the Americans with Disabilities Act, based 

on the facts of my employment situation, on 

the grounds of my ethnicity/race, my sex, 

my hearing disability, a medically-diagnosed 

chronic condition I was suffering from and 

under treatment for at the time, and my 

marital/family status. Unfortunately, all of 

these lawyers—even those who said that they 

could take the case on a contingency-fee 

basis— insisted on my paying them a sub-

stantial retainer up front, and I had no 

money to pay them any more than their con-

sultation fees. 
Then a friend of mine recommended that I 

try the ‘‘pro-bono’’ program at Gibson Dunn 

& Crutcher, and Mr. Scalia in particular. My 

brother called for me, to see if I could have 

an appointment. I was so worried that Mr. 

Scalia might be too busy and turn me away 

(after all, I had never heard of him before)! 

But he agreed to an appointment imme-

diately. At our meeting, Mr. Scalia was so 

kind, and thoughtful, and patient; he even 

asked to see a picture of my daughter! I fear 

I must have rambled a great deal when I told 

my story, but he didn’t seem to mind at all. 

Our meeting lasted a long time, but he didn’t 

ask for a consultation fee or a retainer, and 

he told me that he and his law firm would 

take my case ‘‘pro bono.’’ He said that he 

didn’t think a lawsuit (which could take a 

long time) would be necessary, because often 

these matters could be resolved through 

‘‘firm negotiations,’’ which he was fully will-

ing to undertake for me. He made every ef-

fort to reassure me, saying that he and his 

associate would do everything they could to 

‘‘resolve this.’’ He seemed to sense my ex-

treme anxiety and tried his best to calm my 

fears. I was able to walk away with con-

fidence and hope. 
The negotiations went on for several 

weeks, but they were tremendously success-

ful—much more than I had even hoped for. 

‘‘Firm negotiations’’ is right: The employer 

agreed to just about everything I had asked 

for, and ‘‘my lawyers(!)’’ got the employer to 

agree to things I hadn’t even thought to ask 

for! Not only did he and his associate nego-

tiate around the employment problems that 

I was facing right then, they took great care 

to look ahead and watch out for my future 

interests.
A few months later, when I was able to get 

a new job, with a different employer (as a re-

sult of the settlement Mr. Scalia got for me), 

I was impressed to receive brief word from 

him saying that he had heard of my new job 

and hoped that my daughter and I were well. 

We sure are . . . thanks in such great part to 

him!
Throughout my ordeal, Mr. Scalia went 

out of his way to help. He seemed especially 

to be concerned about not making things 

worse for me on the job, while he was vigor-

ously defending my rights with my em-

ployer. Even though he had never seen me 

before and even though he knew I could 

never pay him, simple justice is what he 

wanted for this employee and worked hard to 

get, and that is what he got for me. I am so 

very grateful to him for his efforts as my 

lawyer. And I hope you soon will give other 

people in the workforce the opportunity to 

have him as their lawyer, as Solicitor of 

Labor.
Please let me know if you need more infor-

mation or if I may help Mr. Scalia’s nomina-

tion in any way. 

Sincerely,

CECILIA MADAN.

Mr. BOND. I think this simple letter 

speaks volumes about Mr. Scalia and 

the type of person and the type of law-

yer he is. It is a clear statement of the 

values he upholds and the positive im-

pact he believes he can have as a law-

yer. This is the person President Bush 

has chosen to be his Solicitor of Labor. 

I truly and honestly believe the Presi-

dent could not have found a better can-

didate, or one who is better qualified, 

better trained, and better motivated. I 

am thrilled that Mr. Scalia is willing 

to accept the responsibilities of public 

service, and I implore the majority 

leader to bring this nomination to the 

floor for a vote before we adjourn. 
Every shameful day he remains 

unconfirmed is another day the Sec-

retary of Labor and America’s employ-

ees do not benefit from his abilities and 

compassion.
I yield the floor. 
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ED-

WARDS). The clerk will 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, as we are 

in preparation for a debate on farm leg-

islation, I want to call to the attention 

of the Senate a very useful and, in fact, 

remarkable publication called ‘‘Food 

and Agricultural Policy, Taking Stock 

for the New Century,’’ published by the 

U.S. Department of Agriculture this 

summer to state the views of the De-

partment, and to offer data for Sen-

ators and members of the public as we 

began the farm debate. 
I want to quote extensively from 

chapter 3, entitled ‘‘Farm Sector Pol-

icy’’ because I believe it gives a very 

good outline of USDA’s opinions on 

farm policy as it has progressed in our 

country, and as we hope it may 

progress through constructive debate 

on this bill. 
Mr. President, the chapter begins by 

saying that: 

If farmers and farm families all across the 

country share the same goals and face the 

same challenges and opportunities, fash-

ioning farm policy today would be straight-

forward. And, indeed, that is the way it must 

have seemed in the 1930s, when farm families 

depended mainly on farm earnings and grew 

crops and livestock on much the same acre-

age as their neighbors. Then, policy had a 

more focused objective—helping to reduce 

the wide income disparity between farm fam-

ilies and their urban counterparts—and a 

‘‘one-size-fits-all’’ approach was more appro-

priate. Supporting field crop prices provided 

widespread assistance, since most farmers 

grew some field crops, and helped stabilize 

the entire sector. The farm sector and all of 

agriculture are vastly different today, as is 

much of rural America. Yet our farm policy 

retains vestiges of the New Deal programs 

and reflects a time of greater homogeneity 

across American farms and farm households. 

Today, the farm sector is diverse be-

yond the imagination of those who 

framed the New Deal legislation. On 

average, farm family incomes no 

longer lag, but rather surpass those of 

other U.S. households. 

That, I found, Mr. President, to be a 

remarkable statement, counterintui- 

tive to much of the debate we have on 

the subject. I will mention again: 

On average, farm family incomes no longer 

lag, but rather surpass those of U.S. house-

holds. Most farms are run by people whose 

principal occupation is not farming. Markets 
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have changed, too. Domestic demand alone is 

no longer sufficient to absorb what American 

farmers can produce. Demand by well-fed 

Americans grows slowly, with population 

growth. The promise of new, much-faster 

growing markets lies overseas, in countries 

where economic prosperity is emerging for 

larger numbers of people. 
As a result, the United States must con-

sider its farm policy in an international set-

ting, helping farmers stay competitive while 

pressing for unfettered access to global mar-

kets. At the same time, Americans’ expecta-

tions with respect to food have moved well 

beyond assurance of adequate quantities to 

include quality, safety, convenience, and 

many more attributes. And expectations now 

extend to environmental preservation and 

enhancement.
More than seven decades of farm policy 

have provided a rich, full experience upon 

which to draw as we contemplate appro-

priate 21st century policies for our industry. 

The view of policies and programs across 

their history has proved very instructive, 

providing invaluable lessons which, at very 

minimum, can help us avoid the obvious mis-

takes of the past. History shows us that 

growth in farm household income was large-

ly due to rapid improvements in produc-

tivity, supported by a strong research base, 

along with better opportunities to market 

products, including export markets and off- 

farm employment opportunities. 
Many of the program approaches since the 

1930s proved not to work well, or not at all, 

produced unexpected and unwanted con-

sequences, became far costlier than ex-

pected, and have been continually modified 

over time in the long succession of farm 

laws. Some major and still highly relevant 

lessons learned include: History has shown 

that supporting prices is self-defeating. Sup-

porting prices is self defeating. Government 

attempts to hold prices above those deter-

mined by commercial markets have simply 

made matters worse time after time. Artifi-

cially higher prices encourage even more 

unneeded output from the most efficient pro-

ducers. At the same time, they discourage 

utilization, consequently pushing surpluses 

higher and prices lower. Costs to taxpayers 

grew until the point was reached where 

something had to be done. All too often, that 

turned out to be finding ways to restrict out-

put.

The second lesson, Mr. President, of 

the USDA book is supply controls 

proved unworkable, too. 

These usually involved restricting the 

amount of land farmed in attempts to reduce 

output. But the remaining land was farmed 

more intensively, and supply rarely was cut 

enough to boost prices to politically satis-

factory levels. The programs were costly to 

taxpayers and consumers and the unused re-

sources were a drag on overall economic per-

formance. But, perhaps the most important 

of all, limiting our acreage was a signal to 

our competitors in other countries to expand 

theirs, and we lost market share that is al-

ways difficult to recapture. 

The third lesson of the farm bill is 

stock holding and reserve plans distort 

markets enormously. 

Isolating commodity stocks from the mar-

ket when supplies are abundant is attractive 

for its short-term price stimulus. But, be-

cause such stocks eventually must be re-

turned to the market, they limit the recov-

ery of prices in the future. Moreover, time 

after time, stocks have proved costly to 

maintain, distorted normal marketing pat-

terns, ceded advantage to competitors, and 
prove tempting targets for political tam-
pering.

The fourth lesson is: 

Program benefits invariably prove to be 
disparate, providing unintended (and un-
wanted) consequences. The rapidly changing 
farm sector structure produced a wide array 
of farm sizes and efficiencies. Many farms 
were low cost and the programs were of enor-
mous benefit, enabling them to expand their 
operations. Others did not receive enough 
benefits to remain viable and thus were ab-
sorbed along the way. That situation still 
maintains to some extent today, even 
though we now have fewer farms. 

The clarity of these lessons provided sev-
eral emphatic turning points in national pol-
icy. The 1985 farm law proved to be one such 
point when, after long debate on funda-
mental philosophy, a more market-oriented 

approach was adopted. That market orienta-

tion was extended in the 1990 farm law, mak-

ing a less intrusive and expensive role for 

government in farmer decisionmaking and in 

the operation of the markets. 
The Federal Agricultural Improvement and 

Reform Act of 1996— 

A law that currently we have in 
place—

proved to be historic in that it removed 

much of the decades-old program structure, 

provided unparalleled farmer decision-

making, flexibility through ‘‘decoupled’’ 

benefits, and set a new example throughout 

the world for providing domestic farm sector 

support.
While that approach is arguably still the 

least distorting of markets and resource use, 

its direct payments— 

These are the so-called AMTA pay-
ments, Mr. President— 

do share some unintended effects with price 

support programs, namely the artificial in-

flation of farmland prices. The effect clearly 

has been exacerbated by the size of payments 

in recent years, some $28 billion in the last 

4 years above the amount provided in the 

1996 law. 
While the rise in land prices creates wealth 

for some, it works to the disadvantage of 

others. Direct government transfers distort 

real estate markets, keeping land prices ar-

tificially high when commodity prices are 

low, as we are seeing today. Higher land 

prices for consecutive years of large program 

support make it more difficult for beginning 

farmers by increasing capital requirements. 

This inflation also makes it more costly for 

existing farms to expand to achieve size 

economies, either by purchasing or renting 

additional acres (since land rents move in 

tandem with prices). Higher land values do 

benefit local tax authorities and the collat-

eral base of farm lenders, but add directly to 

production expenses through higher interest 

and rental costs. Since the land charge is 

such an important component of a farmers’ 

total cost, sustained increases in land prices 

and rents have a decidedly adverse effect on 

the competitiveness of our farmers in the 

marketplace compared with those in other 

exporting countries, a cause of growing con-

cern in recent years. 

To come to the nub of the problem, 
the farm sector chapter says: 

Squaring Today’s Realities With Policies. 

Because of their historical evolution, current 

program benefits still are largely directed to 

specific commodity producers, resulting in 

only 40 percent of farms being recipients. 

That is a remarkable figure. After all 
is said and done and the payments are 

made, only 40 percent of farmers re-

ceive anything; 60 percent receive 

nothing, a fairly large majority. 

And, there still is no direct relationship 

between receiving benefits and the financial 

status of the farm. The most financially dis-

advantaged segment of farmers today is the 

low-income, low-wealth group. 

And this is defined in appendix 1 of 

this book. Essentially, the book points 

out that there are commercial farms, 

intermediate farms, rural residence 

farms, and then they are distributed by 

size and income. 

In any event, the most low-income, 

low-wealth group comprises 6 percent 

of farms, had an average household in-

come of $9,500, and received less than 1 

percent of the direct payments in 1999. 

In contrast, 47 percent of payments went to 

large commercial farms, which contributed 

nearly half of program commodity produc-

tion and had household incomes of $135,000. 

These are families, obviously, that 

are middle class, upper middle class, 

and they received half of the payments. 

Our current broad-scale, commodity-ori-

ented approach to farm support does not rec-

ognize existing wide differences in produc-

tion costs, marketing approaches, or overall 

management capabilities that delineate 

competitive and noncompetitive operations. 

It thus is impossible to provide enough in-

come support for intermediate farms without 

overly stimulating production by the lower 

cost, large-scale commercial producers. Even 

though many intermediate farms and rural 

residence farms receive some program bene-

fits, only one in four generated enough rev-

enue to cover economic costs. Even more 

problematic is the inability of these farms to 

improve their cost efficiency at the same 

pace as larger commercial operations, whose 

investment in new technologies and ability 

to expand are aided by program benefits. 

Another unintended consequence of cur-

rent programs stems from the increasing dis-

connect between land ownership and farm 

operation. While program benefits were in-

tended to help farm operators, most support 

eventually accrues mainly to landowners in 

the shortrun through rising rental rates and, 

in the longer term, through capitalization 

and to land values. 

Land prices in recent years have been rel-

atively robust, especially in areas producing 

program commodities, despite concerns 

about low commodity prices and the future 

direction of farm programs. 

For many farm operators, renting land is a 

key strategy to expand the size of business 

in order to capture the size economics, as 

evidenced by the fact that 42 percent of 

farmers rented land in 1999. 

Clearly, operators farming mostly rented 

acreage may receive little benefit from the 

program. The impact of income from any 

source, including program benefits on land 

values, depends on whether that income is 

viewed as permanent or transitory. The de-

gree of certainty that the income will con-

tinue in the future and even though produc-

tion flexibility contract payments were in-

tended as transitory when authorized by the 

1996 farm bill, subsequent emergency assist-

ance and a 70-year history of Government in-

volvement in agriculture have reaffirmed ex-

pectation that support will continue in the 

future.
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Indeed, Mr. President, in both the 

bills offered by the House of Represent-

atives and by the Agriculture Com-

mittee of the Senate, the so-called 

AMTA payments continue throughout 

the entirety of the bills. 
There was no expectation that they 

would be phased out as in the 1996 farm 

bill, no anticipation that they would be 

transitory. As a matter of fact, in both 

bills they are larger, and therefore the 

impact, which has been found in the 

chapter I am reading, the difficulty for 

farming, is likely to be exacerbated. 

The 1996 FAIR Act also continued the 

marketing loan program, another evo-

lution of the old price support idea, but 

importantly modified to avoid govern-

ment stockholding which proved so 

burdensome in times past. 
Marketing loan payments effectively 

provide a large countercyclical compo-

nent to farm income but distort mar-

kets by limiting the production re-

sponse to falling market prices. The 

program guarantees a price for tradi-

tional program commodities: Food 

grains, feed grains, cotton, and oil 

seeds. As market prices have fallen 

below this guaranteed price, total mar-

keting loan benefits have risen less 

than $200 million in the 1997 crop to $8 

billion for the 1999 and $7.3 billion to 

date for the 2000 year crops. 
Since 1996, countercyclical mar-

keting loan benefits have totaled about 

$20 billion. While the current policy 

made large strides toward greater mar-

ket orientation, a careful evaluation in 

the context of today’s diverse farm 

structure and increasingly consumer- 

driven marketplace still reveals sev-

eral misalignments among policy 

goals, program mechanisms, and out-

come. Improvement could support 

more sustainable prosperity for farm-

ers, agriculture, and rural communities 

without engendering long-term depend-

ence on direct government support. 
I will translate that in many ways to 

the debate we are now having. Essen-

tially, the bill that is before the Senate 

as reported by the Agriculture Com-

mittee attempts not only to continue 

fixed payments for 10 years without ac-

curacy, thus implying a perpetual agri-

cultural crisis the last farm bill in 1996 

had in mind, that essentially we would 

move toward more of a market econ-

omy and transition payments would go 

to certain farmers who have been in 

the business. 
This has led to substantial debate in 

the last 5 years because essentially, as 

many have said, there are landowners 

receiving payments who are no longer 

farming at all. They literally are not in 

the business. The contract we made 

with farmers in the 1996 farm bill was 

that if one had a history of planting 

corn or wheat or cotton or rice—and 

eventually soybeans have entered in 

through a marketing loan situation— 

they receive money on the basis of that 

history. Thus a part of the distortion 

that the USDA now points out: The 

payments are heavily loaded toward 

people who own land, but 42 percent of 

those who are actually in the fields 

this year rent land. They do not own it. 

Their rents are higher. As a result, 

their net income is lower. 
The policy we have adopted essen-

tially of the fixed payments plus the 

other aspects, the marketing loans, the 

other countercyclical situation, in-

crease essentially the land values. If 

someone is a landholder, that is help-

ful. As the USDA publication points 

out, if one is a mortgage banker hold-

ing a note, the value of that land in-

creasing is useful. But for young farm-

ers coming into the business, this is po-

tentially disastrous. There is very lit-

tle entry. For those renting, 42 percent, 

certainly they have higher costs year 

by year. 
Furthermore, as the USDA publica-

tion points out, all of this is occurring 

to the benefit of only 40 percent of 

farmers to begin with. The other three- 

fifths are out of the picture. 
One of the interesting facets of farm 

debates is many farmers must surely 

believe they are benefiting from this. 

It is apparent that, really, for time im-

memorial, a minority of farmers have 

received any benefit. A substantial ma-

jority are not touched by this, cer-

tainly in terms of their income. 
In addition, the farm policies, what-

ever their intent, have stimulated 

overproduction. As USDA points out, 

essentially the most efficient farmers, 

using the very best of research, using 

the best of machinery and equipment 

and seed, are able to produce a bushel 

of corn or a bushel of wheat for sub-

stantially less than their domestic 

competitors, fortunately for much less 

than almost all of their foreign com-

petitors. Therein lies the advantage of 

the United States in terms of exports. 
The problem comes, to take a very 

specific example of corn, as I men-

tioned earlier in the afternoon, the 

loan deficiency payment for a bushel of 

corn in Indiana and in many other lo-

cations is $1.89. That figure was meant 

to be a floor. It was anticipated the 

price of corn would be more than $1.89 

and seldom would it reach $1.89, but in 

the event that it did, a farmer could be 

certain of receiving $1.89 regardless of 

what the market price might be. The 

taxpayers generally picked up the dif-

ference between the market price and 

the loan deficiency payment level, the 

loan rate at $1.89. 
But what if corn farmers who were 

very efficient find that they can 

produce additional bushels for much 

less than $1.89 per bushel? The incen-

tive obviously is to produce as much as 

possible because $1.89 is guaranteed for 

every bushel, and if one is producing 

for less than that, it is a profit on 

every single additional bushel. That 

does not escape the attention of many 

of our most efficient farmers, and they 

have increased their production. By 

and large, they have grown. Other com-

petitors have not grown and, as the 

USDA points out, in many cases have 

either sold their properties or rented 

them to others who are able to obtain 

better results, I suspect. 
This has led to a certain amount of 

decline in the number of farmers in the 

country. But as many farm statisti-

cians have pointed out, in recent years 

the numbers of farms have grown in 

various sectors of our society, in large 

part because many Americans who are 

professionals in the city, or who simply 

wanted a rural life-style, purchased 

small farms or at least some acreage. 

They qualify under USDA standards as 

a farm situation if they have $1,000 of 

sales. That is the cutoff point. Many do 

have $1,000, and many maybe have 

$10,000 worth of sales, but increasingly 

large numbers, hundreds of thousands 

of persons, have qualified as operating 

farms on that basis. 
Seventy years ago, no one would 

have considered attempting to think 

through a farm bill that would be of as-

sistance to all of these additional farm-

ers. But as USDA points out, a major-

ity of persons now obtain more of their 

income from something other than 

farming, even as they are classified as 

one of the 2.1 million farm situations 

in our country. 
I mention that simply because in 

rhetoric in this debate, or at other 

times, about farm bills, a great deal is 

said about the plight of the small fam-

ily farmer and saving that person. In 

fact, I would contend most of our farm 

bills have done a pretty good job of 

that. There literally is a pretty broad 

safety net but only if you are in cer-

tain types of farming; namely, the row 

crops—corn, wheat, soybeans, cotton, 

and rice. For instance, if you are a live-

stock farmer—hogs, cattle, sheep— 

these programs do not pertain to you 

at all. 
Increasingly in our farm debates, we 

have been hearing Senators describe 

strawberries, cherries, peaches, nuts, 

and cranberries. These are sometimes 

known as niche crops, specialty crops, 

but clearly are not crops contemplated 

by farm bills. No money in these farm 

bills goes for these crops. That has not 

been very satisfying to most Senators 

who come from States with these con-

stituents.
The situation now with the specialty 

crops is, Senators come to the floor 

and ask quite candidly: What is in this 

farm bill for us? We understand from 

the New Deal days onward, people in 

cotton, rice, corn, and wheat were 

taken care of; a safety net was there 

for them. But no one thought about us 

in those days. We are thinking about 

‘‘us’’ now. 
As a result, the Senate fields annu-

ally a large number of disaster bills. 

Somewhere in the United States of 

America, the weather is not good for 
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whoever is doing whatever they are 

doing. They point out that although 

corn growers or cotton growers are 

having their problems, the strawberry 

growers and others are also having a 

very tough time in other areas. Or the 

cranberry situation is a disaster. 
As a result, the plea comes for dis-

aster assistance payments to these 

farmers. The USDA, as a rule, has not 

been geared up to make these pay-

ments because there is no particular 

crop history or there is not a tradition 

of making the payments. As a result, 

the payments don’t occur for a while 

because USDA must establish regula-

tions as to who is eligible, how to 

verify this, and how to audit these sit-

uations. Nevertheless, as we have had 

the disaster bills or supplemental bills, 

each summer more and more Senators 

are finding the focus of these disaster 

bills is not very wide. This is also the 

case with the farm bill. The 40 percent 

who get the money are not 100 percent; 

the Senators who represent the other 

60 percent say: What about us? 
We have had hearings before the Ag-

riculture Committee, and there are de-

bates among people in the so-called 

specialty crops—fruits and vegetable 

and so forth. Some say: Leave us alone. 

You have pretty well mangled other 

markets. Supply and demand still per-

tains in what we are doing without 

government supports, without sub-

sidies. As a result, there is risk but 

there is also reward. The market works 

for us. Don’t gum it up. 
On the other hand, many well-mean-

ing Senators trying to help constitu-

ents are not prepared to take that for 

an answer. They visit with many farm-

ers who have had genuine disasters 

caused by the weather or other prob-

lems, and they want relief for these 

constituents. Again and again, the dis-

aster bills try to address all of these lo-

calized problems. 
The so-called stimulus package of-

fered to the Senate—which we are not 

considering for a variety of reasons, 

and which I gather is now grist for the 

mill, with the overall group discussing 

this in a bicameral way—had about $6 

billion worth of agricultural provisions 

in it. Many of them duplicate items in 

the farm bill we are now considering. 

Perhaps Senators were nervous that 

the farm bill would never get to them, 

and the urgency, at least as they saw 

it, was that the money in the stimulus 

package might be spent sooner. Per-

haps so. 
We found these same ideas popping 

up in the debate we had in August, 

when the Senate sent $5.5 billion to 

farmers in the country, mostly to row 

crop producers, but with a debate on 

specialty crops and other things that 

ought to be covered to address their 

particular problems. 
This simply reinforces what USDA 

has started in chapter 3 of its recent 

policy book; namely, one size doesn’t 

fit all. As a matter of fact, the number 

of farming operations in terms of size, 

scope, altogether the things they are 

doing, is so diverse, it is very difficult 

for any farm bill to encompass a major-

ity, or even a small minority of oper-

ations, for that matter. 
This is why, as we have this debate 

on the farm bill, I look forward to the 

opportunity to offer an amendment to 

the commodity section. I tried to look 

realistically as to what is occurring on 

American farms today. I am saying 

that in Federal policy, strawberries 

and cattle should be treated no dif-

ferently than wheat. 
In essence, we should take a look at 

the whole farm income. Each farmer 

must file with the Internal Revenue 

Service the proper returns that indi-

cate all income generated on the farm. 

For many farms that are fairly diversi-

fied, that have income from cattle, 

from hogs, perhaps some from timber, 

perhaps some corn and soybeans, some-

times some wheat. In the South, more 

likely it is from cotton or rice, along 

with the livestock. In essence, we are 

saying, income earned from all agricul-

tural production should be treated 

equally in federal farm policy. 
Take the example of a farmer who re-

ceives $100,000 a year in agricultural 

sales from all sources. Under the bill I 

presented to the Agriculture Com-

mittee, that farmer would declare that 

income, and he would receive a $6,000 

credit from the Federal Government 

(or 6 percent of that $100,000) to be uti-

lized in one of three ways. The $6,000 

could be used to purchase whole farm 

revenue insurance, guaranteeing 80 per-

cent of the 5-year income to that farm; 

in other words, a genuine safety net 

created on the basis of the history of 

that operation. If the farmer has had 

$100,000 of income 5 years in a row, ob-

viously, the average is $100,000, and the 

farmer would receive a $6,000 govern-

ment credit. This would buy an 80 per-

cent whole farm revenue insurance pol-

icy, which means that in a case of a 

disaster or a downturn of income, that 

farmer is guaranteed at least $80,000 of 

income. That premium would be paid 

for by the $6,000. 
Say the farmer has some money left 

over. He could utilize that then for a 

so-called farm savings account. A 

farmer puts the money from the Fed-

eral Government into this account and 

he matches it with an equivalent 

amount. At that point, that account 

remains for a rainy day purpose—once 

again, to stabilize farm income and to 

offer a genuine safety net. Or the farm-

er may use more sophisticated means 

of risk management. He also has the 

option to use the $6,000 to purchase 

other risk management or marketing 

tools that are of equivalent value. 
In essence, we recognize all of agri-

culture, all of America, all the diverse 

ways in which people make money. We 

offer a genuine market-oriented pro-

gram through a variety of risk man-

agement options (including whole farm 

revenue insurance) so that essentially 

no farmer could do worse than 80 per-

cent of his annual income in any kind 

of disastrous year. We encourage sav-

ings accounts with a matching Govern-

ment contribution, to increase the 

farmer’s financial reserves and enhance 

the financial viability of the family 

farm. This has the virtue of being rel-

atively inexpensive. That particular 

virtue has escaped the debate thus far 

altogether, in large part because Sen-

ators have competed with each other to 

provide more subsidies for more con-

stituents. I understand that urge. But I 

have also suggested that this debate is 

occurring at a time in which it is 

prophesied by the Office of Manage-

ment and Budget that we will have 3 

years of Federal deficits. 
One can say, after all, if we are doing 

deficit spending into deficits for all 

sorts of other things, the farmers 

ought to have their share of the deficit 

spending, too. But that is not the way 

this debate began. It began with the 

thought that we were going to have a 

$300 trillion surplus for the coming 

year and, for that matter, for most of 

the years in the coming decade. I have 

argued earlier on that the outlays, in 

my judgment, lead to overproduction 

and lower prices, distorted land values, 

and make it tougher for young farmers, 

tenent farmers, and farmers that rent 

land.
But leaving aside that argument, I 

make the argument now that we do not 

have the money. We have not had the 

money for some time. It is obvious to 

everybody who has common sense out-

side the agricultural debate. But some-

time it will dawn upon most Ameri-

cans, and they will wonder what we are 

doing here. 
Senators who rush back to their con-

stituents and say, ‘‘I got $173.5 billion 

in farm subsidies for you,’’ may find 

some skeptics who will say, ‘‘Where 

was the money? Where did you find the 

money?’’
The Senator may say, after all, the 

farmers deserve the same benefits as 

everybody else. There was not any 

money, but there will be someday. 

Surely, this thing will turn around. 

Maybe so, maybe not. My constituents 

in Indiana are wondering about this. 
Two percent of us, and I include my-

self among this group in Indiana, actu-

ally are in the farming business. That 

is a declining number. But 98 percent 

are not. Maybe those of us who are in 

the 2 percent count upon the 98 percent 

never looking into this picture and 

wondering how in the world it is all 

formulated and why we are receiving 

money. But more and more of the 98 

percent are looking into it. 
What is occurring is not a mystery to 

editorial writers in Indiana. They write 

about it all the time. So do people in 

the Associated Press. So do people who 
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are local reporters. They are reporting 

how much money farmers are receiving 

in Indiana, county by county, by dol-

lar.
This comes as a revolutionary sur-

prise. Many farmers are able to ex-

plain—I try to do so, too—that these 

payments come because we have a farm 

program which was supposed to be a 

transition program. We were going to 

move from heavy subsidies to the mar-

ket in a 7-year period of time in the 

last farm bill. These were transition 

payments. Other payments come, like-

wise, because of the loan deficiency 

payment business that I just explained. 

There is a floor price, really, for every 

bushel of corn, every bushel of soy-

beans.
Some payments come because of con-

servation and cooperation by farmers 

to do things that are very helpful as 

stewards of land and water. So there 

are good reasons for some of these pay-

ments. Most constituents understand 

that.
But they do find it difficult to under-

stand why persons on Indiana farms 

that appear to be very prosperous re-

ceive hundreds of thousands of dollars 

from the Federal Government. They 

are wondering, have we missed some-

thing here? Was it the argument about 

the devastation of rural America, the 

loss of income of people, the loss of 

farms, young farmers coming in, and so 

on? And they wonder how are any of 

these persons helped in the process? 
I am saying that these folks whom 

we intend to make beneficiaries are 

not in fact helped and have not been 

for some time. 
Let me conclude this explanation 

with some principle that I found to be 

useful in an USDA publication, and I 

commend it to the attention of Sen-

ators because I think it offers a fairly 

good foundation for this debate on 

farm policy. As the debate continues, I 

want to return to other aspects that I 

found especially illuminating in the 

same publication, but I offer this, at 

least as some basis for an amendment I 

intend to offer in due course in the 

commodity section, which I believe 

will be constructive, which will be 

more fair, and which will clearly be 

less expensive, and which has at least 

some semblance of reality, considering 

the times we are in, fighting a war and 

recession and attempting to do com-

mon sense things as Senators. 
I yield the floor. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent the Senator 

from North Dakota, Mr. DORGAN, be 

recognized immediately upon the con-

clusion of my remarks. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 

rise to talk about the farm bill as it is 

presented to this Senate, and specifi-

cally the dairy part of that bill. I rise 

with the knowledge that some negotia-

tions are going on to see if that par-

ticular dairy program cannot be im-

proved, at least improved from the po-

sition of California. The present bill, as 

drafted, before this body, is one, frank-

ly, I cannot support. I cannot support 

it largely because of the dairy provi-

sions.
I thought it might be helpful if I re-

lated my experiences. The problem is 

that some States have many small 

farms, 60 to 80 cows, and other States 

have larger farms. That is where the 

subsidies intermesh to really create a 

very difficult playing field for Cali-

fornia. Essentially the provisions in 

the agriculture bill that is on the floor 

now would force consumers across the 

United States to pay $1.8 billion more 

for milk each year. It would drive down 

essential income to dairy farmers who 

produce the milk contained in most of 

our Nation’s dairy products. 
California is the largest dairy State 

in the Nation. Last year, dairy farmers 

produced 32.2 billion pounds of milk. 

Over 19 percent plus of the Nation’s 

supply comes from California. The in-

dustry is a $4.3 billion industry in the 

State, and dairy is the largest part— 

most people do not know that—of what 

is a $30 billion agricultural industry. 

We have 2,000 dairy farms in the 

State—2,100 to be exact. We lead the 

Nation in the total number of milk 

cows at 1.5 million. I often joke I wish 

they could vote. The California indus-

try produces 122,000 jobs and contrib-

utes $17.5 billion overall in the econ-

omy each year. 
These are full-time, year-round jobs 

in agricultural counties that make up 

the heart of the great California cen-

tral valley. Dairies provide jobs for 

farmers who grow and ship feed, for 

farmhands who milk the cows, for 

workers in the processing plants who 

make our famous California cheeses, 

and for packers, marketers, and many 

others. In fact, in the great San 

Joachin Valley, one in every five jobs 

is dependent on the dairy industry. If 

California were a separate nation—I 

think most people do not know this—it 

would rank eighth in the world in milk 

production, fifth in the world in cheese 

production, and ninth in the world in 

butter production. 
I want to make it clear that we are 

talking about California more than any 

other State when you talk dairy. So it 

is simply not possible to leave Cali-

fornia out of any dairy equation. 
I am aware that the dairy industry, 

particularly in the Northeast, needs 

government help. I want to make it 

clear that I can’t support that help if it 

greatly disadvantages the dairy farm-

ers in California. 
I think the California Secretary of 

Agriculture put it best. I would like to 

quote from a letter dated December 3: 

Consumers will see higher prices for fluid 

milk. In the Senate bill, it is 40 cents more 

a gallon for milk. 

State law and economics dictate that Cali-

fornia’s dairy prices must bear a reasonable 

relationship to milk prices in neighboring 

regions.

California law, like it or not, ties us 
into any pooling agreement that might 
be made. 

As fluid milk prices in surrounding states 

rise, California fluid milk prices would be in-

creased in a corresponding manner. Unfortu-

nately, the higher milk prices will force 

some consumers to switch to less expensive— 

and less nutritious—non-dairy alternatives. 

Dairy processors would be negatively im-

pacted by this loss of fluid milk sales. 
At the same time, California’s dairy farm-

ers will also lose under the Senate plan. In-

creases in fluid milk prices will undoubtedly 

lead to increased milk production. Once an 

area covers its needs for fluid milk, the addi-

tional milk goes for manufactured product 

such as cheese, milk powder, and butter. 

California is the leading producer of both 

milk powder and butter. California is the 

second largest producer of cheese, and in fact 

only 19 percent of California’s milk produc-

tion goes for fluid milk. By simultaneously 

stimulating production while dampening de-

mand, the Senate plan strikes at the heart of 

California’s dairy economy by severely de-

pressing prices for manufactured dairy prod-

ucts.

I ask unanimous consent that this 
letter be printed in the RECORD.

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

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FOOD

& AGRICULTURE,

Sacramento, CA, December 3, 2001. 

Hon. DIANNE FEINSTEIN,

U.S. Senate, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR FEINSTEIN: I recently wrote 

to you expressing concern about the pro-

posed changes to the federal dairy system 

and its impact on California. While this pro-

posal has changed since that letter, its im-

pact remains negative for California’s con-

sumers and dairy producers. 
The new plan, contained in S. 1731 as of 

this writing, would apply to only the federal 

order program. However, it would have enor-

mous consequences to this state. 
Consumers will see higher prices for fluid 

(drinking) milk. State law and economics 

dictate, that California’s dairy prices must 

bear a reasonable relationship to milk prices 

in neighboring regions. As fluid milk prices 

in surrounding states rise, California fluid 

milk prices would be increased in a cor-

responding manner. Unfortunately, the high-

er milk prices will force some consumers to 

switch to less expensive—and less nutri-

tious—non-dairy alternatives. Dairy proc-

essors would be negatively impacted by this 

loss of fluid milk sales. 
At the same time, California’s dairy farm-

ers will also lose under the Senate plan. In-

creases in fluid milk prices will undoubtedly 

lead to increased milk production. Once an 

area covers its needs for fluid milk, the addi-

tional milk goes for manufactured product 

such as cheese, milk powder, and butter. 

California is the leading producer of both 

milk powder and butter. California is the 

second largest producer of cheese, and in fact 

only 19 percent of California’s milk produc-

tion goes for fluid milk. By simultaneously 

stimulating production while dampening de-

mand, the Senate plan strikes at the heart of 

California’s dairy economy by severely de-

pressing prices for manufactured dairy prod-

ucts.
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This is the case even though the Senate 

plan will primarily increase production in 

other parts of the country. Manufactured 

dairy products may be easily stored and 

transported. Accordingly, the markets for 

these products are nationwide so that even if 

increased production were limited to other 

regions, California’s prices for its manufac-

tured products will drop significantly. 
The Alliance of Western Milk Producers 

estimate that over 9 years the bill would 

have the impact of reducing California dairy 

farmer’s revenue by approximately $1.5 bil-

lion. At the same time, California consumers 

would pay an additional $1.5 billion in higher 

retail milk prices. The Alliance estimate 

seems reasonable using the analysis com-

pleted earlier by the University of Missouri’s 

Food and Policy Research Institute. Our 

economists concur with these estimates. 
Without question, dairy policy offers some 

of the most contentious issues in agri-

culture. The sole positive attribute of the 

Senate plan is that it has united California’s 

dairy consumers, producers, and processors 

in opposition to the proposal. Whatever it 

does for the rest of the country, it is bad for 

our state. 
I thank you and your staff for all of your 

efforts on behalf of Californians. If I may be 

of any assistance to you on this or any other 

matter, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely,

WILLIAM (BILL) J. LYONS, JR.,

Secretary.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 

said that California families under the 

Senate bill will pay 40 cents more per 

gallon of milk. That is according to the 

California Department of Food and Ag-

riculture. That represents a net cost to 

the industry of $1.5 billion over the 9 

years of this bill. 
Do we really want to make it more 

expensive for parents to provide cal-

cium to their children? Do we want to 

deprive the elderly of nutrition that 

strengthens bones, fights cancers, stops 

osteoporosis? Do we want to make fam-

ilies cross milk off their grocery list 

because it costs too much? I don’t 

think so. 
For Californians, the legislation is a 

double-edged sword. Not only will a 

mother in Los Angeles be paying more 

every week at the grocery store, but a 

father who runs a dairy farm in Mo-

desto will see his income slashed, if 

this bill becomes law. For one co-op, 

this represents a loss of $71,000 per 

dairy farm. 
The payment formula may be com-

plicated and crafty, but the winners 

and losers are clear. California is tar-

geted by this bill to be a loser. 
Like other goods, a higher price es-

tablished for fluid milk by law—not the 

market—will cause families to buy 

less, as I said, and cause suppliers to 

get an improper price signal to produce 

more. If there is too much drinking 

milk in the marketplace, it spills over 

to compete against milk used to 

produce cheese, butter, milk powder, 

and other dairy products. 
Prices for milk are based on how the 

milk is used, which is referred to as 

‘‘ultimate utilization.’’ Since over 80 

percent of the milk in California is 

used to produce these dairy products, 
any excess milk will drive down the 
prices received by California dairy pro-
ducers. Other States with small dairies 
can take advantage of government sub-
sidies no matter what the milk goes 
for. But States such as California are 
excluded under their proposal because 
dairy farms have large herds. The aver-
age size of the 2,100 herds in California 
is 656 cows. 

Again, this is an attempt to take 
money from California to give it to 
other States. 

Dairy producers estimate they are 
going to lose $1.5 billion over the next 
9 years if the provisions in the Senate 
farm bill are enacted into law. 

Let me read a couple of letters from 
California’s dairyland. 

Jim Tillison, Chief Operating Officer of 
The Alliance of Western Milk Producers, 
writes that the dairy program in the Farm 
Bill ‘‘is bad for California’s consumers and it 
is bad for California’s dairy farm families.’’ 
He estimates, ‘‘the net loss of revenue from 
manufactured milk will decrease California 
dairy farm family income by $1.5 billion over 
the next 9 years.’’ The Alliance of Western 
Milk Producers is a trade association that 
represents California dairy cooperatives. To-
gether, Alliance member cooperatives mar-
ket approximately 50 percent of the milk 
produced in California both as raw milk and 
as processed dairy products. 

Rachel Kaldor, Executive Director of 
the Dairy Institute of California, a 
state trade association representing 
the manufacturers of over 70 percent of 
the fluid, frozen, and cultured dairy 
products in California, writes, ‘‘any 
legislation which creates federal price 
floors, production limits and income 
redistribution—national pooling—is 
bad news for California.’’ 

In another letter, Gary Korsmeier, 
Chief Executive Officer of California 
Dairies Incorporated reports, ‘‘the milk 
prices for California farm milk used in 
cheese, butter, nonfat milk powder and 
other dairy products, would drop by 
$2.9 billion dollars.’’ Korsmeier predicts 
the average dairy farmer in the cooper-
ative would lose $71,000 per year. Cali-
fornia Dairies Incorporated is a mem-
ber of the Alliance of Western Milk 
Producers. Formed from the merger 
last year of three California dairy co-
operatives, California Dairies’ 700 
members account for about 40 percent 
of California’s milk production. 

I could go on and on. I can talk about 
lower milk consumption, increased 
milk production, and dramatically in-
creased government expenditures on 
the dairy program. I can talk about an-
other layer of bureaucracy and exacer-
bation of regional disparities. I can 
talk about providing another chance to 
pit big producers against small pro-
ducers and reduction in the percentage 
of producer income that is derived from 
the market. I can talk about contra-
dicting congressional intent for the 
current program, setting up regional 
supply management boards, and in-
creases in assessments on dairy pro-
ducers.

The dairy program is a bad part of 
this farm bill. 

I would like to read into the RECORD

the agricultural groups that oppose the 
dairy provisions currently in this bill: 
California Farm Bureau Federation, 
Alliance of Western Milk Producers, 
Western United Dairymen, California 
Dairies Incorporated, Milk Producers 
Council of California, Montana Dairy 
Association, Dairy Producers of New 
Mexico, Idaho Dairymen’s Association, 
Oregon Dairy Farmers Association, 
Texas Association of Dairymen, Utah 
Dairymen’s Association, and the Wash-
ington State Dairy Federation. 

It is not only California, it is a num-
ber of Western States that would be se-
riously impacted by the dairy provi-
sions of this bill. 

Let me say in conclusion that a na-
tional dairy policy that strikes at the 
heart of California’s dairy industry and 
other Western State dairy farmers is 
not an option. I cannot support a farm 
bill that harms California. I hope the 
negotiations going on to try to come 
up with another formula to meet this 

concern are successful. 
I thank the Chair, and I yield the 

floor.
Mr. President, I appreciate the unan-

imous consent agreement to recognize 

the Senator from North Dakota. But I 

also notice that he is not present at 

this time. I ask that the unanimous 

consent agreement be rescinded. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Arkansas. 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 

rise today to voice my strong support 

for the consideration of the passage of 

a farm bill this year. We have been dis-

cussing and debating and moving for-

ward with a number of pieces of legisla-

tion, but, in my home State of Arkan-

sas, there is no piece of legislation 

more important than the pending farm 

bill.
Two major issues that have been dis-

cussed are biosecurity and economic 

stimulus. For my State, the farm bill 

addresses both of these issues. I urge 

my colleagues to move forward with 

this legislation expeditiously. 
I commend Chairman HARKIN for

holding a markup this year and not 

bowing to those voices that said we 

should delay this. 
While I do not claim that the Harkin 

bill is my preference on a number of 

issues, I am pleased that the Agri-

culture Committee worked so hard and 

so diligently in getting a bill out of 

committee this year. I hope the full 

Senate will now act expeditiously. 
For rural America and for most of 

Arkansas, an economic stimulus pack-

age must be tied to agriculture. To 

talk about passing an economic stim-

ulus package and not doing a farm bill, 

for the State of Arkansas simply does 

not make sense. For Arkansas, the two 

complement one another and are intri-

cately related. 
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The agriculture industry in Arkansas 

has been in distress over the last few 

years due to a combination of high en-

ergy prices, low commodity prices and 

difficulties in opening up foreign mar-

kets to American goods. 
Agriculture and agriculture-related 

activities account for a full 25 percent 

of my State’s economy and provide $5 

billion in farm income. It is Arkansas’s 

single largest industry. Farming is, in 

many ways, the lifeblood of my State. 

It is imperative that a new farm bill be 

passed this year, which is why many of 

us have worked so hard to push for the 

completion and passage of a farm bill 

while we are still in session this year. 
Fewer and fewer farmers in my State 

are able to continue farming due to, 

not a recession, but a depression that 

the agricultural sector has experienced 

over the last few years. While the rest 

of the economy grew and benefitted 

during the late 1990s, agriculture was 

one of the very few industries that ac-

tually suffered during this time. 
Let me share with my colleagues just 

a few of the statistical facts regarding 

the farm economy in my State over the 

last few years. These are Arkansas-spe-

cific numbers from the USDA. 
In 1996, the price for rice was $10.20 

per hundredweight. For the year 2000, 

that price was $5.70 per hundredweight. 

In 1996, for the entire rice crop produc-

tion in Arkansas, the value was $733 

million. In the year 2000, the value of 

production had dropped to $490 million. 
Next, let me share the statistics on 

cotton. In 1996, the price was 71 cents a 

pound. In the year 2000, the price had 

dropped to 56 cents per pound. In 1996, 

the cotton crop value of production 

was $555 million. By the year 2000, that 

had dropped to $388 million. 
In 1996, for wheat, the price was $4.38 

per bushel, but, in the year 2000, the 

price had dropped to $2.40 per bushel. In 

terms of the value of production, in 

1996, the wheat crop was valued at $293 

million; by the year 2000, it had 

dropped by more than half to $142 mil-

lion.
For soybeans, a major commodity 

crop in Arkansas, the price was $7.34 

per bushel in 1996; in the year 2000, the 

price had dropped to $4.90 per bushel. In 

1996, the value of production was $824 

million; in the year 2000, the value of 

production dropped to $407 million. 
Overall, the net farm income for ag-

ricultural production in my State has 

gone from about $2 billion in 1996 to 

just over $1.5 billion in the year 2000. 

That is a decline of nearly half a bil-

lion dollars. In a small rural State such 

as Arkansas, that impact is dev-

astating.
It is my sincere hope that we can get 

a farm bill into conference, get it 

passed, and signed by the President 

this year. 
There are few issues that are fol-

lowed as closely or scrutinized as com-

pletely as agriculture policy. The Agri-

culture Committee was given the very 

great responsibility of creating a farm 

bill that will determine the direction 

of agriculture policy and the assistance 

available for farmers and rural commu-

nities over the next 5 years. 
In committee, there were a lot of 

compromises that were reached. In a 

bill of this scope, with the impact it 

will have on rural America, it is never 

possible to please everyone. The goal of 

this farm bill, from the beginning, was 

to re-craft a failing policy and provide 

the assistance and certainty that our 

producers must have. 
This policy is extremely important. 

In many cases, it will determine 

whether or not farmers in the State of 

Arkansas will be able to plant next 

year, and, in an even broader sense, it 

will determine if many of the hard- 

working farm families in Arkansas will 

be able to continue to work their land 

and make a living. 
Over the past 4 years, rescuing the 

farm economy has cost over $30 billion 

in emergency Federal farm aid. It is 

quite clear that our current farm pol-

icy is not working. It has been an ad 

hoc policy. We have been forced to ad-

dress short-comings annually. The cur-

rent policy has been devoid of cer-

tainty—creating instability in the 

farm economy across this country. It 

has resulted in farmers never really 

being sure of what Congress is going to 

do, and it has resulted in Congress hav-

ing make ad hoc emergency assistance 

as needed from year to year. 
It is imperative that we end the an-

nual struggle where Congress must find 

money and make available large num-

bers of emergency funds to support our 

nation’s farmers due to insufficient ag-

ricultural policies. We must recognize 

the needs of our farmers and address 

them.
My views, and the views of a few 

other Members, were made quite clear 

with the introduction of S. 1673. I still 

believe that the bipartisan com-

promises we came to in that bill would 

provide the type of assistance our 

farmers need while providing a healthy 

framework for agriculture policy in the 

future.
This is indeed a unique time in our 

Nation’s history. Now, more than ever, 

our country is looking to its leaders for 

guidance and support. Our national se-

curity has been tested, and our econ-

omy is in need of a stimulus. Through-

out all of this is the need for strong, 

comprehensive policies that reflect the 

needs and priorities of our country. 
I do not need to tell this body that 

agriculture is one of these priorities 

and that a strong, responsible, and 

well-crafted farm bill will ensure the 

assistance our farmers and rural com-

munities need while providing the sta-

bility and certainty they must have to 

continue over the next 5 to 10 years. 
While I have been pleased with the 

steady progress we have made with the 

farm bill over the last few weeks, I 
urge my colleagues to push hard to 
complete the consideration of the bill 
so we can provide for the needs of our 
nation’s farmers. 

Over the last few weeks there have 
been reports criticizing farm policy 
and criticizing the various farm bills. 
Despite these reports, I would argue 
that strong farm policies are abso-
lutely essential to assure the safe, 
abundant, and affordable food supply 
we enjoy in this country. The farm pol-
icy of the past may not have been per-
fect, but it is that which has given the 
American people the safest, most abun-
dant, and most affordable food supply 
in the world. Our farmers are, in fact, 
the best in the world. This is a testa-
ment to their hard work and their com-
mitment to advancing agriculture. But 
their hard work must be joined by 
sound agriculture policy. 

I realize the diversity of agriculture 
in different parts of this country. How-
ever, I also realize a farm bill is just 
that, it is a farm bill meant to reflect 
and address the needs of our agricul-
tural communities. Numerous titles of 
this bill address key issues of rural 
America, but if farmers are not farm-
ing, what will happen to those commu-
nities then? What will happen to the 
seed dealers, the bankers, the car deal-
ers, and a whole host of industries di-
rectly reliant upon the farm economy? 

As you are all aware, there are nu-
merous proposals out there to address 
the farm sector’s needs. While I worry 
that the best possible policy might not 
emerge, I do believe we will make im-
provements to our current policy. I am 
firmly behind moving forward and 
completing a farm bill this year. It is a 
must for our farmers. I believe that, in 
the end, we will work to provide for the 
needs of our nation’s producers. 

In terms of trade, I agree with the 
Secretary of Agriculture, in her testi-
mony before the Agriculture Com-
mittee, that expanding trade is an es-
sential part of agriculture policy. I be-
lieve that aggressive action on this 
front will greatly benefit our producers 
and allow the United States to fully 
participate in the proliferation of trade 
agreements that are now emerging out 
of Latin America, Asia, and with our 
allies in the Middle East. 

Agriculture trade can open up whole 
new markets and provide our country 
with new friends abroad who will be 
able to share in our wealth during pros-
perous times and come to our aid in 
times of need or tragedy. 

However, trade also requires compli-
ance with international agreements. 
While I have been critical of some of 
the provisions in past trade agree-
ments, and will likely have misgivings 
about some future agreements, I under-

stand the importance of the United 

States keeping its word. 
As Senator CONRAD has pointed out 

in committee and on the floor with nu-

merous charts, we don’t support our 
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producers at nearly as high a level as 

our European competitors. Our farmers 

are at a strategic and competitive dis-

advantage. The way to fix this problem 

is with green box payments. Senator 

COCHRAN and Senator ROBERTS are to 

be commended. They have crafted a 

proposal in committee—and I assume 

will be offering it on the floor as well— 

providing the support our farmers need 

while remaining true to our obligations 

abroad. While there may be other pro-

posals that are WTO compliant, few 

would provide the level and assurance 

of support that the Cochran-Roberts 

proposal would. 
The greatest fear of many farmers 

and their lenders in my State is repli-

cating a system where a farmer is not 

certain of the level of support they will 

receive from year to year. This has 

been the fatal flaw with our current 

policy. The rapid phase-out of the 

fixed, AMTA-style payments in the 

Senate version of the farm bill that 

came out of committee is very trou-

bling. That style payment is one of the 

only true green box payments in the 

bill. If the WTO calls for lowering al-

lowable amber box payments, these 

payments may be the only money al-

lowable for safety net purposes. 
While I support moving forward, I be-

lieve the assured levels of assistance in 

S. 1673, the House bill, and the Coch-

ran-Roberts approach are, by far, more 

favorable than some of the other pro-

posals circulating that would diminish 

these payments. 
In addition to trade, conservation is 

a key component of the farm bill, as it 

should be. Our farmers and ranchers 

are stewards of our nation’s natural re-

sources. It is important that incentives 

be available that encourage and reward 

environmental stewardship. It is my 

belief that this is an important compo-

nent of farm policy, but it is a compo-

nent that must be balanced with other 

titles in the bill. 
I strongly support the increased acre-

age for WRP in all of the proposals we 

have seen. CRP has also been an impor-

tant program for Arkansas. In addi-

tion, the Wildlife Habitat Incentives 

Program has also been successful in 

promoting the health of wildlife in Ar-

kansas. These are all good programs. 
While I support these programs, I be-

lieve a balance must be struck. I agree 

with many of my colleagues that this 

is done by strengthening programs we 

know are successful, where we know 

our funding can be maximized to the 

benefit of the environment and the ag-

ricultural sector. 
As we have learned from the last few 

years, a farm bill must provide a safety 

net for producers through a good com-

modity title. A sufficient commodity 

title is absolutely essential in pro-

viding the support needed by our coun-

try’s farmers. Without these programs, 

our farmers would be at an incredible 

competitive disadvantage with our Eu-

ropean counterparts. Many of our 

farmers would simply be put out of 

business.
The farm bill must reflect the needs 

of our country’s producers. It must also 

allow the Congress to avoid the costly 

ad hoc emergency spending that has 

characterized farm policy for a number 

of years. 
Proper funding and allocation of 

these funds is essential in allowing our 

farmers to remain on their farms. 

Without farmers working the land, 

without the type of technical expertise 

present in our country’s agricultural 

sector, we would not have the abun-

dance of nutritious food we enjoy in 

this land. 
Our farmers are indeed the best in 

the world. They are early adopters of 

new technology and enhanced growing 

techniques that allow them to increase 

production while reducing the environ-

mental impact of agricultural activi-

ties. Much of these great strides for-

ward have been the direct result of this 

nation’s commitment to its farmers. 
This Nation has its roots in its fertile 

soil. It is important that we remember 

that agriculture has been, and will con-

tinue to be, a source of great strength 

and security for our country. 
I conclude by emphasizing to my col-

leagues just how important the farm 

bill this year is. It is an absolute must- 

have for our nation’s farmers and rural 

communities. I hope we will move for-

ward quickly and responsibly. 
I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

REED). The Senator from North Da-

kota.
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, are we 

in the postcloture period for debate? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, we 

are.
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, we are 

now, as I understand it, in a 30-hour 

postcloture period following the clo-

ture vote on whether we should proceed 

to consider the farm bill. 
I don’t quite understand this, frank-

ly. We ought not to have had a vote on 

whether we should proceed to the farm 

bill. Of course, we should proceed to 

the farm bill. Who on Earth thinks we 

should not proceed to write a farm bill. 
The current farm bill is a miserable 

failure. Not many people in the Senate 

have farmed under that farm bill, as a 

matter of fact. Those who have had to 

try to raise a family and operate a fam-

ily farm under this current farm bill, 

Freedom to Farm, understand it is a 

miserable failure. The whole premise of 

the current farm bill was a failure. 
The premise was, whatever happens 

in the marketplace, that is all fine and 

that is all farmers need to know. And if 

the marketplace collapses and farmers 

don’t have support for their products 

and they go broke, God bless them; the 

country doesn’t care. America will be 

farmed from California to Maine, and 

we will have giant agrifactories. We 

will still get food on the grocery store 

counters. Under the philosophy of 

Freedom to Farm, family farmers are 

kind of like the little old diner left be-

hind when the interstate highway 

comes through—kind of nice to talk 

about, nice to think about, nice to re-

member, but they are not part of 

today.
People who think that way couldn’t 

be more wrong. The seed bed of family 

values in America has always come 

from family farms. It is the road to 

small towns and big cities and has nur-

tured and refreshed this country in 

many ways. Family farming ought not 

be out of fashion. It ought not be yes-

terday’s policies. It ought to be what 

we aspire for tomorrow’s food supply. 

Family farming ought to be an impor-

tant part of this country. 
Why do we need some special help for 

farmers? Why do we have a farm bill? 

That is a good question. In fact, the 

U.S. Department of Agriculture was 

created in the 1860s by Abraham Lin-

coln with nine employees. My feeling is 

we don’t need a Department of Agri-

culture if the sole purpose is not to fos-

ter a network of families that farm 

this country. If our goal is not to foster 

a network of family producers for 

America’s food supply, then I say put a 

padlock on USDA, turn the key, and 

get rid of it. We don’t need it. 
If the goal, however, is to foster a 

network of family food producers be-

cause we believe, both for social and 

economic purposes, it strengthens and 

enhances this country, then let’s write 

a farm bill that does that. Let’s write 

a farm bill that supports that. The cur-

rent one does not. We haven’t had one 

that supports that for a long while. 
It is interesting, I come from western 

North Dakota, a very sparsely popu-

lated part of the country. We had a lit-

tle dispute recently in western North 

Dakota with prairie dogs. I got right in 

the middle of the dispute. I can’t stay 

out of a dispute like that, I guess, 

much to my detriment. 
Here is the situation. It relates to 

what is happening in western North 

Dakota. We are in western North Da-

kota becoming a wilderness area. There 

is no Federal designation. We don’t 

need one. We are fast losing people. My 

home county was 5,000 people when I 

left it. It is now 3,000 people. I left a 

small county in southwestern North 

Dakota. It is actually pretty big in ge-

ographic size. I left to go off to college. 

It was 5,000 people; now it is 3,000 peo-

ple.
The adjoining county just south of 

the badlands in western North Dakota 

is Slope County, about the same size. 

Actually, it is almost as big as one of 

the small eastern States. It has 900 

people; seven babies were born in that 

county last year. So I come from a part 

of the country that is losing population 

hand over fist. People are moving out, 

not in. 
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Family farmers and ranchers are not 

able to make a living so they leave. 

Their dreams are broken. All that they 

aspired to do to live on the land and 

make a living with their family, all 

those dreams are gone. 
Then this past spring, the U.S. Park 

Service, which is also in western North 

Dakota, had a problem. Out in the bad-

lands of North Dakota we had a little 

picnic area, and it belonged to the tax-

payers and the Federal Government. It 

was our picnic area. The prairie dogs, 

fury little creatures, took over this 

picnic area. Prairie dogs are very much 

like rats except they have a button 

nose and furry on the tail, and they 

multiply quickly. 
So the prairie dogs took over the pic-

nic area. Our Federal Government 

sprang into action. They just sprang 

into action and did an environmental 

assessment—an ‘‘EA,’’ they called it. 

They did a finding of no significant im-

pact—some sort of SNIFF; there are 

acronyms for these major things they 

do. They jumped right into action. You 

know what the conclusion was? If the 

prairie dogs have taken over the picnic 

area, then move the picnic area. It is a 

quarter of a million dollars to move 

the picnic area. 
That doesn’t make much sense to me. 

I said: Why don’t you move the prairie 

dogs? We are not short of prairie dogs, 

we are short of people in western North 

Dakota. We are not short of prairie 

dogs; move them. 
They said: We can’t do that. 
I said: When I was a kid, 14 years old, 

the rats took over our barn and my dad 

asked if we could have a program to 

get rid of the rats. And myself and two 

other 14-year-old boys very quickly 

pointed out to the rats that the dump-

ing grounds for our town was about a 

mile away, and lo and behold we got rid 

of the rats. 
I said: Hire three 14-year-old boys 

from western North Dakota to get rid 

of the prairie dogs, and it won’t cost 

you very much. We will reclaim our 

picnic grounds. 
I said: The point is, I am really inter-

ested that you are going through this 

machination with respect to prairie 

dogs and picnic areas, when I can’t get 

anybody interested in the fact that our 

State in the western part and in most 

rural counties is systematically being 

depopulated. Family farmers are going 

broke, ranchers are going broke, people 

are moving out. We can’t get anybody 

interested in what all that means and 

the consequences of it, but you have a 

few prairie dogs move into a picnic 

area and, by God, the whole Govern-

ment has studies going on and they are 

going to spend money to move picnic 

grounds.
I said that is a strange set of prior-

ities, in my judgment. I have gone off 

a bit, but in fact it is hard to get peo-

ple interested in the real issues. The 

real issues in western North Dakota 

are that family farms are losing their 

shirts. Ranchers have had a big strug-

gle there and people are moving and 

nobody seems to care much. But they 

care about a few prairie dogs. 
As an aside, I lost the issue. They 

moved the picnic grounds. Then, about 

a month later, after all this big con-

troversy, I read in the newspaper that 

a guy from Oklahoma had invented a 

truck—he created a truck with a hose 

on the truck that had a vacuum at-

tached to the hose, and he would stick 

the hose in prairie dog holes and suck 

them out of the holes. And it threw 

them into the back of this truck, which 

he had padded with mattresses so they 

didn’t get hurt. 
I said: That is an interesting ap-

proach—to suck the prairie dogs out of 

the holes and then throw them into 

this truck with mattresses and they 

don’t get hurt. 
Then 2 weeks later, on the national 

news I saw that in Japan they were 

selling prairie dogs for $250 apiece as 

pets. I am thinking to myself that here 

is a solution to a problem. Hire that 

guy from Oklahoma, suck those prairie 

dogs out of the holes, ship them to 

Japan, reduce our Federal trade deficit, 

save the taxpayers a quarter million 

dollars, and reclaim our picnic 

grounds. Of course, that was way too 

simple for the Park Service. 
I digress a bit only to say this: When 

you get a prairie dog problem, you 

have the whole darn Government run-

ning to see what they can do about it. 

But when you have a problem with 

family farmers making a living, who 

invest all they have in the spring to 

plant a seed and get on the tractor to 

plant that seed, and then they hope be-

yond hope that the insects won’t come, 

that it will rain enough—but not too 

much—so they won’t have crop disease, 

that they won’t have hail, and that if 

they are lucky, in the fall they will be 

able to get out there with a combine 

and harvest the grain and put it in a 2- 

ton truck, only to find out when they 

drive that truck with a load of wheat 

to the elevator, the elevator and grain 

trade will tell them: This food you pro-

duced doesn’t have any value. This food 

you produced on your farm doesn’t 

have value. 
That family farmer on that farm 

scratches his head and says: What is 

this about? Our food has no value? 
We have a world in which a half bil-

lion people go to bed every night with 

an ache in their belly because it hurts 

to be hungry, and we are told the food 

we produce in abundance has no value. 

Are we not connecting the dots some-

how? Is something missing here? The 

farmer who is told his food has no 

value goes to the grocery store on the 

way home and picks up a box of puffed 

wheat, or puffed rice, or Rice Crispies, 

or shredded wheat. What they discover 

is that someone discovered that grain 

had value. It wasn’t the person who 

produced it, who risked their money to 

produce it. It was the person that 

puffed it, crisped it, crackled it, popped 

it, put it in the box, and sells it for 100 

times what family farmers are getting 

who took all the risks to produce it. 

There is something fundamentally 

wrong there. 
My point is this: We have struggled 

to write a farm policy that recognizes 

the value and the worth of family 

farmers to this country. Some say: 

Why are farmers different? Why don’t 

you recognize the value and the worth 

of the person on Main Street who runs 

the hardware store, or the barber shop, 

for that matter? Well, the family farm 

is the only enterprise in our country 

that has the risks I have just de-

scribed—planting a seed, borrowing all 

the money they can to plant the seed, 

and hope beyond hope that all the 

other circumstances that could com-

pletely wipe them out financially do 

not do that between when they plant 

the seed and when they harvest it; and 

then they go to the grain elevator with 

no understanding that their product is 

going to have any value at all. They 

are the only small enterprise that has 

all of those concurrent risks at the 

same time. 
The question for this country about 

its security and about the nature of its 

economy is: Do we want to maintain a 

network of family producers producing 

our food or not? It is very simple. Eu-

rope has made that decision. Long ago, 

Europe decided it wants family pro-

ducers to be producing food for Europe. 

Why? Because Europe has been hungry 

in its past and doesn’t want to be hun-

gry again. It believes food production 

by family units is a matter of national 

security for Europe. We ought to be-

lieve the same for the United States. 
I grew up in a town of 300 people. 

When I was a boy, in my hometown, I 

would go on Saturday night to my 

hometown and it was full of cars. The 

barber shop was open until midnight. 

The barber was cutting hair there at 

all hours of the night on Saturday 

night. It was like a festival on Satur-

day evening in my hometown. That is 

not the case anymore. Family after 

family after family have gone broke— 

forced to leave the family farm because 

they could not make a living raising 

their grain and the livestock and sell-

ing them at prices that the grain trade 

and the exchanges provided. 
Now, one might say that is just the 

way things are and there is really 

nothing you can do about that. Europe 

didn’t decide that. They said: We want 

to maintain a network of family pro-

ducers for our national security. We be-

lieve food security is critically impor-

tant, and we want to maintain a net-

work of family farm producers for that 

purpose. Go to Europe and to a small 

town in rural Europe on a Saturday 

night and see what you find. You will 

find that those small towns are alive, 
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as I described my small town was many 

decades ago. They are alive and thriv-

ing. Why? Because the blood vessels 

that create the economy of a small 

town come from family farms to these 

small communities and nourish those 

small communities. 
In many ways, this debate is about 

values. What kind of an economy do we 

want? What do we cherish? What do we 

think is valuable about this country? 

It is always interesting to me that if 

you are big enough, strong enough, 

powerful enough, have enough re-

sources, and you come to this Con-

gress, I am telling you, people stand at 

attention and say, yes, sir; no, sir; 

what do you want, sir. I could give a 

lot of examples of that. 
Tom Paxton wrote a song a long time 

ago, many decades ago when the Con-

gress gave Chrysler Motors a bailout. 

Mr. Paxton, a great folk artist, wrote, 

‘‘I Am Changing My Name to Chrys-

ler.’’ It is interesting, even as we now 

are struggling to get through a motion 

to proceed on a postcloture, 30-hour 

discussion, just to get to the farm bill 

to try to help those families out there, 

even as we do that, we have a package 

to try to stimulate the economy that 

comes over from the House of Rep-

resentatives that says: Do you know 

how we do that? We give Ford a $1 bil-

lion rebate check for the alternative 

minimum taxes they paid in the last 13 

years. We give IBM a $1.4 billion tax re-

bate check for the last 13 years. Maybe 

Mr. Paxton should write a new song 

called ‘‘I Am Changing My Name to 

Ford.’’
The point is this: The individual fam-

ily farmers around this country don’t 

have the kind of clout and power and 

opportunity to access their Govern-

ment that some of the largest enter-

prises in this country do. 
Family farms play an important role 

in our economy and in our culture. For 

social and economic reasons, I believe 

this country ought to want to foster 

and nurture a network of family farm-

ers across this country producing 

America’s food. 
We can do it another way, and in 

some areas we do. In California, they 

have areas where one company milks 

3,500 cows every day three times a day. 

God bless them, in my judgment. They 

have every right to do that. 
I suggest we have a price support 

under the milk produced from about 

100 cows and say: If you want to milk 

120 or 3,020 cows, God bless you, but 

that is at your risk, not ours. We will 

provide a price support of the milk on 

the first 100 cows you milk. That is 

what we ought to do with respect to 

providing a safety net for family farm-

ers.
Let me speak for a moment about the 

farm bill that was written in the Sen-

ate Agriculture Committee. Certainly 

it is not perfect. It is not exactly the 

bill I would write. I would prefer more 

targeting in the bill to be more helpful 
to family-size farms. 

This bill is sure a whole lot better 
than the underlying farm law. I was 
here when we debated Freedom to 
Farm, which I thought was a catas-
trophe and I voted against it, and I am 
pleased I did. I want to see somebody 
stand up in this Chamber and say how 
well Freedom to Farm has worked. It 
almost bankrupted a lot of family 
farmers except for the fact every single 
year we had to pass emergency legisla-
tion to fill the gaps between Freedom 
to Farm which was such a miserable 
Swiss cheese piece of legislation that 
really did not help family farmers at 
all.

When the Freedom to Farm bill was 
passed, we had high grain prices, and 
we had people around here thinking 
that it was going to last forever; we are 
always going to have high grain prices, 
so we will just give these farmers de-
clining payments over 7 years, not with 
respect to what the current market 
prices are; we will just pay them, and 
things will be great. 

It was an absurd proposition. The 
fact is, prices collapsed almost imme-
diately, and they stayed down and they 
are down today. 

The current, underlying farm law 
does not work at all. It is a miserable 
piece of public policy that should never 
have been enacted but was, and we 
have had to make the best of it by the 
end of each year passing some emer-
gency legislation to respond to the 
needs that were unmet in Freedom to 
Farm.

The Senate Agriculture Committee 
has passed legislation that does a pol-
icy U-turn, and that policy U-turn 
says: Let us go back to at least some 
form of countercyclical help, getting 
help only when you need it. That 
makes good sense to me. That counter-
cyclical help is the help that I hope 
will give family farmers a message 
from the U.S. Congress that says: You 
matter; you count; we want you as part 
of America’s future. 

Those Senators who come from farm 
country have had the same kind of 

calls I have had and the same experi-

ence as I have had. Some say: Those 

are anecdotes that are emotional but 

do not mean very much. They mean ev-

erything.
Arlo Schmidt was doing an auction 

sale in North Dakota. He was auc-

tioning a farm that had gone broke. A 

little boy came up to Arlo at the end of 

the auction sale. He was about 8 or 9 

years old, Arlo told me. The little boy 

was angry. He had tears in his eyes. He 

grabbed Arlo Schmidt around the leg, 

looked up at him and said accusingly: 

You sold my dad’s tractor. 
Arlo patted him on the shoulder to 

comfort him some, and the kid would 

have none of it. He said: I wanted to 

drive that tractor when I got big. 
The point is, that little boy felt that 

he, too, wanted a chance to farm, but 

his family lost their dream, and the re-

sult was an auction sale. Those auction 

sales all around the country, those 

poster sales of those broken farms re-

flect a failure of farm policy. 

This is a hungry world. It is an enor-

mously hungry world, and we produce 

food in such great abundance. The eco-

nomic all-stars of food production are 

family farmers. There is something 

fundamentally wrong when we cannot 

make the connections between what we 

produce in great abundance and what 

the world needs. 

As I speak today, there are tens of 

thousands of children who will die from 

hunger and hunger-related causes 

every hour, and nobody thinks much 

about that. I had a friend who was a 

singer many years ago who died in 1981. 

His name was Harry Chapin. He was a 

wonderful singer. He devoted one-half 

of the proceeds of his concerts every 

year to fight world hunger. 

Harry Chapin used to say if every day 

45,000 children die of hunger and hun-

ger-related causes, it is not even in the 

newspaper; there is not even a news 

story about it. But if in New Jersey, 

45,000 people died in one day, it would 

be headlines. The winds of hunger blow 

every minute, every hour, and every 

day, and it is not even newsworthy. We 

have family farmers with hopes and 

dreams to produce America’s food and 

to produce food for the world only to be 

told that which they produce has no 

value. There is something dramatically 

wrong with that. 

I will finish by saying this: I regret 

we are here today dealing with this 

bill. We should have been on this bill 

long ago. I especially regret we had to 

have a vote on a motion to proceed. We 

are having a debate on whether we are 

going to proceed to the agriculture bill. 

I have the deepest respect for Sen-

ator LUGAR of Indiana. I listened to his 

speech. I could not disagree with him 

more. He knows I have spoken many 

times about the Nunn-Lugar program, 

for which I will have admiration for-

ever for Senator LUGAR. What he has 

done in some areas is so wonderful and 

so important to this world. But in agri-

culture policy, I could not disagree 

with him more. 

It is important for us to have aggres-

sive debate about this so that the coun-

try gets the best of what all of us have 

to offer. I am hopeful at the end of the 

day that we will get past this 

postcloture debate, get on the bill, 

offer amendments, and get this bill 

done.

Today is Wednesday. We ought to fin-

ish this bill this week. We ought to 

have a final passage vote on Friday, go 

to conference next week, finish the 

conference report, and put it on Presi-

dent Bush’s desk for signature at the 

end of next week. That is what we 

ought to do. I commit myself to doing 

that. I hope others will as well. 
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Today, let us make that commitment 

to America’s families who are des-

perately trying to make a living and 

hold on to that dream of making the 

family farm work. 
In this hungry world, especially at 

this time when we talk about security, 

food security, and contributing to the 

world’s food supply by our country’s 

economic all-stars, the family farmers, 

it is something that merits the atten-

tion and merits the writing of a good 

farm bill by the Congress, and it merits 

us doing that now, this week, and next 

week, and finishing that product so we 

can have the President sign it before 

the end of this year. 
Mr. President, I yield the floor and 

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. THOMAS. 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. THOMAS. Mr. President, are we 

on the farm bill? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are 

on the motion to proceed to the farm 

bill.
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I want 

to talk about the farm bill for a mo-

ment. I have been listening to my 

friend from North Dakota talk in gen-

eral terms of where we ought to be and 

what we want to do for the world, but 

we have not talked about how we get 

there.
There ought to be some target, in-

stead of talking about having food. 

That is great. The fact is, we are talk-

ing about a policy. Look at this bill. It 

was brought up to the Chamber this 

morning. There is a lot of detail in this 

legislation. What we need to be talking 

about and have been talking about but 

have not completed is a vision of where 

we want to go, what do we want agri-

culture and our food system to be in 10 

or 15 years. 
My colleagues talk about the politics 

of it, of course, and that is great. They 

can talk about distributing funds to ev-

eryone, and that is great. All of us 

want some safety net in agriculture, 

and we will work to do that, but we 

have to go beyond that and take a look 

at how we get there and what is the 

best way to do that. 
Quite frankly, I have been involved 

in agriculture. My friend was talking 

about coming from a town of 300. I 

come from Wapiti, WY. That is not 

even a town; it is a post office. 
I know a little about agriculture. 

That has been my life as well, a dif-

ferent kind of agriculture to be sure, 

and that is one of the issues. There are 

all kinds of agriculture with which we 

have to deal. The Bush administration 

took a look at it and they had a state-

ment I thought was good. They believe 

farm policy should ensure compat-

ibility between domestic and trade ob-

jectives.
Have we talked about that? No, we 

have not. Support open markets. Did 

we talk about markets? No, we did not. 

Provide market-oriented farm safety 

net? I think all of us want to do that, 

not create undue uncertainty. These 

are the principles we ought to have as 

we move forward. 
I am a member of the Agriculture 

Committee. I am a new member of the 

Agriculture Committee this year, as a 

matter of fact. The idea of finishing on 

Friday bothers me a little bit because 

this bill was jammed through the com-

mittee in time that most of us did not 

even have a chance to take a look at 

what was being proposed. It was 

brought up when we, quite frankly, 

ought to have been dealing with our 

economic stimulus package. 
We ought to be dealing with doing 

the appropriations and those matters 

that really have impact. The farm bill 

does not expire until next August. I am 

one who thinks, yes, we ought to go for 

it after we get back in January so 

farmers will have some idea, before 

planting time, as to what they look 

forward to in the future. But the idea 

that we take something like this that 

hardly anyone in this whole place has 

looked at and pass it in 2 days is crimi-

nal, and I hope that does not happen. 
I objected as we went through this 

bill a time or two simply because we 

have not had an opportunity to look at 

various complicated titles, and they 

are complicated. We were asked to deal 

with titles such as conservation, for ex-

ample, in a markup in the morning 

when we did not even get the language 

until some of the staff got it at mid-

night the night before. I do not think 

that is a very responsible way to deal 

with a bill that is as important as this 

Agriculture bill. It is my opinion the 

committee moved much too quickly. 

We did not have an opportunity to find 

out what was in the particular title, 

whether it be marketing titles, com-

petition titles, conservation titles, or 

commodity titles. 
Did we have a chance to talk a little 

bit about the projected ideas and the 

proposals with people at home in the 

business? No, we did not. We did not 

even receive the language until mid-

night the night before the markup. 
So I think we need to take a little 

time and look at all the aspects. Agri-

culture is a complicated industry ev-

erywhere. In every State, it is a little 

different. I am from Wyoming. Our 

largest activity, of course, is livestock, 

mostly cattle, some sheep, but we also 

have crops. Interestingly enough, our 

largest cash crop in Wyoming is sugar 

beets. So each of us is different. As we 

went through this in the committee, 

people were talking about cranberries, 

about cherries, about apples. That is 

okay, but it takes a little time to put 

together a responsible kind of policy to 

deal with those issues. 
During the time the committee was 

working on the bill, we never did get 

overall scoring. We never did get a real 

look at what it was going to cost. In-

deed, after the committee was directly 

forced to deal with it before it was 

brought to the Senate, changes had to 

be made which we did not even have 

anything to do with. That is not the 

system I believe ought to be used in 

this place, especially when we are talk-

ing about something as complicated 

and far-reaching that impacts as many 

people as does a policy for farming. 
As we went through the bill, the 

chairman would talk about a reconcili-

ation process, that after we have waded 

through the first part of it we could 

come back and do it. We did not even 

get a chance to look at the reconcili-

ation until it is now being considered. 

So I have to say that as interested as I 

am—and as I said, my own background 

is in agriculture. I have always been in-

volved with agriculture, so I am very 

much interested in it, not only because 

of whom I represent in Wyoming but 

because I am personally very inter-

ested in a successful agriculture that 

has some opportunity to be market-ori-

ented so we are producing those com-

modities that the market requests, so 

that we can build new markets over-

seas, which we have to do in order to 

have a program of that kind. So it is a 

complicated matter, and we really need 

to move on with that. 
As I have said repeatedly, I asked for 

a little more time in the committee, 

but we did not get it so we will deal 

with it as we are, and there will be 

amendments we can take a look at. 

Quite frankly, we may be dealing with 

Defense appropriations before this is 

completed. We may be dealing with 

economic stimulus. In any event, we 

ought to be taking a look at where we 

want to be over time. We ought to pro-

mote the idea of family farms instead 

of the big corporate farms, of course, so 

that families can afford to stay on 

those farms and be effective. We need 

to find additional markets. 
We produce more than we are going 

to consume. So in order to be an effec-

tive industry, we have to find markets 

and move there. I think we have to be 

very careful, as we are in this trade 

business, that the things we do will fit 

into trade, the so-called green box, the 

WTO, or the amber box. If we find we 

do not have these payments that fit 

into the WTO rules, then we have some 

difficulties in being able to do that. 
I happen to think one of the most im-

portant issues we ought to look at is 

conservation. In my part of the world— 

and I think it may be even more impor-

tant other places—people would like to 

see open space remain. One of the best 

ways to do that is to have successful 

agriculture, of course. We need to do 

that.
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There are a great many things we 

must do and I think we can do. I think 

there is more emphasis on conserva-

tion, whether it is grasslands or wheth-

er it is timber or whether it is crop 

lands itself. These are the kinds of 

things we need to think about. We need 

to have a thoughtful bill which we have 

time to discuss and not jam through 

because of the political expediency of 

getting it done before this year is over. 

I do not think that is the best reason 

to come up with something that has 

not had the kind of consideration and 

thought we look forward to having. 
Mr. President, how much time do I 

have?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

cloture, each Senator may speak up to 

1 hour. 
Mr. THOMPSON. Very well. I am not 

going to take up the 1 hour. I yield to 

my friend from Indiana. 
Mr. LUGAR. May I respond to the 

distinguish Senator? In the event the 

Senator does not use his hour, if he 

were to yield the balance of that time 

to me, that would be helpful in the ex-

pedition of the debate. But the Senator 

should be prepared to utilize his full 

hour.
Mr. THOMPSON. No, I am not going 

to utilize the full hour. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming has yielded time to 

the Senator from Indiana. 
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, the 

forum we are attempting to adopt is 

one in which a Senator yields time to 

me as manager of the bill as sort of a 

time bank. I will explain for all Mem-

bers I am allotted only 1 hour under 

the rule. I can accumulate as much as 

2 more hours by such allocation from 

Senators, which I seek to do simply to 

expedite the debate during those times 

when there are no other Senators 

present to speak. 
In that event, will the Senator yield 

whatever time he has remaining when 

he completes his speech? 
Mr. THOMPSON. I yield the remain-

der of my time to the Senator from In-

diana.
Mr. LUGAR. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia. 
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I rise in 

support of the committee-passed farm 

bill and to express my hope that we can 

complete action on it quickly. 
First, let me commend Chairman 

HARKIN and the majority leader for 

their fine work in meeting the needs of 

the Senators from different regions of 

this great and diverse country. We all 

have unique needs. It is not easy to ad-

dress all of them and to bring them to-

gether. I thank the chairman, again, 

for his efforts to do so. 
I think we have come up with a good 

farm bill, worthy of passage. This legis-

lation provides a critical income safety 

net for American farmers. It includes 

an unprecedented $20 billion increase in 

conservation spending. It substantially 

increases allocations for nutrition, for 

rural development, and forestry pro-

grams. This bill meets the needs of our 

rural communities while remaining 

within the budget authority. 
I am also pleased that the chairman 

has included an energy title in the leg-

islation that provides incentives for al-

ternative fuel technologies. The energy 

debate over the past few days only so-

lidifies the need for further advance-

ments in alternative fuels. 
Let me take a moment to focus on a 

major reform that is in this bill, a 

major reform of the peanut program. In 

a place such as Washington, where talk 

of eliminating a program is as rare as 

spotting a whooping crane, we are now 

ready to eliminate the Depression-era 

peanut quota program from our Na-

tion’s $4 billion peanut industry. That 

is worth repeating. Some may think 

they heard me incorrectly. 
There is a provision in this bill to 

eliminate the old peanut quota system. 

For decades this system served the 

South well. For decades it provided 

economic security to some of our coun-

try’s poorest areas and it guaranteed 

the domestic market a safe, high-qual-

ity source of peanuts. 
But all of that changed when NAFTA 

and GATT were passed. These agree-

ments effectively ended the peanut 

program as we know it. Trade protec-

tions for peanuts were ratcheted down. 

Imports gradually increased and farm-

ers’ quotas were reduced. In the 1996 

farm bill, Congress had decided to re-

quire farmers to cover peanut program 

losses, making it a no-net-cost to the 

Government. That sounded good politi-

cally, but it failed to make peanuts 

more competitive on the world market 

and it certainly did not quell imports. 
Peanut producers have faced up to 

this competitive reality. The vast ma-

jority are willing to finally give up a 

program that has served them well for 

more than 60 years. Yes, it is going to 

cost some money to compensate quota 

holders for their losses, but it would be 

unthinkable for the Government not to 

compensate farm families for their 

property. There has to be a bridge be-

tween the old system and the new sys-

tem, and this bill gives us one. It 

makes that necessary transition and it 

does it in a fair way. 
At a time when we are searching for 

the best ways to stimulate our econ-

omy, this farm bill is the greatest 

stimulus we can provide to rural Amer-

ica. It will give that economy an in-

stant boost. 
If we do not act, I can tell you what 

the scenario will be in Georgia and in 

other parts of this country. If we do 

not pass a farm bill now, local banks 

will make a fraction of their tradi-

tional farm loans. Farmers without fi-

nancing will either get out of farming 

or declare bankruptcy. Who will suffer 

then? I will tell you who. Those farm-

ers, those families in fragile rural 

areas where the economy is driven by 

the feedstore and the family restaurant 

and the local car dealership. 
With many textile plants and other 

industries leaving the rural South, 

these farmers have fewer and fewer 

places to turn. In rural Georgia, the 

challenge today is just to stay afloat. 

It is becoming tougher by the day. Our 

Nation’s great prosperity over the past 

decade, unfortunately, has not always 

filtered down to these rural areas. We 

have failed to bring many of these com-

munities along economically, and it 

shows.
We have spent a lot of time looking 

out for Wall Street, and well we should. 

Now it is time we look out for Main 

Street. We need to help places such as 

Moultrie, GA, and Driver, AR, and 

Seagraves, TX. Our Nation is focused 

on the September 11 attacks, and right-

ly so. But let us not forget that agri-

culture has been mired in a 5-year dis-

aster, devastated by bad weather and 

bad prices. Almost every year in this 

body we have had to provide supple-

mental appropriations. We need this 

new farm bill to stop the cycle. 
The time is now for a new farm bill. 

We must act before adjourning for the 

year. We cannot go home for Christmas 

with generous, bountiful gifts for cer-

tain segments of our economy but only 

ashes and switches for our farmers. 
Mr. SANTORUM. Will the Senator 

yield for 1 minute? 
Mr. MILLER. Yes. 
Mr. SANTORUM. I just want to say 

to the Senator from Georgia, I con-

gratulate you and commend you. For 

many years we have had battles in the 

peanut program between those who are 

peanut consumers in large consump-

tion States and those who are pro-

ducers, but you have stepped in and 

provided great leadership for your 

growers through this transition proc-

ess. I am very privileged and pleased to 

join you in a truly unique situation. I 

think it has not been seen here since 

the peanut program was instituted. 

Those who are the consumers of pea-

nuts and those who are the growers of 

peanuts have found common ground to 

work on a piece of legislation that will 

transition us into a whole new era in 

peanut production. 
I commend the Senator for his great 

leadership from a great peanut-pro-

ducing State, to help shepherd his 

growers into a much more market-ori-

ented approach to growing peanuts. I 

commend the Senator for his great ef-

fort.
Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator for 

his remarks. He is one who has studied 

this program closely in the past. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-

SON of Nebraska). The Senator from 

Virginia.
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I rise 

today to offer my concerns over the ac-

tion of the Senate in proceeding to the 
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Farm Bill, notwithstanding the nice di-

alog between the Senator from Penn-

sylvania and my good friend from a fel-

low peanut-growing State, the Senator 

from Georgia, Mr. MILLER.
I understand the desire to make im-

provements in the existing farm bill. 

There should be improvements made. 

From what I can tell, the House-passed 

bill and the Senate-Agriculture-Com-

mittee-reported bill have several very 

worthy provisions. 
No one can argue against the need for 

a strong farm bill. Indeed, it is a high 

priority, and I certainly will not dis-

agree with that. In my home State, the 

Commonwealth of Virginia, agriculture 

accounts for a significant part of our 

diverse economy. Agriculture creates 

approximately 388,000 jobs in Virginia, 

which is about 10 percent of the total 

jobs statewide. 
Virginia agriculture contributes 

about $19.5 billion to Virginia’s gross 

State product, or 11.2 percent of the 

total GSP. 
Farms cover 8.8 million acres, or 34 

percent of Virginia’s total land area. 

There are 49,000 farms in Virginia. 

Most farms in Virginia are smaller 

farms, but there are 49,000 of them. 

Again, a strong farm bill is very impor-

tant to Virginia. 
I do applaud the work of the com-

mittee in drafting this bill. However, I 

have several concerns and I cannot 

agree with moving forward on this bill 

right now. Let me elaborate on these 

several concerns. 
Number one, this is not the right 

time to deal with this bill. The current 

farm bill, with whatever flaws it may 

have and whatever improvements need 

to be made to that bill, does not expire 

until the end of fiscal year 2002, which 

is September 30 of next year. We are al-

ready several months into the fiscal 

year 2002. It is simply unfair to our 

hard-working men and women to make 

any changes to this legislation that 

may harm their income in the middle 

of the current year. They just finished 

the fall harvest and are now involved 

in planning, buying, and leasing for the 

next planting. It would be like lining 

up to kick a field goal and having the 

goalpost moved after you kick the ball. 

After you kick it, nobody is allowed to 

move the goalpost back. That simply 

would not be fair. It is a terrible way 

to make changes, whether it is in the 

peanut program in particular in Vir-

ginia or any other sort of program 

when farmers are making these deci-

sions.
The second problem I have with this 

measure being brought up now is that 

Americans have much more pressing 

problems to deal with rather than 

changing a law that doesn’t expire for 

another 10 or 11 months. We are at war. 

Financing this war is important, and 

making sure that the men and women 

in uniform have adequate compensa-

tion is important. It is important that 

they have the armaments and the most 

technologically advanced equipment 

for protecting our interests at home 

and abroad. We need to be worrying 

about that and dealing with the crisis 

of terrorism. That must be dealt with 

now.
The Defense appropriations bill: We 

need to be dealing with proper funding 

for our Defense Department. 
Overall appropriations: The Senate 

and the House have not completed 

work on all the fiscal year 2002 appro-

priations bills, yet we are considering a 

bill and a law that has not expired and 

will not expire until the end of fiscal 

year 2002. 
Sometimes I may have a hard time 

getting used to the logic of the Federal 

Government—trying to change a bill 

that has 10 months of validity to it 

while not even taking care of bills that 

should have been financing our mili-

tary or schools since the first of Octo-

ber. These are supposed to be 5-year 

farm bills. There is a logic to making 

this a four-year bill. There is a predict-

ability that allows farmers to plan 

ahead and make investments so that 

they will grow the best crop possible to 

provide for their families. That bill 

doesn’t expire until late next year, and 

here we are arguing that issue. 
Meanwhile, we are in a war, and we 

are not dealing with the Defense Ap-

propriations bill or the Labor-HHS Ap-

propriations Bill. As far as I am con-

cerned, these appropriations bills are 

some of the primary functions we serve 

as Members of Congress. The one thing 

we have to do each and every year is 

fund the government. We haven’t com-

pleted that task yet. Those bills should 

have been completed before October of 

this year. Here we are fiddling around 

and debating a very important measure 

with important implications, but again 

not taking care of the things that are 

most timely. 
We have emergency appropriations, 

and $20 billion in appropriations still 

has to be finalized by Congress con-

cerning response to the September 11 

terrorist attacks. Congress has yet to 

spend the $20 billion appropriated por-

tion of the war on terrorism for emer-

gency security, response, and recovery 

efforts This issue should be on our 

plate right now for action rather than 

the farm bill. 
Economic stimulus: We realize our 

economy has a great deal of consterna-

tion. Consumer confidence is low. Busi-

nesses are not investing. Jobs are being 

lost. An economic stimulus package, 

something that will help spur con-

sumer spending and business invest-

ment and thereby the creation of more 

jobs rather than the loss of jobs—that 

should be a priority. That is a clear 

and pressing need for the people of 

America right now, not a law that ex-

pires in October of next year. 
Getting hard-working Americans 

back to work is a priority. Our econ-

omy has lost thousands and thousands 
of jobs and these job losses are not 
unique to the airline or tourism indus-
try, or even to New York or Virginia. 
They are felt in every corner of the 
country and in every industry. As the 
Senator from Georgia mentioned, we 
have lost a lot of textile jobs in the 
South. In Southside, VA, 2,300 jobs 
were just lost at VF Imagewear in the 
Henry County area—in the heart of 
Virginia.

The President’s back-to-work pack-
age is a way to help those folks who 
are out of work—hopefully tempo-
rarily—with their health care as well 
as with their unemployment benefits. 
We need to help these people through 
tough times and most importantly, 
strengthen the economy to enable 
them to get back to work. That is a 
part of the stimulus package that I 
wish we were arguing, debating, and 
acting upon at this moment. But we 
are fiddling with this bill that doesn’t 
expire until next year. 

Nominees: The President ought to 
have his team in place. I know the Sen-
ator from Georgia at one time was an 
executive. They need their own team in 
place to respond and to effectuate their 
philosophy, to act upon the principles, 
promises and policies that they enun-
ciated to the American people. Yet the 
President has not gotten the deserved 
attention to have his nominees for key 
administration positions—whether it is 
in the State Department, judicial 
arena, or in other areas. 

I think the Government needs to 
have capable people to do the work of 
the Government. Senator BOND spoke
on this matter earlier and I agree with 
his remarks. 

Energy legislation: I very much agree 
on the need to pass comprehensive en-
ergy legislation that deals with both 
supply and demand issues. That is a 
positive aspect of this farm bill that 
the Senator from Georgia, Mr. MILLER,
brought up. Fuel cells and new tech-
nologies are very important. We can’t 
keep doing things the same old way. 
We need to have a diversity of fuels and 
not be so dependent on foreign oil. I 
would like to see us become more en-
ergy independent in this country so 
that we are not jerked around by mon-
archs or others in the Middle East for 
our reliance on oil, which matters a 
great deal for our economy, and clearly 
it matters to farmers. When diesel 
prices or gas prices are skyrocketing, 
they are put in quite a bind. 

An energy bill, which has consisted 
been advocated by Senator MURKOWSKI

of Alaska, is something we have been 
trying to deal with for this entire year. 
It is an important issue that has been 
dealt with in the House and deserves 
the Senates attention. 

We are at war in Afghanistan. We 
also have a war on the homefront as 
well. We have become the target of do-
mestic terrorism that is accurately de-
scribed as war. We need to make sure 
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that in our homeland we have the right 

safety and security—not just abroad 

but here at home as well. 
The farm bill, in my view, is not a 

piece of legislation that should be 

rushed into. I believe Senator CONRAD

accurately portrayed why we may be 

pushing this legislation forward. He ex-

plained that issue very well. He said: 

‘‘The money is in the budget now. If we 

do not use the money, it will very like-

ly not be available next year.’’ While 

what the Senate Budget Committee 

says may be true, it is not a good rea-

son to rush through floor consideration 

on a piece of legislation as important 

as this one. The farm bill is an impor-

tant matter. It merits time, consider-

ation, and full debate on the floor. 

With all of the other priorities that the 

Senate really must consider prior to 

recess, it doesn’t make sense to hold 

them up for the farm bill. 
I am not a member of the Agriculture 

Committee and was therefore not able 

to offer amendments in the committee. 

I look forward to the opportunity to 

work with committee members and po-

tentially offer amendments on the 

floor.
I also understand that the committee 

markup was not very open to amend-

ments. While I am sure there was a sig-

nificant amount of wonderful work 

done by the chairman on the bill, I 

know there are significant differences 

even within the Agriculture Com-

mittee. These differences are obvious 

even to someone who is not on the 

committee. Especially when you look 

at the number of competing bills intro-

duced by committee members them-

selves. First there is the Harkin bill 

which was passed by the committee. 

There is a Lugar substitute, and the 

Cochran-Roberts substitute is a third 

measure. There is a fourth measure 

being considered, the House-passed bill, 

and the fifth is the Lincoln-Hutchinson 

bill.
I heard from people all across Vir-

ginia about many of the positive 

changes that several of these bills 

would make. However, I also heard 

from Virginia peanut farmers who have 

a different view than peanut farmers 

maybe in Oklahoma, or New Mexico, or 

Texas, or even the Empire State of the 

South, Georgia. That is my third con-

cern. The peanut farmers in Virginia 

may very well go out of business with 

this measure as written. This new pea-

nut program will hurt the income of 

hard-working Virginia peanut farmers. 
In 1996, when the Federal Govern-

ment last debated the farm bill, the 

target price was lowered from $670 per 

ton down to the current level of $610 

per ton. This $610-per-ton level is not 

due to expire until the end of fiscal 

year 2002—September 30, 2002. 
These peanut-growing farmers in Vir-

ginia have sense and practicality. They 

have already entered into agreements 

for land. They have entered into agree-

ments for equipment leases as well as 

renting quota for the upcoming grow-

ing season. They will be planting in 

Virginia only about 5 to 6 months from 

now. That is simply the planting, and 

these farmers are certainly in the 

midst of preparation prior to planting 

right now. 
This farm bill will change their rev-

enue stream after they have already 

entered into contracts based upon the 

provisions in the current farm bill. 

People in the real world think that law 

doesn’t expire until September 30 of 

2002. They think that law is going to be 

there. They make decisions based on 

that law. Here we are debating chang-

ing the rules on them. 
The bottom line is that it is simply 

not fair. It is not fair to our hard-work-

ing farmers who have to be dealing 

with a moving target. 
I have been working on these issues 

with members of the committee and 

other concerned Senators and look for-

ward to the opportunity to make some 

changes that will benefit the hard- 

working family of peanut growers in 

Virginia and, indeed, every farmer, re-

gardless of crop throughout our coun-

try.
Virginia’s peanut farms cannot with-

stand another 10-percent reduction in 

the price of peanuts as we saw back in 

1996. This current farm bill, as pro-

posed, will do just that and then some. 

Virginia has about 76,000 acres of pea-

nuts and 4,000 peanut growing farmers. 

The crop brought in $60 million to the 

State’s economy last year. While these 

numbers may not look large to some 

Senators who have large corporate 

farms in their States, these peanut 

farms are the basis of many local rural 

communities, particularly in south-

eastern Virginia. And there are dif-

ferent types of peanuts. I am not going 

to name every one, but in Virginia we 

grow the jumbo—the nice, big peanuts. 

You may see the brands Whitley’s or 

the Virginia Diner peanuts, the Han-

cock peanuts, the blanched peanuts. 

Those are Virginia-style or sometimes 

called Virginia-Carolina style pea-

nuts—the jumbos, the big peanuts, not 

the small, little redskin peanuts or the 

Spanish peanuts, goobers, or runters. 

Those are all fine peanuts as well. You 

just have to eat two of them for every 

one of a Virginia peanut. They are 

probably just as great for peanut but-

ter and candies. 
Most of the States are different. Vir-

ginia grows this different type of pea-

nut. While it is larger, it does get a 

lower yield per acre than you would 

with the smaller peanuts, and they also 

have a higher cost per acre. Our peanut 

farmers in Virginia risk having their 

revenue cut to a point where they will 

lose money on each pound that is pro-

duced. Again, it is a different peanut 

than is grown in other regions of the 

country. And while that raises our 

costs, it unfortunately does not often 

equally raise the price that the farmer 
receives. So a tough situation now 
would just become disastrous if this 
measure became law in the middle of 
this year, or, for that matter, even 
after 2002. 

The situation here is one where our 
economy would be affected. The farm-
ers, in particular, who have purchased 
equipment, who have made leases on 
equipment, on implements, on fer-
tilizer—I know the Presiding Officer 
understands because in his State they 
have a lot of good rural communities— 
if there is a good crop that brings in a 
good yield, sure, that helps the farmer, 
the implement dealer, those who sell 
feed or seed or fertilizer, but it also has 
an impact on the entire community 
with the money that comes into the 
businesses there, such as grocery stores 
and restaurants. It has a big impact on 
that economy through both direct and 
indirect means. 

Having met this summer with a great 
deal of peanut growers in southeastern 
Virginia, it reminded me of when I saw 
the tobacco farmers just a few years 
ago, where they were trying to get the 
best yield per acre they could get and 
they were under attack by officious 
nannies from Washington, who are 
looking to reform somebody else’s 
habit, and here are these communities 
wondering how they are going to sur-
vive. They are simply hard-working 
law abiding men and women trying to 
provide for their families. And these 
proposed changes don’t only affect 
them—it affects their whole commu-
nity. It is not a matter of humor nor to 
be taken lightly. Their livelihoods are 
at stake. 

So I say, number one, this is not the 
right time to change the law before it 
expires. Let the law expire before you 
change these laws affecting these pea-
nut farmers. Number two, we have 
much more pressing issues on which to 
be focusing our current attention and 
our brainpower, whether it is sup-
porting our war effort, addressing our 
economy, getting people back to work 
or gaining energy independence. And 
number three, I think this would have 
a terrible impact on Virginia’s peanut 
farmers and their communities. 

I find it completely wrong for the 
Federal Government to change, at this 
time, a law that many good, decent, 
hard-working, law-abiding citizens 
have relied on. To do that would put a 
lot of people out of business. And any 
new law should take effect after the 
end of the current farm bill. 

So with that, Mr. President, I thank 
you for your attention. I thank my col-
leagues for their attention. And I hope 
to be able to work with all of you in 
the months ahead to come up with a 
peanut program that is good for the 
taxpayers, and also one that allows 
Americans to enjoy the benefits of 
good, wholesome, nutritious peanuts as 
well, and takes into account fair prac-
tices as far as legislating up here. And 
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we should not change laws before they 
expire, especially when so many people 
have relied on those laws. I especially 
hope that Virginia peanuts will always 
be around for all of us to enjoy. 

With that, under the provisions of 
rule XXII, I yield my remaining time 
to the ranking member of the com-
mittee, Senator LUGAR.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right. 

The Senator from Colorado. 
Mr. ALLARD. Who controls the 

time?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

cloture, there is no control of time. 
Each Senator has a maximum of 1 
hour.

Mr. ALLARD. One hour. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 

hour.
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I thank 

you for recognizing me and giving me 
an opportunity to rise today to talk 
about the farm bill which the Senate is 

debating. I would also like to thank 

and commend the Ranking Member of 

the Agriculture Committee Senator 

LUGAR for his leadership during this 

debate. As a member of the Senate Ag-

riculture Committee, I participated in 

the drafting of the bill which we are 

now about to consider. Also, when I 

was in the House of Representatives, 

some 5 years back, with the passage of 

the freedom to farm bill, I was on the 

Agriculture Committee on the House 

side.
I think this is a great opportunity for 

us to do some good things to help agri-

culture in this country. However, it is 

an opportunity to do the wrong thing. 

I do think we have to be careful about 

moving forward too quickly on some of 

this legislation without giving our 

farmers and our ranchers and the agri-

cultural interests in our various States 

an opportunity to study what is in the 

bill to give us a full assessment of how 

it is going to impact businesses in their 

various States. 
In the State of Colorado, agriculture 

is very important. We have always 

worked on trying to have a broad, di-

versified economy. So we have other 

industries and other sources that 

broaden out our economic base in the 

State.
For example, in Weld County, this is 

a county frequently recognized as one 

of the largest agricultural producing 

counties in the country, usually rated 

in the top 5, based on gross agricul-

tural dollars that are brought in. 
I have another county in north-

eastern Colorado that produces a lot of 

corn. It is one of the largest corn-pro-

ducing counties in the country. Again, 

this varies a little bit depending on 

weather and how yields come out year 

to year. So certainly agriculture is im-

portant to the State of Colorado. 
As a member of the State senate—I 

also served on the agriculture com-

mittee in that body—we continually 

worked to have a broad base. 

In the State of Colorado, not only do 

we have some counties that contribute 

considerably to agriculture in the 

country, but they also add a lot of op-

portunity for other businesses in the 

State of Colorado to develop added 

value to those agricultural products. 
We all want to do the right thing and 

help the agricultural economy. But ev-

eryone needs to have the opportunity 

to review the legislation to understand 

how it effects them. This is not the bill 

that was reported out of committee, 

however, nor the one which was intro-

duced on November 27. So it has been a 

little difficult to determine what is ex-

actly contained in this particular bill. 

Farmers in Colorado, as best I can fig-

ure out, would probably do best under 

the Cochran-Roberts proposal. But, 

again, we need more time, more oppor-

tunity to talk with farmers in the 

State of Colorado. 
We certainly have different types of 

operations. Some of them that we have 

in Colorado are strictly ranching oper-

ations. We have a lot of wheat oper-

ations, irrigated agriculture—vegeta-

bles. We need time in our office to 

begin to assess how these various agri-

cultural operations are going to be im-

pacted by a bill as complicated as the 

farm bill that we are about to consider 

on the floor of the Senate. 
This has been an interesting process 

to go through this past couple of 

months as we have attempted to draft 

a bill. I have been somewhat skeptical, 

as we drew to a conclusion to get a bill 

here to the floor. The current farm bill, 

the Freedom to Farm bill, does not ex-

pire until September 2002. Again, I do 

not fully understand why it is so im-

portant we push forward so quickly be-

cause I think input from our agricul-

tural interests in our respective States 

is very important. If this goes through 

too quickly, they will be divorced of 

that opportunity to have their input to 

their Representatives so they can have 

an impact on the agricultural legisla-

tion.
I was a member of the House Agri-

culture Committee and supported the 

provisions contained within Freedom 

to Farm. I did not think it was nec-

essary to rewrite the bill a year earlier. 

But here we are, ready to rewrite the 

farm bill. 
It is complicated. As I stated, I have 

some problems and concerns about the 

legislation and how this bill moved for-

ward. This has been a trying time for 

the Senate, for example, with the an-

thrax problems we have had in the 

Hart Building which has impacted 

some 50 of our colleagues. It has been 

difficult for them to get in touch with 

their records that are embargoed with-

in the building. It has made it difficult 

for colleagues who have been on the 

Agriculture Committee—and I suspect 

it would have an impact on Members 

here on the floor—to evaluate what 

their positions are, as far as a major 

piece of legislation such as the agri-
culture bill, without full access to 
their office resources and files. 

So as we move forward in an expedi-
tious manner, we put certain Members 
of this body at a disadvantage. We have 
to be sensitive to their needs and their 
desire to do the best job and represent 
their constituents. 

In my office, we have been hosting 
several staffers of Senator CRAIG THOM-
AS. I am sure it has been difficult to 
continue to operate throughout this 
process. It is an unfortunate situation, 
and I am sure it has not helped the 
drafting of sound legislation. 

As for the process with which the 
farm bill moved through the Senate 
Agriculture Committee, we were not 
receiving legislative language until 
about 1 to 2 a.m. in the morning on the 
same day of the bill markup. It was 
hardly sufficient time to fully analyze 
and assess its impacts. 

Generally speaking, most of the ti-
tles were agreed to on a bipartisan 
basis. As the Chair knows, so many of 
these issues break out on a commodity 
basis and not on a partisan basis. 

During the committee markup, I did 
support an alternative commodity title 
offered by my colleagues, Senators 
ROBERTS and COCHRAN. The funda-
mental component was the establish-
ment of farm savings accounts. 

Rather than continue to rely on Fed-
eral subsidies during bad times for 
farmers, many in Congress believe 
farmers and ranchers should have the 
opportunity to set up accounts to set 
aside income during the years in which 
their income is high so that they could 
then withdraw funds in years when 
their incomes are low. Unfortunately, 
this alternative was defeated in com-
mittee.

I see this provision becoming more 
important as we see the price of imple-
ments used in farming, for example, 
get more expensive. If you have a large 
farm operation, it is not unusual to see 
somebody spend $100,000 for a tractor. I 
remember when I was a young lad 
working in the hay field, we had a 
large tractor. We spent $4,000 or $5,000 
on it. When you have high costs on 
your implements, that means you have 
to accumulate savings over the years 
in order to be able to afford that trac-
tor.

If you have a year when you have a 
good return on your commodity prices 
and the farm does well, you may end up 
with a considerable amount of income. 
But you find yourself as a farmer get-

ting kicked into higher income tax 

brackets. So instead of being able to 

set that aside for investments that will 

help you be a better farmer and 

produce better in future years, you find 

you have to hand the dollars over to 

the Federal Government. So the idea of 

the farm savings accounts is, during 

those years when you have a lot of rev-

enues coming in, you can set that aside 

for future years. 
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Then when you get into years when 

you don’t have as much return on your 

crops, then you can carry those profits 

forward and distribute them out over 

the years. That has profound impact on 

farm operations today and is some-

thing that should be implemented. 
I indicate my strong support for an 

upcoming amendment to be offered by 

Senators ROBERTS and COCHRAN. When 

putting a farm bill together, my philos-

ophy is to let farmers do what they do 

best, and get the Government out of 

the farm. Unfortunately, the farm bill 

that came out of committee and which 

is now being considered does not do 

that. It moves us back towards more 

Government intervention and less to-

wards free markets and free enterprise. 
Senators ROBERTS and COCHRAN are

to be commended for developing a 

sound alternative to that which came 

through the committee. This is a solid 

proposal they are going to introduce. It 

needs serious consideration by the Sen-

ate.
An important component of the farm 

bill is the research title. As a veteri-

narian, this is an area in which I be-

lieve strongly. If we are going to con-

tinue to have an abundant and safe 

food supply, we need to continue to 

fund our Nation’s research priorities. I 

was able to include two provisions 

which I believe are extremely impor-

tant.
The first allows for research on infec-

tious animal disease research and ex-

tension to allow grants for developing 

programs for prevention and control 

methodologies for animal infectious 

diseases that impact trade, including 

vesicular stomatitis, bovine tuber-

culosis, transmissible spongiform 

encephalopathy, brucellosis and E. coli 

0157:H7 infection, which is the patho-

genic form of E. coli infections. 
It also set aside laboratory tests for 

quicker detection of infected animals 

and the presence of diseases among 

herds, and prevention strategies, in-

cluding vaccination programs. 
This is becoming a smaller world. 

Not only do we need to be concerned 

about diseases that are naturally oc-

curring, but we need to be aware and 

cognizant of the potential impact of 

diseases that don’t occur. For example, 

we saw the profound impact of hoof and 

mouth disease in countries such as 

England and the devastating impact on 

the livestock industry in that country. 

We need to make sure that we have the 

research in place in this country where 

we can develop modern technologies 

and that will help protect the livestock 

industry.
The second provision I had put in the 

bill establishes research and extension 

grants for beef cattle genetics evalua-

tion research. It provides that the 

USDA shall give priority to proposals 

to establish and coordinate priorities 

for genetic evaluation of domestic beef 

cattle.

It consolidates research efforts to re-

duce duplication of effort and maxi-

mize the return to the beef industry 

and also to streamline the process be-

tween the development and adoption of 

new genetic evaluation methodologies 

by the industry; and then to identify 

new traits and technologies for inclu-

sion in genetic programs in order to re-

duce the cost of beef production to pro-

vide consumers with a high nutritional 

value, healthy and affordable protein 

source.
Research, in my view, is funda-

mental. It is extremely important that 

we have the research base there to con-

tinue to improve production in order to 

deal with infectious diseases that af-

fect plants and animals and to help as-

sure a high quality food supply. 
I do think the people of this country 

have a great deal. They have the best 

quality food at the most reasonable 

price of any place in the world. That is 

something to be proud of. We need to 

do everything we possibly can to make 

sure that we maintain our position in 

the world. 
A couple other provisions are in the 

bill. There are some attempts within 

the bill to deal with alternative fuels. 

It is something I have worked on. I es-

tablished the renewable energy caucus. 

I believe that renewable fuels is cer-

tainly something we need to look at for 

energy independence instead of war de-

pendence on energy sources particu-

larly out of the Middle East. We need 

to look to agriculture to help us meet 

some of those energy needs. 
I also have a provision in there to 

deal with cockfighting. It is an at-

tempt to try and protect States rights. 

The State of Colorado, along with 46 

other States, have all passed laws 

against cockfighting. We have three 

States that have not. 
However, Mr. President, those states 

that have chosen to outlaw cock-

fighting have difficulty enforcing their 

own laws. As a result of a loophole in 

the Animal Welfare Act, which specifi-

cally excludes live birds from the inter-

state transport ban, individuals who 

are caught with fighting birds can 

avoid being detained by law enforce-

ment by claiming that they are trans-

porting the birds to a state in which 

cockfighting is legal. Game birds are 

the only animal for which this loophole 

exists and this is unfair to the states 

that have chosen not to allow cock-

fighting.
My attempt is just to make sure that 

we don’t preempt the States in a way 

through this Federal loophole that 

they can’t enforce the law they passed. 

This is an important provision—some-

thing I have worked on for almost 3 

years. It was passed by a strong major-

ity in the House Farm Bill and has 

been passed previously by the Senate. 

It is my hope that we are able to retain 

this language in the final version of the 

Farm Bill. 

Mr. President, agriculture is impor-

tant to this country. It is important to 

States such as mine and certainly im-

portant to the Senator who is presiding 

over the Senate at this particular time. 

I think we all have a common interest. 

We want to see our farmers and ranch-

ers be able to stay in business, and we 

want them to be able to compete in a 

world market. We need to work to ex-

pand not only our international mar-

kets, but also our domestic markets. 

Sometimes that requires thinking be-

yond the box. It is a challenge for those 

of us who are looking at establishing 

the proper public policy that would 

allow our agricultural sector to con-

tinue to grow and prosper. 
This is an important piece of legisla-

tion. I hope we don’t rush it through to 

the point where we haven’t given the 

various agricultural interests an oppor-

tunity to have their input as to what 

the final outcome of this bill will be. 
I hope that we allow enough time for 

them to participate in the process. It is 

important that we do the right thing. 

We can do that if we allow plenty of op-

portunity for everybody to participate. 
Mr. President, I yield the remaining 

time to the ranking member of the 

committee and look forward to work-

ing with him on this legislation. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Indiana is recognized. 
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I thank 

the distinguished Senator from Colo-

rado for yielding that time. I thank 

him even more for his message. It has 

been a genuine pleasure to work with 

him on the Agriculture Committee in 

trying to formulate good legislation. I 

look forward to supporting the ideas he 

has presented this afternoon. 
Mr. President, as a part of the back-

ground for our debate, we ought to con-

sider carefully the status of the farm 

economy presently. Many views have 

been given, and they are earnest views 

of Senators and their States’ particular 

agricultural interests. 
Let me review a summary of where 

we stand at this particular point in the 

year 2001. Current USDA forecasts sug-

gest that the underlying farm econ-

omy, exclusive of Government pay-

ments, is stronger this year than last. 

While U.S. agriculture continues to 

face the prospects of somewhat reduced 

income and outgoing structural 

change, many indicators remain favor-

able. The indicators that remain favor-

able are: Exports are up; asset values 

for agriculture throughout the country 

are up in the aggregate; debt levels are 

down; the rate of inflation for the over-

all economy, of course, has been down; 

interest rates are down; productivity 

and prices appear to be strengthening. 
Clearly, in the soybean and corn mar-

kets, which I know the occupant of the 

chair watches, as I do, we have seen 

mercifully an upturn, after bottoming 

out. In any event, the price levels 

across the board for all crops appear to 
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be slightly stronger than last year. 

World markets are extremely impor-

tant to us, and this is why we are all 

encouraged that export sales appar-

ently will finally come in somewhere 

close to $53.5 billion in 2001, as com-

pared to $49 billion a year ago, an in-

crease of $4.5 billion. They could grow 

to as much as $54.5 billion in 2002, ac-

cording to USDA’s best projections. 

These levels are still below the record 

levels of 1996, often cited primarily in 

response to continuing problems in 

Asia, and production increases by com-

peting exporters—many of them in 

Latin America. 
Nevertheless, the sales appear to be 

increasing significantly. Year over 

year, forecasts of grain, poultry, and 

horticultural exports in 2002 will ex-

ceed 2001, largely due to increased vol-

ume. Exports to major U.S. markets in 

Asia and the Western Hemisphere are 

projected above 2001, even in spite of 

slowing economic growth or, in some 

cases, recession in those areas. 
Overall farm income has this projec-

tion: The intermediate term economic 

outlook for agriculture is uncertain, as 

always. It is clear that many under-

lying farm economic conditions are 

stronger this year than last. Farm cash 

receipts could be near high record lev-

els for 2001, and, indeed, earlier this 

morning I discussed this subject. We 

found figures from USDA that showed 

roughly $60 billion of net cash income. 

This would be, in fact, a new all-time 

record for any year, including 1996. 
Farm cash receipts have been driven 

largely by a 9-percent increase in live-

stock sales. Overall crop sales appear 

to be up about 3.1 percent. Gross cash 

income is up 4 percent and net cash in-

come is up 5.7 percent over last year. 

The $20 billion in payments from the 

Federal Government, including the 

AMTA payments, which we voted on in 

the summertime, come to $20 billion 

less, in fact, than the $23 billion that 

the Congress allocated last year. That 

is significant because the net cash in-

come record was received, even though 

Government payments have come down 

this year by, apparently, something 

close to $3 billion. 
The projected increase in sales in 2001 

will more than offset the modest de-

cline in the Government payments and 

could boost cash income to $239.3 bil-

lion, up significantly by $9.2 billion 

from last year. 
I mention all of this, Mr. President, 

not that these are figures that are like-

ly to lead anyone to a false impression 

about agricultural prosperity but it 

seems to me important because this de-

bate thus far has been about a neces-

sity of having the farm bill passed dur-

ing this calendar year. One of the rea-

sons offered by some Members has been 

the gravity of the situation for many 

farmers. Each one of us has many such 

farms in our States that are not work-

ing well. But the overall picture is im-

portant. The overall picture is one of 

higher net cash income. 
I found it to be extremely important 

to study the USDA tables on farm bal-

ance sheets. One of the factors of obvi-

ous debate that always seems 

counterintuitive to many who listen to 

them is that, each year, I and others 

have made the point that the total 

value of farms in America has been 

growing. By that I mean the estimates 

of the total value of farms, the equity, 

after all liabilities, real estate debt, or 

any other farm debt have been sub-

tracted, is $1.36 trillion. That is up 

from $1.4 trillion last year. 
In other words, the equity in farms in 

this country—the bottom line is there 

has been an increase of 3.2 percent. 

That is not unusual. Simply tracing 

back over the course of time, USDA 

points out that in 1995, the net equity 

in farms in America was $815 billion. 
In 1996, often cited as the high water 

mark in terms of farm prices and pros-

perity, farm values were $848 billion, 

but in 1997, this went to $887 billion, in 

1998, to $912 billion, and in 1999, to $964 

billion. Last year, it went to $1.4 tril-

lion, and this year it went to $1.36 tril-

lion.
Throughout this time, however—Sen-

ators wish to argue the ups and downs 

of agricultural prosperity or dif-

ficulty—the value of their farms went 

up every single year without exception. 

Many have asked: How can this be? I 

have tried to answer that question in 

earlier statements. 
The programs we have adopted, for 

better or for worse, finally add up to 

more land value. They go essentially to 

landowners. That is capitalized in the 

land. They are able to borrow more on 

it, and they become more prosperous. 

The market value is higher because a 

stream of payments guaranteed by the 

Federal Government appears to be be-

hind those values. 
Some, without being spoiled sports, 

have raised the question of whether 

these land values have a reality to 

them that is solid for the future. They 

have not suggested a so-called bubble 

effect that land values, much like com-

munication or telecommunications 

firms in our economy in the last 2 

years, simply exceeded the potential 

for income streams that might come 

from them. 
Nevertheless, it is difficult to argue 

that these land values, increasing each 

year, do not have built into them cer-

tain expectations of Federal policies 

that are very generous. 
Perhaps over the course of the next 5 

years, or in the case of the House bill 

the next 10 years, the general public in 

the United States; that is, taxpayers, 

everyone who is not a farmer, are pre-

pared to make very large transfer pay-

ments of their moneys to those who are 

farmers and to do so in such a predict-

able way that anyone who owns land 

can anticipate that kind of flow. It 

would have no relationship to whether 

or not there was an emergency. It sim-

ply is a guaranteed transfer of payment 

with the same certainty as a pension 

right or some other property right in-

volved.
That is a judgment for Senators, 

Members of the House, and the Presi-

dent to make, and we all have our dif-

ferent views on this issue. 
I have always wondered whether 

those who are not farmers understood 

the transfer that was occurring and the 

seeming permanence of that, as op-

posed to payments that came in emer-

gencies.
Senators have risen throughout this 

debate and condemned the farm bill of 

1996 as a terrible failure, pointing out 

that it is so bad that we are compelled 

as Senators to meet almost every sum-

mer and vote to send more money to 

farmers.
With some degree of political real-

ism, I would say the compulsion for us 

to meet every summer to do this is 

probably being propelled much more by 

our own desires. To a certain degree, I 

have noted an amount of political com-

petition in this—some persons pur-

porting to be stronger friends of farm-

ers than others, all believing we ought 

to be able to help out by sending more 

money in that direction. There has 

been no reticence on the part of Sen-

ators on both sides of the aisle to vote 

this money. 
I predict, I think without being too 

far off the mark, that whatever kind of 

a farm bill we finally enact this time, 

there may be those among our number 

who will ask us each summer to come 

to the Chamber to vote more money, to 

supplement whatever it is we have 

done. In other words, I have never 

found in my experience in the Senate 

that the issue is ever settled. The 

emergencies occur every year and in 

many parts of the country and some-

times vary widely. Let me offer a rea-

son why that is so. This is not a cyn-

ical reason. This is a reason rooted in 

the reality of my own experience. 
One of the questions I frequently ask 

witnesses before the Agriculture Com-

mittee when we are having debates on 

programs or incomes is to give me an 

estimate of the return on invested cap-

ital that they obtained from their farm 

operation.
Most witnesses, even those who are 

fairly sophisticated, do not know. They 

really have not thought that problem 

through. They say that is almost irrel-

evant: My problem is keeping the farm 

alive, keeping the dairy operation 

alive. I do not know what the return on 

investment is; the problem is paying 

the banker and having enough capital 

to buy new equipment to be competi-

tive.
I understand that, but it illustrates 

part of the problem. When I have had 

discussions with very prosperous farm-

ers in Indiana, whom I respect for their 
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abilities and have learned a lot from 

them, their answer to that question is 

usually a 3 to 5-percent return on in-

vested capital over several years. Some 

years it is much better, but some years 

it is close to a wash. 
Some suggest, of course, that de-

pends on how leveraged the farm is. If, 

in fact, a very valuable property has an 

almost equally valuable mortgage on 

it, the amount of equity that the farm-

er has in play is fairly small; therefore, 

any income fluctuation makes the re-

turn on income either go up or down 

very rapidly. 
Let us say for the sake of argument 

that the farm has no debt. That has 

been essentially my case for many 

years, and my own experience has been 

roughly 4 percent on invested capital. 

When that figure arises in a forum that 

is not a farm meeting, many people 

raise the question: That is pretty low 

for a large enterprise over a long period 

of time. For example, many people who 

are skeptics about this would say you 

could have gotten a 6-percent return 

just by investing in U.S. Treasury 

bonds for 30 years during many recent 

periods. For that matter, prior to this 

lower interest rate period we are in 

now, you probably could have bought 

the bonds maybe even for 7, 8, or 9 per-

cent at different times during this dec-

ade, with absolutely no risk economi-

cally, no risk from markets drying up 

abroad, no risk from the weather. 
This raises the question: Why is $1 

trillion of American capital tied up in 

farms—which, indeed, it is—2 million 

such entities, at least with the defini-

tion of $1,000 in sales? 
The reason ultimately, in my case, as 

well with most people, is that we like 

what we are doing. Frequently, it is a 

family tradition. That is my case. My 

dad bought the farm 70 years ago. It is 

something very important to me as a 

person. It is more than simply a busi-

ness enterprise. But I have to recognize 

there are alternative things I could do 

with the capital and probably do better 

than 4 percent. This 4 percent is anec-

dotal in a sense but not entirely. 
If, in fact, as the distinguished chair-

man of the committee pointed out this 

morning, net farm income in this coun-

try for 2001 is 49.4 percent, and you fac-

tor that with a divisor of $1.36 trillion 

for the value of real estate and so 

forth, you come to something like 4.8 

percent. Taking a look at all of Amer-

ican agriculture, that net was earned 

on this amount. 
So my experience is not too far away 

from the mainstream, which is com-

forting to know, but not for farmers 

generally because there is not much 

leeway.
I suggest the reason we have debates 

almost every year is a good number of 

farmers do not have any leeway. If 

farms that are fairly large and well 

managed do no better than 4 percent on 

average, and in some years 3 percent or 

2 percent, situations that are not so 

well managed, do not have modern 

equipment, the research into seeds or 

planting processes, or have not done 

conservation work that has proper 

drainage, they are going to have prob-

lems meeting it at all every year; there 

is so little leeway. 
Intuitively, we have known it even if 

we could not quantify it, and our pol-

icy has generally been, regardless of 

which farm bill I have been involved in, 

to save every family farmer. We have 

tried, in fact, to think through how 

there could be a safety net and ad hoc 

emergency payments and whatever was 

required. We have not succeeded, al-

though, as I mentioned in an earlier de-

bate today, we have stimulated a lot of 

people to come into farming, many of 

them in a small way. It is not a major 

income. So the numbers of farmers do 

not trail off as rapidly as they did at 

the turn of the century, 100 years ago, 

or all the way through the 1930s. Never-

theless, the concentration into about 

170,000 large farms in this country is 

pronounced. These farms are doing the 

majority of the business, and about 

600,000 farms in America plus or minus 

a few do about four-fifths of all we do. 
Trying to fashion a farm policy, 

therefore, that fits these situations, 

these diverse situations, is virtually 

impossible. At the same time, we have 

tried—all of us have tried. The bottom 

line has been we have succeeded in 

good part, but the debate continues be-

cause farms that do not make very 

much on invested capital are in trouble 

every year. 
I do not know the answer to that 

question. My guess is, in part, it is 

being answered by age. The average age 

of people who are farming increases. 

The people who come to the distin-

guished occupant of the chair and to 

me, who have, say, a 30-, 40-, 50-herd 

dairy situation, say: What are we going 

to do? I am 65, one farmer will say. I 

would like to retire. I would like to get 

a pension or my money out of this. The 

son who is about 40, it is very doubtful 

whether he wants to continue, whether 

there is enough for a livelihood at a 

middle-class level in our society, and 

they come to us and ask for counsel as 

to what to do. There is no good answer. 

It finally has to be a gut feeling on the 

part of that farmer. 
The farm bill on which we are about 

to embark, if we adopt the bill passed 

by the Senate Agriculture Committee, 

in my judgment, makes the situation 

substantially worse. I do not paint this 

in disastrous hues. My own judgment 

is, regardless of what we do, this will 

not be an irrevocable disaster for the 

country, but I think some people will 

get hurt. Among those who will get 

hurt are probably the small, simply be-

cause most of the payments will go to 

the large. The payments will be much 

larger than they were before, so the 

large will be even more consolidated 

and confirmed in their situations. Land 

values will continue to increase, maybe 

not to a bubble situation but clearly 

rising on the basis of not much behind 

them.
The return on capital is still pretty 

sketchy. If one were to take a look at 

this, such as the people at the stock 

market, it would be seen as a pretty 

precarious kind of investment, and 

based largely upon the general mood of 

the public as a whole. Since this pros-

perity would not have been based on 

the market necessarily but really on 

the basis of our political debate and 

public policy, that which is given can 

be taken away. 
I have no idea what the mood of the 

Congress will be 2 or 3 years from now, 

if in fact we have sustained deficits for 

3 years as the Director of OMB has 

prophesied we will. There is no farm 

program that is engraved forever. We 

can pass a bill that has 5 years’ dura-

tion or 10, but each Congress can 

amend that very substantially and 

change it materially and must have the 

right to do so on the basis of whatever 

the crisis the country faces or its prior-

ities then. 
That is why I fear the idea of 5 or 10 

years of very large fixed payments to 

40 percent of farmers who are in the 

program as opposed to 60 percent who 

are not, based on nothing more than 

the fact that one has been a farmer in 

the past, whether they are farming now 

or not. It has some problems to it. 

They are not being glossed over. I 

think Senators must understand what 

they are doing. 
Having heard a lot of criticism about 

fixed payments in the past, these so- 

called AMTA payments, I am aston-

ished so many Senators are fully pre-

pared to do more of it now really with-

out any limitation. The bill I presented 

does have limitations. The 6 percent 

credit that one receives on the basis of 

all the total whole farm income is fi-

nally limited to only $30,000 a farmer. 

The Senate Agriculture bill we are now 

considering could pay as much as 

$500,000 to a single farm entity. In fair-

ness to my chairman, Senator HARKIN,

who has long believed there were prob-

lems in having such distortions, he 

readily admits in order to obtain a ma-

jority support in the committee, he ac-

quiesced to those who wanted more. 

For all I know, those limits are still 

being raised, even as we speak, to ac-

commodate the situations of particular 

crops.
This does not bode very well for the 

small family farm situation, or the 

saving of everyone, or the general ethic 

of the bill that is often presented that 

way, or even those particular cases of 

distress in the midst of the overall in-

creasing prosperity I described in the 

overall report. 
These are concerns that have led me 

and others to suggest alternatives. In 

the event the debate proceeds, we will 
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have that opportunity. I utilize this 

time of deliberate and thoughtful de-

bate on the farm bill to bring forward 

some of these facts and some of this in-

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

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I be allowed to 

use up to the hour of time postcloture 

that I am entitled to and that I be al-

lowed to speak as in morning business. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

ENERGY POLICY ACT OF 2002

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, 

today I joined Senator DASCHLE in in-

troducing the Energy Policy Act of 

2002. This bill is a culmination of a 

great deal of work involving several 

committees in the Senate. In the Com-

mittee on Energy and Natural Re-

sources alone, we had over 50 hearings 

in the 106th and 107th Congresses that 

relate to this bill. 
The staff of the committee, particu-

larly the majority staff, who have 

worked on drafting the legislation we 

introduced today, did yeoman’s work. I 

will mention the individuals who 

worked so hard on this: Of course, Bob 

Simon, who is our staff director. This 

list is in no particular order except per-

haps alphabetical, although I am not 

sure that is exactly right. Patty 

Beneke worked hard on various provi-

sions; Jonathan Black; Shelley Brown 

helped us with the bill; Mike Connor; 

Deborah Estes; Sam Fowler, who was 

the principal draftsman on the bill; 

Jennifer Michael; Leon Lowery; Shir-

ley Neff made tremendous contribu-

tions. Malini Sekhar, Vicki Thorne, 

John Watts, Bill Wicker, and Mary 

Katherine Ishee also made great con-

tributions.
So I want to publicly state my appre-

ciation to them for the good work they 

did.
Although the bill that we introduced 

today is the culmination of a great 

deal of work, it is also in many ways 

just a beginning. It is a starting point 

for the next phase of the Senate’s con-

sideration of energy policy. Senator 

DASCHLE has indicated he desires for us 

to bring it up and debate this legisla-

tion and the entire subject area during 

the first period of the next session. 
One obvious question is why we in-

vested so much time on this topic of 

energy in developing this bill. There 

are two basic answers to that question. 

First, energy is central to our present 

and future economic prosperity. Any of 

us who lived in the last few decades of 

this country know we depend upon for-

eign sources for much of our energy. 

Our economy is vitally dependent upon 

reasonable prices for energy. 
Second, there has been significant 

changes in energy markets since the 

last time Congress considered com-

prehensive energy legislation. The last 

major energy bill we passed was the 
Energy Policy Act of 1992. Since that 
time, as a nation we have moved fur-
ther away from command and control 
regulation of energy toward a system 
that relies much more on market 
forces to set the price of energy. In the 
process, our energy markets have be-
come more competitive, more dynamic, 
and there have been some significant 
bumps in the road which we have all 
observed.

Consumers are now more vulnerable 
to the vagaries of energy markets and 
the volatile prices for energy. The 
structures to regulate these emerging 
market forces are not fully developed, 
as we could see very clearly in the last 
few weeks with regard to the cir-
cumstances of Enron Corporation. 

Gasoline supplies nationwide have 
become increasingly subject to local 
crises and to price spikes due to the 
proliferation of inflexible local fuel 
specifications and tight capacity in re-
fining and in pipelines. 

Of course, the events of September 11 
have caused many of us to reflect on 
the inherent vulnerabilities of our en-
ergy transmission system. The time 
may be right for us to rethink how we 
site energy infrastructure, the balance 
between central and distributed gen-
eration of power in our electricity sys-
tem.

So Congress needs to respond to 
these changes and challenges and op-
portunities. If we do so in a balanced 
and comprehensive and forward-look-
ing way, then we can develop an energy 
policy that will lead to a new economic 
prosperity for the country and for the 
world. But we will not get there simply 
by perpetuating the energy policy ap-
proaches of the past. New ideas and ap-
proaches are needed as well as greater 
investment to move into the future. 

That is what this bill we have intro-
duced today tries to do. The bill has 
three overarching goals. This chart 
specifies what those are. 

First, we try to ensure adequate and 
affordable supplies of energy from a va-
riety of sources—from renewable 
sources as well as from oil and gas and 

coal and nuclear. I emphasize renew-

ables because, as I will indicate in a 

few moments, that is an area to which 

we have given too little attention. 
Second, the bill improves the effi-

ciency and productivity of our energy 

use, including energy reliability and 

the productivity of our electric trans-

mission system and energy use in in-

dustry, in vehicles and appliances, and 

in buildings. 
The third overarching goal of this 

legislation is to keep other important 

policy goals in addition to our energy 

policies, goals such as protection of the 

environment and global-climate- 

change-related issues—keep those 

goals in mind as we sort through our 

energy policy choices. 
I think we can achieve these three 

goals if we accelerate the introduction 

of new technologies and if we create 

flexible market conditions that em-

power energy consumers so they can 

make choices that will benefit both 

them and our society more generally. 
This combination of new technology 

and policy innovation in pursuit of a 

diverse and robust national energy sys-

tem can be seen in the provisions of 

this bill as they relate to the first 

major goal. This is obtaining an ade-

quate and affordable supply of energy. 

So let me start the discussion by 

speaking first about this important 

subject of renewable energy that I re-

ferred to a minute ago. 
Our Senate bill contains numerous 

provisions enhancing the contribution 

of renewable forms of energy to our fu-

ture energy mix. Under the ‘‘business 

as usual’’ approach of the House energy 

bill, H.R. 4, which has been proposed at 

various times on the Senate floor, the 

contribution to our energy mix from 

renewables will not substantially in-

crease over the next 20 years. The re-

sult will be an energy system, particu-

larly for the production of electricity, 

that will go from being about 68 per-

cent based on coal and natural gas to 

being about 80 percent based on those 

two fuels. That overdependence would 

leave our country very vulnerable to 

shortfalls in the delivery of either of 

those commodities. Consumers would 

be exposed to severe risks of price 

spikes.
We clearly need more diversity in the 

ways that we produce electricity in 

this country, not less diversity. Our 

overdependence does not make sense in 

light of the commitments to renewable 

energy that have been made in other 

countries, particularly in Europe. This 

chart demonstrates that very graphi-

cally. This chart is entitled ‘‘Commit-

ment to Renewable Generation.’’ This 

is generation of electricity. The per-

centage increase in nonhydro renew-

able generation during the 5 years 1990– 

1995—a 6-year period, I guess—here you 

can see the percentage increase. In the 

case of Spain, it was a little over 300 

percent. In the case of Germany, it was 

something over 150 percent—175 per-

cent. In the case of Denmark, it was 

nearly 150 percent. Then it goes on 

down until you get to the United 

States, which is way down in the single 

digits.
There are countries that did less dur-

ing that 5- or 6-year period than we did 

but not many. Even France, which is 

often held up as a model for its com-

mitment to nuclear power, has out-

paced the United States in recent years 

in its investment in renewable sources 

of electricity other than nuclear power. 

The United States needs to lead the 

world in renewable technologies. 
We have abundant domestic renew-

able resources. The world market for 

such technologies is capable of strong 

growth in the future. Renewable tech-

nology leadership would help U.S. 
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firms achieve a strong position in win-

ning those markets and thus creating 

new jobs in our own country. 
If our country is to lead the world in 

renewable energy technologies, we 

need to do a better job of getting those 

technologies into the marketplace in 

this country. 
Our bill that we have introduced 

today would boost future use of renew-

ables in five major ways. Let me sum-

marize those five ways. 
First, the bill contains market incen-

tives that would triple the amount of 

electricity produced from renewable 

energy over the next 20 years. Here is 

another chart that tries to show 

graphically where we are today, slight-

ly after the year 2000, at less than 5 

quadrillion Btus annually. This green 

wedge shows what we would anticipate 

as the growth in the production or gen-

eration of electricity from renewable 

sources between now and the year 2020 

under this legislation that we have in-

troduced.
These incentives include a renewable 

portfolio standard that creates a mar-

ket for new renewable sources of elec-

tricity, whether they are wind or solar 

or biomass or incremental hydro-

electric generation from existing dams. 
A second market incentive is the 

Federal purchase requirement for re-

newables that would grow to 7.5 per-

cent of all Federal electricity pur-

chases by the year 2010. The renewable 

energy production incentive, which is 

an existing program to help rural elec-

tric co-ops and municipal utilities gen-

erate renewable energy, is also reau-

thorized in this bill and extended to in-

clude Indian lands which contain some 

prime renewable resources. So that is 

the first way in which this bill would 

make an effort to boost our future use 

of renewables. 
The second is that the bill being in-

troduced today greatly expands the 

contribution of renewable fuels such as 

ethanol and biodiesel-powered vehicles 

and transportation. By 2005, 75 percent 

of the Federal Government’s vehicles 

that can burn alternative fuels would 

be required to do so, creating more 

market certainty for renewable fuels 

and their associated infrastructure. 
By 2012, 5 billion gallons a year of re-

newable fuels would be blended into 

our gasoline, decreasing our import de-

pendence on foreign oil. 
The third way in which the bill helps 

renewables contribute more to our en-

ergy mix is by removing existing regu-

latory barriers that affect renewable 

energy. For example, wind and solar 

power can be effectively tapped by 

small distributed generation systems, 

but current practices and rules in the 

marketplace often discriminate 

against distributed generation. Our bill 

tries to deal with this problem by re-

quiring electric utilities to offer their 

customers net metering, in which a 

customer can offset his electric bill by 

the amount of electricity that he gen-
erates and sells to that local utility. 

The bill also requires fair trans-
mission rules for intermittent genera-
tion such as wind and solar. 

Finally, the bill mandates easier 
interconnection for distributed energy 
production into the interstate trans-
mission grid and requires States to ex-
amine ways to facilitate that inter-
connection of distributed energy into 
local electric distribution systems as 
well.

A fourth major way in which our bill 
promotes renewables is by dissemi-
nating information about and facili-
tating access to areas of high resource 
potential, particularly on our public 
lands. There are many places in this 
Nation and my State that have un-
tapped renewable energy potential. The 
bill creates a pilot program at the De-
partment of Energy and in the Forest 
Service for development of wind and 
solar energy projects on Federal lands. 

A fifth and final area in which the 
bill helps make renewable energy a big-
ger part of our energy picture in the fu-
ture is through enhanced research and 
development programs. These research 
and development programs in our bill 
at the Department of Energy will grow 
from an authorized level of $500 million 
in fiscal year 2003 to $733 million by fis-
cal year 2006. 

I would like to briefly talk about 
some of the other more traditional en-
ergy supply sources in addition to re-
newables that we try to promote and 
encourage in this legislation. 

Natural gas is one of those in our Na-
tion at a crossroads major policy deci-
sion with regard to energy security. 
U.S. natural gas demand is expected to 
increase from 23 trillion cubic feet per 
year. Demand is expected to be about 
35 trillion cubic feet per year by 2020. 
Much of that demand is going to be 
driven by the use of natural gas for 
electricity generation because, as we 
build more powerplants to produce 
more electricity, virtually all of those 
new powerplants that are coming on 
line—not all, but many of those new 
powerplants that are coming on line— 

are expected to use natural gas. 
As you can see from this chart, which 

goes from the period of 1970 through 

2020, today there is more consumption 

of natural gas than there is production 

in the country. But it is not a very 

major gap. As we move forward for the 

next 20 years, that gap grows. Our con-

sumption of natural gas is going to in-

crease more quickly than the produc-

tion of natural gas is expected to in-

crease.
We tried to follow the developments 

in this field internationally to under-

stand what is occurring. We have a 

very disturbing development of which I 

think the Senate needs to be aware and 

of which our entire country needs to be 

aware.
As a result of this gap that I have 

pointed out on this chart, as a nation 

we are at the risk of becoming depend-

ent upon imported natural gas brought 

to our shores in tankers for a substan-

tial portion of the gas that we con-

sume.
The countries on which we would 

rely for much of that gas are prone to 

political instability. They are in the 

early stages of forming an OPEC-like 

organization for natural gas exporters. 
There is a cover story in the June 

2001 issue of OPEC’s Bulletin that dis-

cusses Iran hosting an inaugural meet-

ing of the Gas Exporting Counties 

Forum.
As a nation, we do not want to be in 

the position of having to deal with a 

cartel in natural gas in addition to the 

cartel we already deal with related to 

oil.
Our bill takes several steps to come 

up with a different policy for natural 

gas.
We increase funding for research to 

develop domestic natural gas deposits 

in deepwater areas in the Gulf of Mex-

ico and in harder to tap geologic for-

mulations on shore. 
We provide research funds to explore 

the potential of methane hydrates that 

are trapped on the ocean floor at great 

depths.
The bill authorizes more funds to fa-

cilitate the permitting and leasing of 

Federal lands for natural gas produc-

tion in places where that is environ-

mentally acceptable. 
The bill addresses a number of devel-

oping problems in natural gas produc-

tion, such as conflicts over coal bed 

methane and hydraulic fractures and 

to bring these conflicts to resolution 

before they reach crisis proportions. 
But even these steps, which I believe 

will be useful and important, will not 

be enough to close the gap that is re-

flected on this chart. The most signifi-

cant step the bill tries to take for fu-

ture natural gas supply is to provide 

enough financial incentives so that we 

see the construction of a pipeline to 

bring down from Alaska the vast re-

serves of natural gas that have been 

discovered and have already been de-

veloped in the Prudhoe Bay region. 
The Presiding Officer and I had the 

opportunity to visit there earlier this 

year. The existing reserves are esti-

mated to be over 30 trillion cubic feet 

of gas. It is estimated that the total 

natural gas resources on the North 

Slope of Alaska could be in the order of 

100 trillion cubic feet. A natural gas 

pipeline from Alaska to the lower 48 

States would provide at least 4 billion 

to 6 billion cubic feet of natural gas per 

day before the end of this decade. 
Once the pipeline is constructed, it 

would provide gas to American con-

sumers for at least 30 years. It would 

be a stabilizing force in natural gas 

prices as well. 
The project makes a great deal of 

sense. But it has not happened because 

there is a lack of certainty about the 
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investment risk of building such a 

major pipeline. 
We are talking about an enormous 

undertaking. The pipeline would be one 

of the largest construction projects 

ever undertaken. It would create a 

massive number of jobs in Alaska, in 

Canada, and in the lower 48. The 

project would require the construction 

of the largest gas treatment plant in 

the world, and the laying of about 3,600 

miles of pipe requiring 5 million to 6 

million tons of steel. 
The preliminary estimates are the 

cost would be in the range of $40 bil-

lion. But since natural gas prices vary 

from $2 to $10—which we have seen that 

just in the last 12 months—per mcf it is 

hard for the market to take on this 

challenge by itself. So we are proposing 

legislation that would expedite the 

process for permitting, for providing 

rights-of-way, and certifications that 

are needed for the U.S. segment of the 

pipeline.
The Government would step up and 

offer to underwrite loans for 80 percent 

of the cost of the line that is con-

structed within the United States. 
There are various other provisions 

which we think would improve the 

likelihood that this pipeline would be 

built in the near future. 
I believe it is important for the Sen-

ate to be proactive on this project—not 

simply to sit back, cross our fingers 

and hope that the various companies 

that are looking at this decide to go 

ahead.
If we do not act while there is sub-

stantial private sector interest in 

building this pipeline, we will lose an 

important opportunity to bolster our 

national energy security in natural 

gas.
As a consequence, we might well be 

hearing speeches 10 to 20 years from 

now about our dependence on foreign 

natural gas which would sound a lot 

like the speeches we have been hearing 

about our dependence on foreign oil. 
Since I mentioned oil, let me say a 

few things about what we have in this 

bill related to oil, and the ways we are 

trying to increase domestic production 

of oil. 
(Mr. DAYTON assumed the chair.) 
Mr. BINGAMAN. When you hear all 

the rhetoric about drilling in the Arc-

tic National Wildlife Refuge—and we 

have heard various speeches about that 

in this Chamber—one would think it is 

the only place in the United States 

where we could find more oil. That is 

far from true. There are 32 million 

acres of the outer continental shelf off 

the coast of Texas, Louisiana, and Mis-

sissippi that have already been leased 

by the Government to oil companies 

for exploration and production. They 

are shown on this map I show you by 

these yellow blocks. 
There is no requirement that any leg-

islation be passed in order for drilling 

to occur in these areas. These are areas 

that have been leased. They can be 

drilled. We need to do what we can to 

encourage the actual development of 

those leases. 
In addition to the production off the 

Gulf of Mexico, there are outstanding 

prospects for increased production 

from the National Petroleum Reserve— 

Alaska.
Again, the Presiding Officer and I 

had the opportunity to see the promise 

that some of the oil companies obvi-

ously felt about the potential produc-

tion there. 
Under the Clinton administration, 

the previous administration, leasing 

was expanded in this area. Industry 

made some major finds. There is no law 

that needs to be passed in order for ad-

ditional leasing to occur in that area. 

I, for one at least, believe that is an ap-

propriate place for us to be pursuing 

additional oil production. 
If the problem really is not finding 

areas to lease under current law, then 

why is there not more domestic pro-

duction going on in the areas that are 

already leased for exploration and pro-

duction? We need to look at that ques-

tion. That is not a simple question to 

answer.
We need to look at the differences be-

tween our Federal and State royalty 

and tax policies and those of other 

countries with oil and gas resources. 

We have provisions in this bill to try to 

have that analysis done. 
A second proposal to boost domestic 

production in the near future is to pro-

vide adequate funding for the Federal 

programs that actually issue new 

leases and new permits for oil and gas 

production. For all the rhetoric from 

the administration about the need to 

boost domestic production, in its last 

budget request, the administration did 

not ask for adequate funding to do this 

work properly. The result of inad-

equate funding for U.S. land manage-

ment agencies is delay and frustration 

on the part of U.S. oil and gas pro-

ducers. This bill calls for increased 

budget levels for those functions. The 

Federal Government can then take the 

necessary steps to make oil and gas 

leasing faster and more predictable 

where it is already permitted. 
The bill also contains increased re-

search and development funding to sup-

port domestic oil and gas production 

by smaller companies and independent 

producers. These entities account for 

the majority of on-shore U.S. produc-

tion of oil. They do not have the re-

sources to do their own exploration and 

production research and development. 
Let me say a few words about coal. 

This is an important contributor to our 

current energy supply picture. 
Fifty-nine percent of our electricity 

generation nationwide is based on coal. 

This chart I show you is a good back-

ground chart for anyone interested in 

how we produce electricity in this 

country. You can see this top line is 

coal. That represents the 59 percent to 

which I just referred. Fifty-nine per-

cent of our electricity generation is 

based on coal. We have tremendous 

coal resources. We have been called the 

‘‘Saudi Arabia of coal’’ by some. 
But coal’s place in our energy future 

needs to be clean and needs to be emis-

sion-free. Coal-based generation, as we 

all know, produces more greenhouse 

gas emissions per Btu of energy output 

than does natural gas-fired generation 

that I was talking about a few minutes 

ago. Other pollutants from coal-fired 

plants have been the source of regional 

tensions between States where coal- 

fired plants are located and States that 

are downwind from those plants. 
Coal is too important a resource to 

write off. Technology holds a promise 

for dramatically lowering, even to zero, 

the emissions from coal-based plants. 

This bill takes a very forward-looking 

approach to the issue by authorizing a 

$200 million per year research and de-

velopment demonstration program 

based on coal gasification, carbon se-

questration, and related ultraclean 

technologies for burning coal. 
The proposal was a result of a strong 

bipartisan push in our committee by 

Senator EVAN BAYH and Senator CRAIG

THOMAS and is one more example of the 

crucial role that research and develop-

ment is going to play—and needs to 

play—in shaping our energy future. 
Research and development are also 

keys to the future of nuclear power in 

this country. Nuclear reactors emit no 

greenhouse gases, so on that basis one 

would think they are an option that we 

should be looking at for the future. But 

nuclear plants have other characteris-

tics that are not as attractive. They 

have very high up-front capital costs 

compared to other generating options. 

That puts them at a disadvantage in 

the marketplace. The nuclear waste 

problem is not yet solved. Nuclear safe-

ty is a continuing concern for many in 

the public. Our cadre of nuclear sci-

entists and engineers is growing older 

and dwindling, and we are not seeing a 

large supply of students being trained 

to help us deal with nuclear issues in 

the future. 
This bill takes on these problems by 

focusing on research and development 

on new nuclear plant designs that 

might address these problems and on a 

program to strengthen university de-

partments of nuclear science and tech-

nology.
The bill also contains a partial reau-

thorization of the basic nuclear liabil-

ity statute; that is, the Price-Anderson 

Act. The part that is in the bill deals 

with liability of Department of Energy 

nuclear contractors, including the Na-

tional Laboratories that are a signifi-

cant source of our national nuclear ex-

pertise. The other main part of the 

Price-Anderson Act, dealing with the 

commercial nuclear power industry, is 

being developed by the Committee on 
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Environment and Public Works and is 

expected to be offered by them as an 

amendment when we get to the floor 

consideration of the bill. 
Hydropower is another source of en-

ergy supply that this bill addresses re-

lated to electricity generation. Many 

hydroelectric facilities are reaching 

the age at which their original licenses 

under the Federal Power Act are about 

to expire. The process of relicensing 

these facilities needs to be protective 

of the environment, predictable for li-

censees, and efficient in the way it is 

administered.
We have been working for months 

with both the hydropower industry and 

the environmental groups to develop a 

consensus on how to achieve these 

goals. There is strong bipartisan inter-

est in moving in that direction. We are 

committed to working toward this end. 

We have worked with Senator CRAIG

extensively on this issue. We look for-

ward to continuing that communica-

tion and hope that by the time this bill 

comes to debate on the floor we have a 

consensus on that issue. 
A final way in which the bill focuses 

on increasing the supply of domestic 

energy is through a series of provisions 

facilitating the development of energy 

resources on Indian lands. Let me say 

that is an important new area we are 

trying to put some emphasis on in the 

bill.
The second of the major overarching 

goals that I mentioned at the begin-

ning of my comments was this need to 

use energy supplies more efficiently 

and productively. So far, we have 

talked about how to increase supplies 

of energy through renewables, through 

oil, gas, coal, hydroelectric, and nu-

clear.
Let me refer now to parts of the bill 

that deal with this second overarching 

goal: how to use energy supplies more 

productively and efficiently. 
As I have mentioned consistently 

throughout the past year, you cannot 

have a sound energy policy based only 

on production or only on conservation. 

We need to focus on both. Our energy 

policy needs to combine programs that 

boost supplies with programs that use 

those supplies more efficiently. 
The first major way in which we can 

use our energy supply more efficiently 

is by having an electricity trans-

mission system that is ready for the 

challenges of the next century. Elec-

tricity is essential to our modern way 

of life, yet our electric system largely 

operates on a design that is nearly a 

century old. 
We have vulnerabilities in our cur-

rent system. We just excerpted some of 

the headlines from national news-

papers, and I have put those up here on 

a chart to remind people of what we 

were hearing in the news and on tele-

vision earlier this year. 
Let me just read a few of these: 

‘‘Electricity crisis: The Grinch that 

stole Christmas.’’ That was last Christ-

mas.
‘‘Happy holidays. Now turn off that 

Christmas tree.’’ That was last Christ-

mas.
‘‘California declares power emer-

gency.’’ ‘‘Blackout threat remains as 

California scrambles.’’ ‘‘California 

power woes affect entire west coast.’’ 

‘‘Energy chief moves to avert Cali-

fornia blackouts.’’ ‘‘Utilities seek im-

mediate rate hike to avoid bank-

ruptcy.’’ Those are the types of head-

lines we were seeing at the end of last 

year and early this year. 
We need to address the issue of elec-

tricity generation and transmission. 

The central challenge we face with 

electricity is to have two elements: 

First, to have market institutions that 

ensure reliable and affordable supplies 

of electricity and, second, to have poli-

cies that favor future investments in 

new technologies that give consumers 

real choices over their energy use. We 

have provisions in this bill to do just 

that.
I could go through those provisions 

in detail. Since I notice there are oth-

ers wishing to speak, I will skip over 

some of these and move on to the high-

lights of the rest of the bill. 
A second way in which we need to in-

crease efficiency in the various uses of 

energy is in the fuel efficiency of vehi-

cles. The bill contains two provisions 

in that regard: One that mandates 

higher fuel efficiency in the vehicles 

purchased by the Federal Government 

for civilian use, and a second that pro-

vides a framework for the Department 

of Energy to assist States in expanding 

scrappage programs to get old fuel in-

efficient vehicles off the roads. This is 

cash for clunkers, as it has been re-

ferred to by some. 
I know Alan Binder has spoken elo-

quently about how important he thinks 

it is that we pursue that course both 

for our energy future and as a way to 

get cash into the hands of people to 

stimulate the economy at this point. 
Let me move to one other chart to 

make the point that we do need to deal 

with this issue of transportation, if we 

are going to begin to deal with total oil 

demand in the country. This is a chart 

that shows U.S. oil consumption in 

millions of barrels per day. It goes 

from the year 1950 to the year 2020. 

This line, which is here at 2000, sort of 

shows where we are today. You can see 

that the total oil demand has been in-

creasing and is expected to keep in-

creasing. Total transportation demand 

has been increasing and is expected to 

keep increasing. 
Domestic oil production has been de-

clining since about 1970. That is not 

going to change. Domestic oil produc-

tion is going to continue to decline. 
We can affect it. Domestic oil pro-

duction, if ANWR is opened, will be af-

fected. It will increase it somewhat. 

That is reflected with this little red 

line. But when you look at what are 

the steps that can be taken that will 

have a major impact on this total oil 

demand, this top number, you can see 

that doing something about transpor-

tation demand is by far the largest ac-

tion that we can take. 
The Commerce Committee is having 

a hearing tomorrow on this very issue. 

They are intending to develop a pro-

posal to bring to the Senate as an 

amendment to this bill to indicate a 

change in the requirements, the cor-

porate average fuel efficiency require-

ments, the CAFE standards, fuel effi-

ciency standards, and I look forward to 

seeing what they propose. I do believe 

it is important we take serious steps in 

this regard. The House-passed bill did 

not do that. 
We as a Nation have to come to grips 

with this issue. The technology is 

there. This is not something we have to 

go out and speculate on as to whether 

the technology could be developed that 

will get us better fuel efficiency. We all 

know Senator BENNETT, our good friend 

from Utah, has a hybrid electric vehi-

cle he parks right out here at the Sen-

ate steps. I complimented him on it. I 

asked him yesterday: What kind of fuel 

efficiency do you get on that car? He 

said: 53 miles per gallon in town. Now, 

that is a clear signal to me that the 

technology is there. We can produce 

more efficient vehicles. We should do 

that. We should provide incentives for 

people to use those. 
There are other steps. The Federal 

Government can do a much better job 

of increasing efficiency in the energy it 

uses. We have included various provi-

sions to encourage that. Industrial en-

ergy efficiency can be dramatically im-

proved. We have various provisions to 

encourage that. Commercial and con-

sumer products can be much more effi-

cient than they are, and we have provi-

sions in the bill to encourage that. 
There is a new generation lighting 

initiative in this bill which I believe is 

a major step in the right direction. We 

are still using incandescent light bulbs, 

just as Thomas Edison taught us. 

There is no reason why we can’t be 

using much more advanced technology 

which is much more efficient. About 25 

percent of the power that goes into 

most lighting fixtures actually winds 

up being translated into light. The rest 

goes off in heat. We can do much better 

than that. This next generation light-

ing initiative we believe will help U.S. 

industry to meet that challenge and 

help our country to benefit from the 

development of those new technologies. 
We also have a provision for substan-

tially increasing the effort for energy 

efficiency assistance programs. This is 

the LIHEAP program, the Low-Income 

Home Energy Assistance Program. 

Many people depend upon that as we 

get into the winter months. You do not 

know it today by the temperature out-

side, but there are cold days coming. In 
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the winter, this is an extremely impor-

tant program. And also in the summer, 

when air conditioning is needed, this is 

an extremely important program for 

many of our citizens. We propose in-

creases there. 
A third and final overarching goal of 

the bill is to balance energy policy 

with other important societal consider-

ations. Energy production and use 

comes associated with a host of con-

sequences for the environment. We 

need to strike the right balance among 

energy, the environment, and the econ-

omy. That balance is what we are sent 

to Washington to try to find. This bill 

addresses the issues in a number of 

ways. Several provisions of the bill 

deal with the legacy of past problems 

posed by energy production and use for 

the environment. 
We have major provisions to focus 

the attention of the country and the 

Government on dealing with the issue 

of global climate change, a proposal 

Senators BYRD and STEVENS made ear-

lier this year that has been considered 

in the Governmental Affairs Com-

mittee, setting up an office to look at 

global climate change to come up with 

a policy and coordinate our govern-

mental response to that issue. That is 

a proposal the bulk of which we have 

included in this legislation. 
That is a very important part of the 

bill. I have said from the beginning of 

the discussion about an energy bill 

that we needed to have one that inte-

grated energy policy with climate 

change policy, and we have tried very 

hard to do that. 
We also have provisions in the bill to 

reconcile energy policy with the needs 

we have for security of our energy in-

frastructure. The events of September 

11 have caused us to think about poten-

tial security vulnerabilities of the en-

ergy infrastructure. This is an area 

where there is a considerable amount 

of work that has been done, but more 

needs to be done. We have provisions to 

focus on the Strategic Petroleum Re-

serve, to direct the administration to 

fill the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

We also have provisions related to se-

curity of other parts of our energy in-

frastructure.
Let me say a couple of words about 

why we have not included a provision 

in this bill to open the Arctic National 

Wildlife Refuge to drilling. If you take 

all of the discussion about energy pol-

icy that has occurred in the Chamber 

over the last 10 or 11 months, you 

would think that this was the center-

piece, this is the main thing the coun-

try needs to be doing to solve its en-

ergy problems. I dissent from that 

view. I do not believe this is the center-

piece of our energy policy. This is a 

case of the tail wagging the dog. 
I do believe that opening the wildlife 

refuge for drilling is not an essential or 

substantial part of solving our national 

energy needs in the future. As you can 

see from this chart, it does increase 

production domestically. It does not 

increase it to such an extent that our 

problems of growing dependence on for-

eign sources of oil are solved. 
That debate is one that I am sure we 

will have, and we have had it already 

many times in the Senate Chamber. We 

will have an opportunity to have it 

again when this bill comes up, and each 

Senator has a strongly held view on 

the subject. 
Let me put up one final chart and 

then I will conclude. Earlier this year, 

President Bush appointed a task force 

and asked Vice President CHENEY to

head the task force and work up a so- 

called energy plan for the country, 

look at our long-term energy needs. Al-

though that plan was severely criti-

cized by some, I thought there were 

some constructive suggestions in it. I 

didn’t agree with everything in it, but 

I thought there were constructive sec-

tions in it. 
The administration recommended 

that the Congress act in 10 different 

policy areas. We have those on this 

chart. They range from electricity, to 

energy tax incentives, expedited Alas-

ka gas pipeline construction, and on 

down through the list. The House- 

passed legislation, H.R. 4, which has 

been proposed here at various times on 

the Senate floor, addresses 5 of the 10 

key areas that the administration pro-

posed that we address. 
The legislation we are introducing 

today addresses 9 of the 10 key issue 

areas. I am not saying the administra-

tion embraces every aspect of what we 

proposed in each of these nine areas, 

but in many respects we do believe we 

are making recommendations that are 

consistent with that energy plan that 

was earlier issued by the administra-

tion. We believe these issues should not 

be partisan. We believe there is a great 

deal of common ground that we can 

find on energy issues. I look forward to 

working with my colleagues on the 

Democratic side and the Republican 

side in identifying ways this bill can be 

improved, if there are suggestions out 

there. The bill is there for anyone to 

study and to suggest improvements. I 

think, in many ways, having it avail-

able for that kind of scrutiny over the 

next weeks, until we get into the new 

session after the first of the year, will 

be very good and will help us produce a 

better product for the American peo-

ple.
I see this as a project that, hopefully, 

will set the course for our energy pol-

icy in this country perhaps for another 

decade, for some period. It was 1992 

when we passed the last major energy 

bill in the Congress and had it signed 

into law. There is no reason to believe 

we are likely to try comprehensive en-

ergy legislation in the near term again. 

I hope very much that we can seriously 

consider this legislation in the new ses-

sion of the Congress in February, as 

Senator DASCHLE has indicated, and 

that we can pass a bill on a bipartisan 

basis and go to conference with the 

House.
Mr. DORGAN. I wonder if the Sen-

ator will yield for a couple questions. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. I am glad to yield 

to my colleague from North Dakota. I 

compliment him on the very major 

contributions he made in the develop-

ment of this bill. 
Mr. DORGAN. As a member of the 

Energy Committee, I am pleased to 

work with Senator BINGAMAN. He has 

done an extraordinary job. We have had 

many Members of the Senate come to 

the floor of the Senate talking about 

the urgency of having a new energy 

policy. I agree with that urgency and 

that the policy should be new, and I 

agree it ought to be a balanced, com-

prehensive policy. The other body, the 

House of Representatives, wrote an en-

ergy bill that I classified as kind of a 

dig-and-drill bill that is not changing 

anything very much. It is just trying 

to produce more of that which we have 

been using. This legislation enhances 

production of oil, natural gas, and coal 

in an environmentally acceptable way. 

We agree with that proposition. But it 

is also the case that we believe much 

more needs to be done. 
I wonder if the Senator from New 

Mexico would describe again the com-

ponents, other than enhanced produc-

tion, which we have in this comprehen-

sive plan—the components of conserva-

tion, efficiency, and renewable energy, 

which I think are so important to a 

balanced energy plan. I wonder if the 

Senator from New Mexico would espe-

cially talk about conservation because 

I think that is a significant portion of 

any energy policy that would work in 

the long term for this country. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Well, I am glad to 

briefly describe again the main things 

we are trying to do in the conservation 

area and increased efficiency area. We 

are trying to increase efficiency in all 

aspects of how we use energy—in appli-

ances, residential construction, com-

mercial construction, and increased ef-

ficiency with the Federal Government 

and State governments and schools, 

school buses, automobiles, and SUVs, 

and the whole range of places where we 

use energy in our society, in our econ-

omy. We are trying to say we can be 

much more efficient in the use of en-

ergy we produce. There is a great op-

portunity there. 
When the President came out with 

his energy plan, and the Vice President 

came out with his plan, it had one sta-

tistic that was referred to repeatedly, 

and that is that we are going to have to 

build 1,300 new power generation plants 

in the next 20 years. Well, that is not 

our analysis. We don’t believe that is 

the case. We think if we take some pru-

dent steps to improve efficiency in con-

servation, we clearly will need new 

generation in the next 20 years, but not 
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anything like the new generation to 

which the Vice President has referred. 
So I think there is a great oppor-

tunity here. As the Senator from North 

Dakota says, we have tried very hard 

to balance the two—balance increased 

production with increased efficiency, 

and move us down the road in a way 

that is acceptable to the environment. 
Mr. DORGAN. The Senator from New 

Mexico, the chairman, will remember 

that at a hearing we held with the De-

partment of Energy, I asked the Dep-

uty Secretary what our goals and aspi-

rations were for the next 25 and 50 

years, and what kind of energy plan do 

we have for 50 years from now? What 

do we aspire to do? What kind of na-

tional objectives do we have with re-

spect to supply, and what kind of en-

ergy? The answer was, we are going to 

have to get back to you on that, be-

cause they don’t have plans 25 and 50 

years from now. 
The reason I asked the questions, the 

Senator will recall, is when we debate, 

for example, Social Security, every-

body talks about what will the balance 

be in the account 30 years from now or 

50 years from now. When we talk about 

energy, nobody is thinking ahead. 
That is the point of the bill that has 

been introduced today. I am proud to 

be a cosponsor of it. This bill says you 

have to have balance here and, yes, you 

have to produce more. But if that is all 

you do, is produce more natural gas, 

oil, and coal, then you are consigned to 

a policy that I call yesterday-forever. 

Yesterday-forever as an energy policy 

for this country is shortsighted and 

foolish. The legislation being intro-

duced today under the leadership of the 

chairman of the committee is bal-

anced. It includes production, yes, but 

significant conservation. Conserving a 

barrel of oil is the same as producing a 

barrel of oil, along with significant ef-

ficiencies and significant new emphasis 

on limitless energy and renewable en-

ergy.
I drove a car on the grounds of this 

Capitol Building that was run by a fuel 

cell. There are new technologies, new 

approaches, new kinds of fuel that are 

limitless and renewable year after year 

that we also ought to embrace. Federal 

policy ought to be the lead in embrac-

ing that as a matter of public interest 

in this country. 
So let me again say to the Senator 

from New Mexico, it has been more 

than a decade since we have had a com-

prehensive policy change in energy in 

this country, one that is thoughtful 

and balanced and really provides ini-

tiative to move us in the direction that 

would be productive for this country. I 

think the Senator has provided leader-

ship on a draft of something that is 

very comprehensive and remarkably 

refreshing, as compared to what the 

other body did. I think the other body 

is saying what we did yesterday, let’s 

do more of tomorrow. That is not a 

very thoughtful policy. Let’s do a lot of 

good things that work to move us in a 

new direction to meet our energy 

needs.
Again, I asked if he would yield for a 

question, and I guess I could ask a 

question, but I did want to say to him 

that this is good policy. It is not the 

case that the long-term energy needs of 

this country will be served in a very 

comprehensive way if we are able to 

pass this bill as-is tonight. We won’t do 

that. But does the Senator not believe 

that this will really advance this coun-

try’s energy policy in a significant 

way?
Mr. BINGAMAN. Obviously, I believe 

it would advance the interests of the 

country in a very substantial way. I ap-

preciate very much the comments of 

the Senator from North Dakota. Again, 

I want to just acknowledge and com-

pliment him on the great contributions 

he made to the development of this leg-

islation. We have many of his ideas 

that are central to this legislation. 
We look forward to the scrutiny by 

the rest of our colleagues in the Sen-

ate, and I hope very much when this 

bill comes up for consideration that we 

will have a good bipartisan vote in 

favor of it. 
Mr. President, I yield the floor. I see 

there are other Senators wishing to 

speak.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Louisiana. 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak as in 

morning business for 15 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

CARNAHAN). Without objection, it is so 

ordered.
Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, 

before the Senator from New Mexico 

leaves the floor, I wish to thank him 

for his leadership on the issue of en-

ergy policy for this Nation and thank 

him for the way he has worked with me 

and Senator BREAUX representing Lou-

isiana, which is a producing State but 

also a State that is very interested in 

alternative energy sources, particu-

larly from agricultural products, which 

we think holds a lot of promise. 
Many of our universities are engaged 

in alternative fuel developments, as 

well as environmental cleanup. I thank 

the Senator particularly for his will-

ingness to put in this bill significant 

authorization for the first time for $450 

million for the seven producing States, 

much of that production being off our 

coastline. Because of current law, 

which has been in place for many 

years, as the Senator knows, Louisiana 

and other coastal States have been 

shortchanged because of the impacts 

that affect our States. 
We will be able to use this money to 

help restore our wetlands which we are 

losing at an alarming rate. It will help 

us to provide the critical investments 

to protect our infrastructure—our pipe-

lines and other facilities—that not 

only helps Louisiana but supports the 
whole Nation, which the Senator from 
New Mexico mentioned. 

I thank the Senator on behalf of all 
the people of Louisiana and many peo-
ple in the coastal parts of our Nation 
for his insight and leadership in includ-
ing that provisions. 

I wanted to go on record this after-
noon about this bill and to thank the 
Senator from New Mexico. There are a 
number of other good provisions in this 
bill.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, 
may I respond briefly to the com-
ments? The Senator from Louisiana 
has been a tireless and very effective 
advocate for her State and for coastal 
regions generally in this regard. 

There are substantial impacts that 
oil and gas development in particular 
have had on those regions. We have 
tried in this legislation to include a 
provision at her urging that will help 
provide resources to deal with those 
impacts. I think it is good legislation. 
It will be good public policy. 

I thank her for her many other con-
tributions to this legislation as well. 
She is a very valued member of our 
committee and has made great con-
tributions to various provisions in the 
bill since the beginning of consider-
ation of it. I thank her very much. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I thank the Senator. 

NATIONAL ADOPTION MONTH

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I 
want to speak to the Senate for a few 
minutes on a different subject, but one 
that is equally important and deserves 
our attention and focus. 

I had hoped to get to the Chamber 
last week when it was actually Novem-
ber to speak about this subject because 
November is National Adoption Month. 
I want to spend a few minutes talking 
about what that means to us as a na-
tion and what adoption has meant and 
continues to mean and will mean in the 
future to so many of our families in the 
United States and around the world. 

I also want to talk about all the 
great successes and celebrations for us 
to be proud in a bipartisan way. This 
truly has been one of the issues on 

which there is unanimous consent and 

a truly deep commitment on the part 

of both the Democratic Party and the 

Republican Party. 
I want to spend a few minutes, even 

though it is December 5, because the 

schedule was so hectic in the last week, 

talking about what National Adoption 

Month means. 
Since 1993—so it has been almost 10 

years—by Presidential proclamation, 

the 30 days in November have been de-

clared to be a special recognition of 

National Adoption Month. During this 

month, communities, States, and local 

governments, not-for-profit organiza-

tions and adoptive families come to-

gether from the east coast, the west 

coast, the north, and the south to spon-

sor activities and events to help raise 

the awareness of the joys of adoption. 
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My husband and I do not have to at-

tend any of these events necessarily be-

cause we live with this joy every day. 

Our two children are adopted. They are 

now 4 and 9 years old. It has been the 

greatest joy of our life. I know the spe-

cific stories of hundreds of families. I 

have held these children in my arms. I 

have read to them. I have played with 

them. I have seen them in so many dif-

ferent settings and at so many dif-

ferent ages and in many different phys-

ical, emotional, and mental health 

states; some very healthy, other chil-

dren with great challenges that God 

has given them who now have loving 

parents and the great opportunities 

these children now have in homes 

where they can be provided and cared 

for.
We do not have to go far to these 

events, but I never tire speaking about 

it with our colleagues and sharing the 

importance of it and how proud we are 

of our success. We recommit our efforts 

in the month of November to make the 

way easier, to reduce the barriers that 

still exist, to recommit our energies to 

the fact that it should be a God-given 

right, I believe, and one that we should 

support for every child to have a fam-

ily.
God did not create human beings to 

raise themselves. It just is not possible 

to do that. Every human being needs to 

be raised by another human being in a 

very loving and nurturing way. 
For many years, unfortunately, we 

have had this idea that governments 

can raise children. Governments can-

not raise children; families raise chil-

dren. Or that some children are dam-

aged goods and they can just raise 

themselves. No child is damaged goods. 

Or that children in some way can wake 

themselves up in the morning even at 

3, 4, 5 years old, get themselves 

dressed, get themselves off to school, 

feed themselves, care for themselves, 

protect themselves. It does not happen 

without a nurturing adult. 
Our idea is to talk about the fact 

that every child deserves a family on 

which they can count, a family with at 

least one loving adult, if not two, who 

will love them, nurture them, protect 

them, raise them, and give them the 

opportunities to which they are enti-

tled. We recognize that while we have a 

lot of successes, we have a long way to 

go.
Let me share just a few successes. 

Last year, in 2000, nearly 50,000 chil-

dren were adopted out of foster care, a 

record number. That success is built 

squarely on the shoulders of what 

President Clinton and Vice President 

Gore, and now what President Bush 

and Vice President CHENEY, have com-

mitted, which is to help invest re-

sources and help write policies and 

laws that promote adoption in this Na-

tion.
This represents a 78-percent increase 

over 1996. There are not many pro-

grams run by the Federal Government, 
the State governments, or, for that 
matter, private-sector initiatives or 
enterprises that can boast of a 78-per-
cent increase. We are proud of our 
work at the Federal level working with 
our State governments and, in many 
instances, faith-based organizations 
and nonprofits promoting adoption. 

Second, because of the work this Sen-
ate did, we passed the first inter-
national treaty on adoption last year 
called the Hague Treaty, which is now 
being ratified and signed by many na-
tions in the world. I specifically thank 
Senators HELMS and BIDEN for their ex-
traordinary leadership. 

While many of the children who are 
adopted in the United States are born 
in the United States and then come to 
families through a domestic system, a 
growing number of children are coming 
into this country from other countries, 
such as China, Russia, countries in 
South America, and countries in the 
Mideast.

As this treaty is adopted and em-
braced by many countries, we are hop-
ing the world—some developed nations, 
some underdeveloped nations, some na-
tions that are Christian in their out-
look, some that have other religious 
leanings—say with one voice: We be-
lieve the world community has a re-
sponsibility to see that every child in 
this world has a home. We wish that 
every child could stay with the parent 
to which they were born. That is our 
greatest hope. We wish we could fix 
every problem that a family has so 
those children can be raised in that 
home into which they were born. 

There are terrible circumstances. 
There is alcoholism, drug addiction. 
There is abuse and neglect and mental 
illness and war and famine that sepa-
rate children from their birth parents. 
So we cannot leave those children. We 
cannot say to them: Raise yourself. We 
have to have international laws in 
place and policies in place that help to 
heal that, to give those children, if 
they cannot stay with their own par-
ent, to be able to have some kind of 
family to call their own. 

I cannot imagine living without hav-
ing a mother or a father, someone to 
pick up the phone, even at my age, at 
any age, to be able to not have some-
one you can rely on to give you a ref-
erence point and stability in your life. 

Without this Hague treaty we passed, 
there are millions and millions of chil-
dren who will never find a home. Our 
great hope is this treaty will be imple-
mented with all haste. The State De-
partment is, unfortunately, quite busy 
with the war effort now, but as soon as 
it can give its attention, Secretary 
Powell has assured me he is going to 
provide the resources necessary to the 

State Department to get this new sys-

tem set up. I think it would be wel-

comed around the world. 
The third success we have had, and 

on which we continue to work, is an 

adoption tax credit. If we can give tax 
credits to some major corporations in 
this world worth millions and hundreds 
of millions of dollars, we can most cer-
tainly provide tax credits to families 
who are not wealthy, who live pay-
check to paycheck, whose paychecks 
might be small but their hearts are 
large, who have loving homes and they 
want to take a child in. 

It is very expensive to raise a child. 
So the $10,000 tax credit we can give by 
doubling the current tax credit and 
making it permanent will say the Gov-
ernment believes if a private citizen or 
a family takes a child in through adop-
tion, they are entitled to have some of 
those expenses written off and we 
thank them for the contribution they 
are making to that child’s life and we 
thank them as taxpayers because the 
taxpayers have to pick up the tab for 
the raising of that child at higher rates 
of reimbursement, sometimes as much 
as $100 a day for emergency placement 
or extraordinary fees paid through gov-
ernment agencies. So we are saving 
ourselves money. 

The Senator from Texas, Mr. GRAMM,
was wonderful when he spoke about 
this. When I said the scoring mecha-
nism made us say this tax credit would 
cost the taxpayers money, he and I en-
tered into a colloquy and we rejected 
that notion, although technically we 
were not successful in that, by saying 
for every dollar we give out in a tax 
credit, it probably saves $10 to the tax-
payer because these children come off 
the public roll, come into the loving 
arms of a family willing to spend the 
time and basically put sweat equity 
into the raising of this child, and we 
are forever grateful. Our tax credit is 
passed and we now need to make it 
work for foster care children. 

Additionally, the Presidential can-
didates in this last election, I think for 
the first time—in my lifetime for pret-
ty certain, and maybe in the history of 
the country—made adoption a central 
component of their Presidential plat-
form. So this issue is gaining in 
strength and is becoming part of the 
American psyche and conscience, and 
we are very grateful for that success. 

Secondly, while we are very excited 
and passionate about these successes, 
we also have a great challenge ahead of 
us. There are still today 570,000 chil-
dren in foster care in the Nation, more 
than half a million children. These are 
children who have been taken away 
from their birth parents for many good 
reasons. Hopefully, many of them will 
return to their birth parents in an at-
mosphere of safety and security, but 
the parental rights of some of these 
children must be terminated because 
they are at risk, their life is at risk, 
unfortunately. There are about 130,000 
of these children of all ages and shapes 
and sizes and colors who are waiting to 
be adopted today. 

I want to share in a couple of weeks 
from now that we are going to host a 
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major national event in New Orleans. 

We are pleased to host this event. We 

are excited about hosting it. I am going 

to be there, along with my senior Sen-

ator from Louisiana, at the Super 

Bowl. We are going to be in a stadium. 

It is called the Dome Stadium. We are 

proud of it. It is one of the finest sta-

diums in America. Eighty-five thou-

sand people can fit into this stadium, 

and there is going to be a record crowd 

for that event. There will probably 

even be a few people standing in the 

aisles.
The only thing that would make it 

better is if the Saints were playing in 

the playoffs and the championship. 

Maybe that will happen. Anyway, this 

event is going to take place. When it 

does, I want people to hear this mes-

sage and my colleagues to think about 

the fact there are more children wait-

ing to be adopted in the United States 

than could fit in every seat in the 

Dome Stadium, in the aisles, and 

crowding around the concessions. 
So when my colleagues see that pan-

oramic, beautiful view of the Dome 

Stadium, I want them to think about 

the fact that in every seat there could 

be a child saying: All I want is a moth-

er or a father or a family to call my 

own. I am alone in the world. I need 

someone to help me. 
I want to show some pictures and tell 

some stories of two of these 130,000 

children. This is Joshua and Tiffany. 

They are twins. They are fraternal 

twins. They are 5 years old. They are 

beautiful children. They were born pre-

mature, as many millions of children 

are born premature, some extremely 

so. They have some developmental 

delays, but they are generally healthy 

children. Their favorite cartoons are 

Barney and Teletubbies. I understand 

5-year-olds. I have Mary Shannon who 

watches not too much television but 

enough to know who Barney and 

Teletubbies are. 
They say in their bio their favorite 

snacks are cookies and they love ice 

cream, but what they really want is a 

mother and a father to adopt them. 

They are available for adoption. They 

would love a family. These children are 

born healthy and they would be two of 

the children sitting in those seats in 

the Dome Stadium. I hope somebody 

will want to take them in. The govern-

ment has to do a better job of con-

necting these children to the waiting 

families who are out there, and I think 

we are on the track to do that. 
Let me show another picture. This is 

a precious little girl, as are these two. 

Her name is Cheyenne. She is from 

Louisiana. Cheyenne is 6 years old. She 

was born in 1995. She is bright and 

charming. She wants to be part of a 

family. She has beautiful blue eyes. 

They say in her bio she is a little shy, 

but if I did not have parents, I might be 

a little shy, too, because it is your 

mother and your father who help you 

to learn how to communicate, learn 

how to talk to people. 
She enjoys active sports. She does 

not have a family. So if we could be a 

little more enthusiastic and committed 

to helping in terms of all the things we 

are doing, we can help Cheyenne find a 

family perhaps in Louisiana. 
I see my colleague from Arkansas 

who has done some beautiful work in 

this area, as well as my colleague from 

Virginia.
If we can find a family for Cheyenne 

so she has somebody to count on and 

depend on, that is what this is all 

about.
One of the things we are working 

on—and, again, there are 160 members 

of our coalition on adoption; that num-

ber is growing—one of the projects we 

hope to have funded this year is an ex-

tension of what we call Faces of Adop-

tion. It is an Internet site. Anyone can 

log on the Internet at www.adopt.org. 

This site is funded by the Government 

in partnership with all of our State 

agencies, with a nonprofit organization 

out of Philadelphia, the National Adop-

tion Foundation, which has been sort 

of the lead nonprofit. I thank the 

President for putting money in his 

budget so by the year 2005, if we fund 

it, we will have pictures and informa-

tion about every child waiting, like 

Cheyenne, like the twins, like the 

other children, some of whom are per-

fectly healthy, some of whom have 

challenges. There is not one who would 

not be wanted by some family in this 

country.
I am very excited about new tech-

nologies that can help connect these 

children to families. We say there are 

no unwanted children, there are just 

unfound families. We should thank the 

Lord for the new technologies that en-

able us to tell these children’s stories 

to families and to say that while every-

body thinks they want to adopt an in-

fant, and it is wonderful to adopt in-

fants—and we did that in our situa-

tion—there are children of every age, 

every race, every background who 

could fit beautifully into a family. 
I want to share one of the other great 

successes with my colleagues. It is 

called Angels in Adoption. So many in 

the Senate, and I think so many of the 

people in my State and around the Na-

tion, are angels because they do help to 

find homes for children and take chil-

dren into their homes. We call them 

angels. I don’t know if the camera can 

show my angel pin was designed by an 

artist in Louisiana, Mignon Faget. We 

give this pin to the Members of Con-

gress and to our award winners in our 

States. I will talk about Angels in 

Adoption.
We were scheduled to do this event 

on September 11. It was planned a year 

ahead of time. We had thousands of 

people in Washington that night for 

this event. We were going to present 

these awards to these people. I see my 

colleague from Idaho; he was going to 

be cohosting the event on September 11 

with me. Of course, we know what hap-

pened on September 11. I spend just a 

moment to say what would have been 

said that day, but events prevented 

going forward with the event. 
For the record, let me cite some of 

the people who would have received the 

angels award. The idea is for every 

Member of Congress to find one person 

in their district—it could be a parent 

who adopted a child; it could be a judge 

who works overtime and gets into the 

office early or stays late or takes a 

couple of cases extra to help make sure 

that child gets the home they deserve; 

it could be a local attorney who does it 

pro bono but really believes in adop-

tion so he or she gives their time; it 

could be a church that has taken this 

as a special mission in their commu-

nity. The Members of Congress give out 

these awards I cite for the record. 
My award would have been given to 

Volunteers of America in north Lou-

isiana, a nonprofit that has placed 2,500 

children in homes in Louisiana and ac-

tually some in Arkansas and in our 

surrounding region. The reason I de-

cided to give my award to the volun-

teers was that their board created a 

video which I saw. I was very moved. It 

was a story of a birth mother and fa-

ther, a young couple who just were not 

quite ready, didn’t have the resources 

or the maturity to raise a child. They 

made a courageous, selfless, and loving 

decision to give their child to a family 

who was desperately wanting a child, 

to provide a home. That video was so 

moving and would be such a good ex-

ample for so many young people to see, 

I thought they should be given an 

award so we could distribute that video 

to communities around the country. 
Second, Representative JIM MCCRERY

from Louisiana would have given his 

award to Lillie Gallagher who is an 

angel in the outfield in Baton Rouge, 

LA. She is director of St. Elizabeth’s, a 

foundation that was created because an 

individual—a man—went on a retreat. 

He believes in prayer. God gave him a 

vision to create an agency. He did it 

with his own money and his friends. 

That agency, without government sup-

port, has helped place hundreds of chil-

dren. Lillie contributes tremendously 

as the original founder and director of 

that agency. So she was presented an 

award. This is just an example. 
Senator John Breaux would have pre-

sented his award to Linda Woods, a 

birth mother and an adoption advocate 

in Louisiana. She has been active on 

many boards and commissions. Linda 

is an Angel in Adoption. 
And finally, one of my favorites, al-

though it wasn’t my award, was the 

award given by the Congressman from 

my State, CHRIS JOHN from Lafayette, 

to Kaaren Hebert. I want to talk a 

minute about Kaaren because she is an 

angel whom I hope others emulate. 
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Kaaren is a young woman. She works 

for the State of Louisiana. She is a 

government employee. She is fabulous. 

She worked in a small parish in Lou-

isiana and was so recognized for her 

work that she was awarded and given a 

promotion to be a regional director. So 

she moved up to be the regional direc-

tor in Lafayette, which is in south 

Louisiana. It is a beautiful city. About 

250,000 to 350,000 people live in the re-

gion. Kaaren, under her leadership, had 

in 1997 35 adoptions in that region. In 

1998, there were 43 completed adop-

tions. In 1999, there were 66 completed. 

Under her leadership, she has placed 

over 459 children out of the Louisiana 

foster care system into homes in Lou-

isiana. Some of them were placed out 

of State. 
If every government worker did the 

job that Kaaren did—just 85 percent of 

her work, not 100 percent—I would esti-

mate there wouldn’t be any children 

waiting in this country, if everyone 

were as conscientious and as gung ho 

and as wonderful as Kaaren. She most 

certainly deserved an award, and she 

got it, although not publicly because of 

what happened that day. 
I wanted to share a few of the angel 

stories. But there are remarkable sto-

ries from every place in the Nation. We 

hope the press will write about the sto-

ries so it will encourage other people to 

join in and help. 
Finally, several Saturdays ago was 

National Adoption Day. On that day, 

1,000 adoptions were finalized in cap-

itals all across the Nation because the 

judges and family courts have decided 

to come together and try to promote 

adoption on one day. 
Finally, I end by thanking my col-

leagues for their work, acknowledging 

my wonderful partner, LARRY CRAIG, a 

Senator from Idaho, as we cochair the 

adoption caucus in the Senate, and I 

thank the Senator from Arkansas, the 

Senator from Virginia, and the Senator 

from Indiana for their good work and 

say as we celebrated Thanksgiving last 

week and as we celebrate Christmas, 

let us recommit ourselves to the idea 

that these celebrations aren’t really 

worth having, if you think about it, if 

you don’t have a family with whom to 

celebrate. Nothing, to me, would be 

sadder than to have no place to go on 

Thanksgiving or Christmas. I guess be-

cause I come from such a large and lov-

ing family, the thought of it is so alien 

to me, I cannot quite grasp it. But I 

know there are in this world millions 

of children who not only have no place 

to go on Thanksgiving and Christmas, 

but they have no place to go any day. 

They put themselves to bed and sleep 

at night by themselves. I hope we will 

remember them. Think about their pic-

tures, like Cheyenne. Think about so 

many of them who just need our people 

and every government official in this 

Nation, at the Federal, State, and local 

level, to do more than we do, including 

myself. I recommit myself to do this 

work even harder during this next 

year.
I thank my colleagues for their work 

in this area and I yield the remainder 

of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 

wish to commend my distinguished col-

league from Louisiana. I have been 

privileged to serve here many years in 

the Senate. In the 23 years I have been 

here I do not know of a single Senator 

who has ever taken the depth of inter-

est and time and commitment to this 

ever growing, important subject in our 

land.
This is not politics. This is not par-

tisanship. This is plainly, simply try-

ing to help those who, for many rea-

sons, are less fortunate than ourselves. 

I commend the distinguished colleague 

from Louisiana. 
Madam President, I would like to ad-

dress the Senate briefly on the ques-

tion of the agriculture bill. The distin-

guished Senator from Indiana is man-

aging this bill from our side. He and I 

have been discussing an issue with re-

gard to the peanut section of the bill. 
Throughout my career here in the 

Senate, I have worked with those Sen-

ators from the areas in which peanuts 

have been grown and hopefully will 

grow in the years to come. We have al-

ways been able to reach a meeting of 

the minds to try to provide, not a tre-

mendous profit, but a reasonable profit 

for the arduous work of growing pea-

nuts.
In my lifetime I had the opportunity 

to own and operate several farms. In 

many years we had a small peanut 

patch. It is not easy to grow those pea-

nuts. It requires a lot of manual labor. 

There is a constant battle with disease. 

Now we see a bill before the Senate, in-

deed one was before the House, which 

fractures the coalition of States that 

for so many years have joined together 

to ensure that our respective peanut 

growers have a fair share, an oppor-

tunity to have the benefits provided by 

law for those who toil in the most re-

spected profession of agriculture. 
Somehow that fracture, in my judg-

ment, seems to hurt Virginia very se-

verely. Virginia prides itself in growing 

a specialty peanut. Small family farms 

in rural areas. I have always enjoyed 

traveling through those areas. You see 

the old silos, the old barns, in many 

parts of the State the old farm machin-

ery. But they are very proud of their 

operations, whether it is a half acre or 

500 acres—whatever it may be. Often-

times, generations pass down to future 

generations the various plots of ground 

on which these peanuts have been 

grown through the years. 
We recognize that as things have 

changed in this country, more and 

more we try to establish agriculture on 

its own two feet, independent from sub-

sidization. We have done our best to 

preserve the ability of these families to 

continue to raise peanuts. 
Virginia, again, grows a specialty 

peanut. There is not a Member of this 

Chamber who has not at sometime en-

joyed that rather large peanut. It is 

anywhere from about three-eights an 

inch up to a little bigger than a half- 

inch. It is quite white after it is finally 

processed for consumption. 
By and large, the specialty peanut is 

served in dishes and bowls where it can 

be seen. It is such an excellent peanut. 

But it is costly to grow this peanut. It 

has such extraordinary quality it real-

ly is not economical, in many ways, for 

them to break it up and put it into 

candy and cover it with chocolate. 

Very little goes into peanut butter. Be-

cause of the quality and flavor, and in-

deed the visual aspects of this peanut 

are so wonderful that it is served on 

the family table, particularly at festive 

times of the year. At Christmas, I 

would bet half the tables in America 

will have the quality-type peanut 

grown in this segment of our country, 

primarily Virginia, some in North 

Carolina, some in the other States. 
Farmers in Virginia are the ones who 

are, in terms of the numbers of farmers 

in it, perhaps the most concentrated in 

this specialty peanut. This legislation, 

unfortunately, leaves them behind— 

and I think unfairly. That is the prin-

cipal thrust of my comments—fairness. 

I want to see that our farmers are 

treated as fair as the other peanut 

farmers, and that they get a fair return 

for this particular peanut. 
These rural areas are suffering from 

a loss of jobs. Young people are moving 

on to other areas of our State and else-

where seeking jobs. If we do not correct 

this inequity with regard to the pro-

duction of these specialty peanuts in 

Virginia, these rural areas are going to 

suffer an economic loss, one that on 

the horizon we do not see a recovery to 

provide the jobs that will be lost in 

this peanut industry if this bill is 

passed as it now stands goes through. 
The particular farm bill on which 

farmers all across our country are op-

erating today does not expire until 

next September. Yet, for some reason, 

those who drew up this peanut provi-

sion said once the Presidential signa-

ture is affixed to this piece of legisla-

tion and it becomes the law of the land, 

the programs under which our peanut 

farmers have operated since the 1930s 

are gone. And such support as they re-

ceive, really what we call the no-net- 

cost-to-the-Federal-taxpayer-program,

is gone. 
At a minimum, it would seem you 

would allow the peanut farmers in Vir-

ginia and elsewhere to finish out this 

growing cycle, a cycle that started 

first with the decision of the various 

farmers not to go for another crop, go 

to their bank, make their commit-

ments for financial resources, and 
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begin to till the ground and put the 
necessary fertilizer and other nutrients 
in that soil to raise next year’s crop. 
Now all of a sudden, bang—the program 
stops. That is not the type of fairness 
our Congress wants to inflict on this 
very small number of farmers. 

I will urge and continue to work with 
the managers of this bill in hopes that, 
at a minimum, we can have such effec-
tive date of the legislation to enable 
the farmers to continue this growing 
cycle under the existing farm bill until 
it expires next September. 

I thank my colleague, the distin-
guished Senator from Virginia, Mr. 
ALLEN, who spoke on this earlier. 

I yield the floor. 

COMMENDING SENATOR LANDRIEU

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. Madam President, 
before I begin my remarks I would, as 
the distinguished Senator from Vir-
ginia did, compliment my colleague 
from Louisiana who has tirelessly in-
volved herself with the issue of adop-
tion, making it more acceptable, more 
reasonable, and easier to work through 
in this Nation. She has done a fabulous 
job. She has provided leadership and 
compassion in this area, and I have 
been delighted to work with her, to 
learn from her, and to share in the ex-
periences that she can bring back to us 
in this body to help us, in this great 
Nation, improve the laws of the land 
that can reach out to the smallest of 
our constituents to make their quality 
of life just that much better, providing 
a loving home and the support they 
need.

I wanted to compliment her on her 
work and encourage her as she has re-
dedicated herself today. I, too, rededi-
cate myself to the issue of adoption 
and working with our States and fami-
lies across this Nation and other legis-
lators to improve the approach this 
government takes on adoption, and to 
making it a much easier, simpler and 
encouraging process. 

Madam President, I rise today to add 
my voice to those in support of this 
year’s farm bill, and to encourage my 
colleagues to join me in bringing this 
bill to the floor as quickly as we can. 

For the last 5 years, our farmers have 
worked to make ends meet under in-
credibly difficult circumstances. As 
prices for equipment, fertilizer, energy 
costs, and other inputs have sky-
rocketed, the returns have plummeted. 
Every year they have harvested their 
crops without knowing if they will be 
able to afford to plant another crop in 
the next growing season. 

When I was in the House of Rep-
resentatives, I opposed the 1996 Free-
dom to Farm bill because it did not 
provide adequate support for our farm-

ers. It provided flexibility, and it pro-

vided policy—but policy that was de-

pendent on other areas of government 

for which we did not have the where-

withal to provide the support. 

Since that bill passed, farmers in Ar-

kansas and around the country have 

been in limbo every year waiting for 

Congress to pass emergency spending 

bills because the existing farm policy 

was absolutely inadequate. The United 

States has the safest, most abundant 

and affordable food supply in the entire 

world. But if we are going to ensure 

that safety and abundance, we must in-

vest in our farmers and rural commu-

nities, and we must do it immediately. 
We desperately need a farm bill to 

provide a dependable safety net that 

ensures not only the financial viability 

of our farmers but also the viability of 

local bankers, merchants, and other 

rural and small town institutions that 

depend on a safe farm economy. 
We need a farm bill that will improve 

and stabilize farm income by con-

tinuing fixed income payments and 

creating a countercyclical income pro-

tection system. 
We need a farm bill that creates new 

conservation incentives and increases 

acreage for existing programs, such as 

the CRP, our Conservation Reserve 

Program; the WRP, the Wetlands Re-

serve Program; the Equip Program; 

and many other proven programs that 

allow us to take marginal lands out of 

production to use our own resources in 

our farming operations to be better 

stewards of the land, and to be more 

productive in our production. 
Rural communities across the Nation 

will see the benefits of a new farm bill. 
As we move forward, we need a farm 

bill that will spur rural development 

and expand broad-band access to our 

rural communities so they, too, can 

compete in this global economy, and so 

our producers can access the very Gov-

ernment programs that we want to pro-

vide them. 
As we have tried to minimize Govern-

ment in bringing it down and making 

it more efficient, we are dependent on 

technology. Yet many of our rural 

communities can’t access the very 

technologies we are expecting them to 

use for the programs that the Govern-

ment provides their producers. 
We need to increase funding to land- 

grant colleges. And we desperately 

need to improve nutrition and food aid 

programs, energy conservation pro-

grams, and forestry initiatives. 
We need a comprehensive package for 

our farm economy and for rural Amer-

ica. We have produced a good, solid, 

comprehensive package out of the Sen-

ate Agriculture Committee. 
This past year, I begged my Senate 

colleagues to focus on our desperate 

need for new agriculture policy in this 

country.
This past year, I have also urged my 

colleagues on the Senate Agriculture 

Committee to work hard together to 

deliver a new farm bill this year— 

something on which producers can de-

pend, something with which they can 

go to the financial institution to ask 

them for the ability to put next year’s 
crop in the ground. 

It is time for us to make that hap-
pen, and we can. In these few short 
days that we have left, we can bring 
about good, comprehensive, construc-
tive agriculture policy that will help 
the producers of this country and that 
will allow them to continue to be the 
producers of the safest, most affordable 
and abundant food supply in the world. 

But it is going to take us coming to-
gether, working hard, and focusing on 
what we need to complete before we 
break for the holiday. 

I am proud to stand up today for 
American farmers. I am proud to stand 
up before my colleagues and beg them 
to come together and bring about a 
comprehensive policy that will allow 
the agricultural producers of my State 
and other States across this country 
once again to go back to doing what 
they do best; that is, producing that 
safe and abundant food supply in a way 
that they can be assured their Govern-
ment is providing them the safety net 
they need to be competitive with other 
farmers, and particularly other govern-
ments across the globe. 

As we look at the export assistance 
numbers across the globe, we can see 
that the European Union is consuming 
about 80-plus percent of the export sub-
sidies worldwide. Our farmers are not 
competing with other farmers. They 
are competing with other governments, 
and it is now time for our Government 
to stand and say we are going to pro-
vide the safety net, and we are going to 
provide the Government assistance in 
working with our agricultural pro-
ducers so they, too, can be competitive. 

Today, I urge my colleagues to join 
me in supporting a farm policy that 
works for working farmers—a farm pol-
icy that we can conference with the 
House and get a good, solid, com-
prehensive bill to the desk of the Presi-
dent so we can once again have good, 
solid, agricultural policy on behalf of 
the many hard working men and 
women on family farms today and 
across this Nation. 

Thank you, Madam President. I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Thank you, Madam 
President.

EXPIRATION OF ATPA

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, I 
am here this evening with a tinge of 
sadness. At midnight last night, one of 
the most important and successful ef-
forts in the United States to build bet-
ter relations with our neighbors in 
Latin America expired. After 10 years 
of successful service to the United 
States and the four countries of the 
Andean region—Bolivia, Peru, Ecuador, 

and Colombia—the Andean Trade Pref-

erence Act expired of its own accord 

last night, and the Congress has not al-

located the time necessary for its ex-

tension.
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This landmark trade agreement, 

which was passed in 1991, has helped 

the United States and these four coun-

tries to develop legitimate, strong, ex-

panding commercial ties, and it has 

contributed substantially to the goal of 

stabilizing the economies and political 

systems of these four countries by en-

couraging a diversification of their 

economies.
To look backwards, in the last full 

year before the Andean Trade Pref-

erence Act was passed, the United 

States imported $12.7 billion from these 

four Andean countries, primarily in 

traditional agricultural commodities 

such as coffee and bananas. 
In the year 2000, the United States 

imported $28.5 billion from these coun-

tries—a 125-percent increase. Much of 

this increase was in new and frequently 

nontraditional areas of economic activ-

ity for these four countries. 
To mention one example, the cut- 

flower industry hardly existed in terms 

of its imports into the United States 

prior to the Andean Trade Preference 

Act. In 1991, the year before ATPA took 

effect, the United States imported $220 

million in flowers from the four Ande-

an countries. In the year 2000, the 

United States had more than doubled 

that amount to over $440 million worth 

in flowers. 
The flower industry is particularly 

important because it is a very strong 

job generator. I have been told that, on 

average, for every hectare of land that 

is committed to flower production in 

the Andean region, there are between 5 

and 10 persons employed to work those 

flowers and to bring them into full 

blossom and ready to be exported not 

only to the United States but increas-

ingly to the world. 
The United States has also been a 

significant direct beneficiary in that 

we have substantially increased our ex-

ports to the Andean region. Over the 

last 8 years, those exports have grown 

by 65 percent, to a total of $6.3 billion 

in 1999. 
As one visits the Andean region, they 

are struck by the prevalence of U.S. 

products—everything from the yellow 

diesel equipment, Caterpillar, to tele-

communications equipment made in 

the United States. 
Given the clear value this program 

has had for the United States and our 

four neighbors in the Andean region, it 

is a sad commentary that after 10 years 

of success we have allowed this pro-

gram to expire. It also ought to be a 

strong motivation for us to say we 

shall not conclude this session of Con-

gress without extending this program 

and expanding the program so that it 

will yield even greater benefits to the 

United States and to our Andean 

neighbors.
I filed legislation in the last Congress 

and again in this one which has that 

objective. I am pleased to report that 

the Senate Finance Committee, last 

week, reported favorably the legisla-
tion which will extend and expand the 
Andean Trade Preference Act. The 
House of Representatives has already 
adopted a similar piece of legislation. I 
hope in the next few days the Senate 
will do likewise, and we can move 
quickly to resolve differences between 
the two Houses and send this legisla-
tion on to the President to be signed. 

I also am very hopeful we will make 
this legislation retroactive to midnight 
of last night so there will not be a hia-
tus in the benefits which have been 
available for a decade. 

Why is all of this important to the 
United States beyond the amount of di-
rect economic benefit? It is important 
to the United States because the 
United States has a stake in what hap-
pens in this region of the world—a re-
gion that is so close to us. 

If we are serious about halting the 
flow of illegal drugs into the United 
States, we must be concerned about 
the Andean region because over 80 per-
cent of the cocaine that comes into the 
United States, and an increasing pro-
portion of the heroin that comes into 
the United States, comes from this re-
gion. If we are interested in building 
strong democratic capitalist institu-
tions, we should be concerned about 
this region. 

Colombia has had one of the longest 
democracies in South America. It has 
been a role model to other countries in 
the hemisphere. But Colombia, as well 
as its neighbors, has faced unusually 
stressful and challenging situations 
over the last decade. The Andean Trade 
Preference Act has been a source of 
stability in a region which has fre-
quently been in turmoil. If we are 
steadfast in our war against terrorism, 
then we must be concerned with what 
is happening in the Andean region. 

Some of the most violent terrorists 
in the world are in our own hemi-
sphere. The guerrillas and drug traf-
fickers who are waging war on civil so-
ciety in Colombia are some of the most 
vicious in the world. What many Amer-
icans fail to recognize is that the larg-
est single source of terrorist attacks 
against Americans in the world is in 
the country of Colombia. 

In the year 2000, over 40 percent of 
the incidents of terrorist attacks 
against U.S. citizens and U.S. interests 
were in the country of Colombia. Un-
fortunately, that violence in Colombia 
is spilling over to its neighbors, espe-
cially Ecuador. 

I am concerned that we have already 
taken a step back from our commit-
ment which the Congress made just a 
year ago through Plan Colombia, a 
commitment that was to galvanize the 
international community with Colom-
bia in a major effort at rolling back 
drug trafficking, guerrillas, and ter-

rorism. One year later, we in the Sen-

ate, by a 22-percent margin, have cut 

the funding for the Andean Regional 

Initiative.

I hope before we vote on the foreign 

operations conference report the nego-

tiations between the Senate and the 

House will result in a significant res-

toration of those funds not only be-

cause the dollars are needed in order to 

accomplish their important objectives 

but also because of the symbol that 

those dollars represent in terms of our 

commitment to a long-term war 

against terrorism. 
The Senate must act rapidly on this 

legislation so the people of this region 

will have confidence in our reliability 

as a neighbor and partner and that 

they will have incentives to develop le-

gitimate economic alternatives to the 

production of drugs and other illicit ac-

tivity.
It has been estimated that in Colom-

bia alone, if we were to be fully suc-

cessful in our efforts to rid that coun-

try of the scourge of drug production 

and trafficking, some 400,000 Colom-

bians would be without a livelihood. It 

is important that we be a partner not 

only in the eradication of drugs but 

also in the provision of legitimate, law-

ful employment to replace those 400,000 

illicit jobs. 
I would point to the fact that the leg-

islation I hope we will soon be consid-

ering is not just a replication of that 

which passed in 1991. There have been 

significant changes in the political and 

economic landscape of the Andean re-

gion since that initial enactment. 
To mention one of the most signifi-

cant of those changes was last year’s 

passage by the Congress of the Carib-

bean Basin Trade Partnership Act of 

2000. This was important to the Andean 

region because it changed the competi-

tive playing field between the Andean 

region and the Caribbean Basin. 
The 2000 legislation—the Caribbean 

Basin Trade Partnership Act—gave to 

the countries of Central America and 

the Caribbean, which participate in the 

Caribbean Basin Initiative, parity with 

the benefits that had earlier been of-

fered to Mexico under the North Amer-

ican Free Trade Act. The effect of this 

has been to change the competitive po-

sition between the Caribbean Basin and 

the Andean Trade Pact. 
In one of the most critical areas, 

which is apparel assembly, today most 

apparel in the Caribbean Basin will 

come into the United States duty-free, 

while the Andean region will still be 

paying, on average, a 14-percent duty 

for the same assembled items. There 

have been fears that that differential— 

zero from the Caribbean; 14 percent 

from the Andean region—could result 

in as much as 100,000 jobs lost in Co-

lombia alone, lesser amounts in the 

other three Andean trade countries. 
That would go in exactly the oppo-

site direction of what we should be 

doing in terms of encouraging more le-

gitimate jobs in the region as an alter-

native to the licit jobs in the drug 

trade. We are seeing the effects of that 
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14-percent differential. In May and Au-
gust of this year, imports of apparel 
from Andean trade countries declined 6 
percent over the same period just a 
year ago. Through that same period, 
imports from the CBI countries have 
increased over $47 million. We are al-
ready beginning to see some relocation 
of industrial activity out of the Andean 
region into the Caribbean. 

I was the sponsor of the Caribbean 
Basin legislation in 2000 and have long 
been a supporter of our relations with 
that region of the world. We must not 
continue to help one region at the ex-
pense of the other. We must have a 
trade, economic, and foreign policy 
perspective that treats all of our neigh-
bors with respect and equality. 

I would like to point out that there is 
not only a past and a future in the 
United States relationship with the 
Andean trade region, but there is also 
going to be a past, a present, and a fu-
ture. That future is that it is critical 
that we prepare for the year 2005. 

What is the significance of the year 
2005? The significance is that in the 
major area of job creation and pro-
motion that we can influence in this 
region, which is primarily in the ap-
parel assembly area, we are going to 
lose the protections we have had over 
the recent past. 

A little background: For much of the 
past several decades, there has been an 
international agreement called the 
multifiber agreement. That agreement 
has restricted the number of specific 
apparel items which any individual 
country can ship into the United 
States. Under that agreement, for in-
stance, the country of China is limited 
as to the number of shirts and blouses 
and other items it can import. Those 
numbers are substantially below what 
its capacity to produce is. 

Because of that, the differential in 
the cost of production between Mexico 
and the Caribbean and the Andean re-
gion and the Far East has been kept 
within tolerable limits. The concern is 
that as soon as that multifiber agree-
ment lapses, which will occur in the 
year 2005, there will be the potential 
that the United States will be swamped 
with apparel products from Asia with 
which our neighbors in Mexico and the 
Caribbean and the Andean region can-
not compete. 

Therefore, the next few years are 
critical in our urgency of developing a 
more efficient and productive industry 
and a partnership between the U.S. tex-
tile capability, because virtually all of 
those assembled items are assembled 
from U.S.-grown fiber and U.S.-spun 
textiles, which are then assembled in 
either Mexico or the Caribbean or the 
Andean region. We must make that 
partnership of American textiles and 

near-neighbor assembly sufficiently ef-

ficient that it can survive in a post-2005 

economic environment. 
We need to start that process as rap-

idly as possible in all areas. We have 

already done it with Mexico and the 
Caribbean. Now we must turn our at-
tention to the Andean region. 

One final point: Our office is receiv-
ing calls from a wide variety of busi-
nesses, both in the United States and 
in Latin America, complaining that 
they will be subject to increased duties 
starting today, December 5. Many of 
these companies deal with perishable 
goods, including cut flowers and vege-
tables, that cannot be held for days or 
weeks while Congress deliberates. 

I would like to make it clear again 
that it is my intention and hope to 
work to assure that the current ATPA 
benefits will be retroactive from the 
date of enactment of any legislation to 
midnight of last night. That would 
mean that any duties collected in the 
coming days by the Customs Service 
would be refundable. 

We recognize that the confusion and 
inconvenience this situation will cre-
ate will result in some dislocations and 
some abrasions between our country 
and these four good neighbors. I wish it 
could have been avoided. What we can 
do today is commit that we will make 
this period as short as possible and we 
will make it as painless as possible to 
all involved. 

The old cliche is ‘‘trade, not aid.’’ 
That is not a cliche but a truth that 
has worked in the Andean region to our 
benefit and to the benefit of our four 
neighboring countries. The United 
States has been a powerful beacon for 
open markets and strong free trade and 
a capitalist economic system as a fun-
damental foundation under democ-
racies. Now it is our challenge to re-
build that foundation in a deeper and 
expanded form for our relationship 
with these four neighbors in the Ande-
an region. I hope we will get about that 
business of foundation building as soon 
as possible. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana. 

Mr. LUGAR. Madam President, I ap-
preciate very much the words of the 
distinguished Senator from Florida. I 
share his feelings completely. We had 
the privilege in the Foreign Relations 
Committee of having a meeting with 
the President of Bolivia just this morn-
ing. President Ramirez is in Wash-
ington to meet with President Bush to-
morrow.

Obviously, the President of Bolivia, 
an extraordinarily talented person, a 
great leader in South America, ex-
pressed very considerable anxiety over 

the end of the Andean free trade situa-

tion. Bolivia has taken extraordinary 

steps against the drug trade at great 

cost but with great effectiveness. Our 

foreign policy really depends upon the 

support of extraordinary leaders such 

as the President of Bolivia. 
The words of the Senator from Flor-

ida are timely, and his leadership on 

this issue really has been exemplary. I 

congratulate him and look forward to 

working with him. 

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. 
Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

HEALTH CARE AND NEW YORK DISASTER NEEDS

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the opportunity and thank the 
distinguished ranking member on the 
Agriculture Committee for the chance 
to come to the floor and speak about a 
matter of great concern and urgency to 
my State. I also commend the Senator 
from Indiana and the chairman of the 
Agriculture Committee for their very 
hard and diligent work on the bill we 
are considering. 

I turn our attention, as I have on nu-
merous occasions over the past weeks, 
to the situation in the State of New 
York following the attacks on Sep-
tember 11 and the extraordinary dam-
age inflicted on the infrastructure, on 
the economy, and most especially on 
the lives of New Yorkers. 

I commend Senator BYRD and the Ap-
propriations Committee for the ex-
traordinary job they have done in 
marking up the fiscal year 2002 Defense 
appropriations bill which addresses not 
only the pressing national security and 
defense needs of our Nation but also 
marks a significant step forward in ad-
dressing our homeland defense needs, 
as well as the specific needs related to 
the cleanup, rebuilding, and revitaliza-
tion of the city of New York. 

Just days after the horrific attack on 
September 11, just over 12 weeks ago, 
President Bush told a joint session of 
Congress: We will rebuild New York 
City. The President’s Budget Director 
weeks later said: The President’s 
pledge of $20 billion is an absolute 
guarantee, and it is likely to be more. 

We have collected quotations from 
other leaders. It is very gratifying to 
me that Senator BYRD and the Appro-
priations Committee have moved for-
ward to fulfill the promises and com-
mitments made to the people of New 
York. I personally thank and commend 
Senator BYRD for balancing the needs 
of our country with the need to be pre-
pared in the face of terrorism, to re-
build the financial capital of the world, 
New York City, and to be fiscally re-
sponsible—understanding if we don’t 

get our economy going, if we don’t pro-

ceed, it will cost more later. I also 

thank the Appropriations Committee 

staff, especially Terry Sauvain and 

Chuck Kieffer and Paul Carliner on 

Senator MIKULSKI’s staff who have 

given my staff and myself so much as-

sistance in the weeks since September 

11.
The bill reported out of committee is 

just the first step. As we go to the 

floor, which could be as early as tomor-

row, I hope my colleagues understand 
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and appreciate we are fighting a war on 
two fronts. We have to fully fund the 
important defense needs of our Nation, 
and we have to fully fund, beginning 
with the Appropriations recommenda-
tions, the homeland security needs and 
New York City’s needs. 

I will speak today particularly about 

the health care needs of New Yorkers 

and Americans in the aftermath of this 

disaster. The essential services that 

hospitals and health care workers pro-

vided throughout the World Trade Cen-

ter disaster demonstrate how much we 

depend upon our health care system all 

the time, but particularly in a time of 

need. New York’s hospitals and hos-

pital workers pitched in heroically dur-

ing the emergency, not only on the day 

of September 11 but on the days and 

weeks following. They worked around 

the clock. They operated on backup 

power systems, without phones and 

other utilities. Health care workers 

jeopardized their own lives to be at 

their stations. Hospital personnel pro-

vided supportive services to commu-

nity members and hospitals that were 

right there at ground zero. St. Vin-

cent’s and NYU Downtown not only 

cared for the injured but provided 

meals for rescue workers, took meals 

to elderly residents who were trapped 

in their apartments. They served as the 

backbone of the care and support sys-

tem we relied on during this crisis 

while suffering their own structural 

damage. NYU, for example, lost its 

data center, and therefore its billing 

capacity. In effect, that was a fitting 

metaphor for how these hospitals oper-

ated: According to their mission, not 

their bottom line. They did not be-

grudge the costs of clearing hospital 

beds. They did not count the costs of 

bringing staff in on highest alert on 

overtime pay. They did not stand at 

the door of the emergency room asking 

to see people’s insurance cards and 

sending them to a line to get their ap-

plications filled out. 
They incurred security expenses. 

They depleted stockpiles of emergency 

supplies, pharmaceuticals, and blood. 

They provided disaster counseling serv-

ices as well as emergency food, hous-

ing, and transportation. They also in-

curred expenses on emergency tele-

communications and backup genera-

tors. When they ran out, they had to 

purchase and rent equipment. They had 

to set up an emergency morgue. They 

incurred so many extraordinary costs, 

and it is in part to alleviate some of 

those costs that we have a special pro-

vision in the appropriations for hos-

pital costs that were incurred during 

this disaster. 
But the disaster has had a dev-

astating impact, not only on providers 

but on health coverage as well. One of 

the most unfortunate consequences of 

the disaster, combined with the eco-

nomic downturn, has been the impact 

on workers. Many workers in New York 

City saw their jobs just vanish in the 

rubble of the collapsed towers. Thou-

sands more throughout the city and 

State lost their jobs because of the 

aftershocks of the disaster. Then it 

spread out around our country. 
The unemployment rate nationally 

has gone up half of 1 percent—faster in 

1 month than at any point in the last 

20 years. In New York City, of course, 

the problem is exacerbated. In the span 

of 1 month, unemployment rose 1.3 per-

cent, more than twice the national 

rate.
This is a picture of a recent job fair. 

Here you see people scrambling for 

their livelihoods, for their families’ 

economic survival, but with limited op-

portunities in a recessionary economy. 
The headline from the San Antonio 

Express News, October 18: 

New York job fair sends thousands away; 

Arena isn’t big enough for crowd. 

The New York Department of Labor 

has estimated that 250,000 New Yorkers 

will be out of work by year’s end. 

Based on what we know about the rates 

of health insurance among the jobless, 

the majority will lose their health in-

surance.
While some may be able to rely on 

Medicaid, estimates show that 100,000 

of these displaced workers will end up 

uninsured. This is true across the coun-

try. We know that more than two out 

of five Americans who lose their jobs 

lose health care as well. That inflicts a 

double blow. It is my hope that in the 

coming days we can address some of 

these pressing economic and health 

care needs, not only for New Yorkers 

but for all Americans, first through 

supplemental appropriations, then 

through the stimulus package. 
The proposed Senate economic stim-

ulus package reported to the Senate 

floor would provide additional help for 

displaced workers who are eligible for 

COBRA continuation but cannot afford 

to use up over half of their unemploy-

ment check each month just for health 

insurance. The proposal would cover 75 

percent of the cost of COBRA, making 

it affordable for far more unemployed 

families. This would mean we would 

see that approximately 457,000 tem-

porary unemployed workers and their 

families would be covered. Currently 

the COBRA premiums, which average 

over $7,700 for families in New York, 

are unaffordable without some addi-

tional help. 
But we also know that many workers 

in small businesses are not COBRA eli-

gible. In New York, 25 percent of work-

ers are employed by small businesses 

not covered by COBRA. The stimulus 

proposal addresses that gap by offering 

health coverage through a temporary 

State Medicaid option with an en-

hanced match to encourage States to 

provide the coverage. 
We will see not only an effect on indi-

viduals and their families but also on 

State budgets. States expect to see an 

additional 4 million individuals added 
to their Medicaid rolls. The number of 
children on Medicaid could rise as 
much as 11.3 percent. 

Here you see on this chart the steady 
growth in Medicaid enrollments as un-
employment rates grow. At a time 
when States are already reeling from 
reduced revenues, many of our States 
will not have the resources to meet 
this increased need. We already have 
heard troubling stories from our 
States. Tennessee is proposing to 
eliminate coverage for 180,000 Medicaid 
beneficiaries. Washington is consid-
ering cuts of 10 percent to 15 percent. 
California is talking about budget cuts 
of up to $1 billion in Medicaid. Florida 
may eliminate coverage of adults with 
catastrophic health care costs. And In-
diana has appropriated $140 million less 
than is projected will be needed for 
Medicaid in that State alone. 

So just when we have unemployment 
going up, revenues going down, many 
more people being thrown into the 
ranks of the unemployed, unable to 
keep their insurance, when we have 2.6 
million more children having to rely 
on this safety net program, the States 
are in an impossible position, and it is 
a vicious circle because if they cannot 
provide at least some Medicaid fund-
ing, many hospitals will be forced to 
provide services the best they can, in-
creasing their costs which will not be 
reimbursed. And we are into that vi-
cious cycle where uncompensated costs 
create downward pressures on institu-
tions such as hospitals that have to cut 
services even for the insured and have 
to turn away the uninsured. 

Many States are going to be in that 
difficult position. I hope we are going 
to provide at least some temporary 
support through increased matching 
funds to help Governors be able to deal 
with the increasing health care costs. 

I know in the State of New York we 
came up with a quite creative approach 
by creating something called the Dis-
aster Relief Medicaid Program. It cut 
through all the bureaucratic redtape, 
cut the application process which 
many of us have been complaining 
about for years—cut it down to one 
page, allowed many needy people to 
skip over all those bureaucratic hur-
dles to be able to be eligible for Med-
icaid. It has been a lifesaver for a lot of 
our New York families. 

We will not be able to continue that 
without some additional help. I think, 
actually, this program is a very good 
model we ought to look at in the future 
when we try to think of some perma-
nent ways to provide more Medicaid as-
sistance. But certainly this stream-
lined post-crisis process really did a 
tremendous job filling a breach that 
would have otherwise caused a tremen-
dous amount of backlog and uninsured 
people not being given the health care 
they deserve to have. 

Yesterday, Congressman PETER KING

from New York, along with some House 
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colleagues, introduced legislation on 

the House side to hold States harmless 

if they were slated for what is called an 

FMAP decrease—in other words, the 

match they get from the Federal Gov-

ernment—and provide an additional 

two point increase to all States, with 

an additional 2.5 percent available to 

States with unemployment rates high-

er than the average across States na-

tionwide.
I think this is a good short-term so-

lution. It is also a good stimulus, if you 

can get money into the hands of people 

who need to spend it, as people who 

have health care needs have to spend 

it. But it is the right thing to do as 

well.
I urge my colleagues to support the 

kind of cobbled together approach that 

would give COBRA premium subsidies, 

would provide an increase in the 

FMAP, at least temporarily, to help 

out our States that are facing such rev-

enue shortfalls, provide a Medicaid op-

tion for non-COBRA-eligible workers 

which will be not only important for 

our States and for our economy and 

our health care system but absolutely 

essential to so many of the workers 

who, since September 11, have been not 

only out of work but out of health in-

surance as well. 
I thank my colleague, the ranking 

member of the Agriculture Committee, 

for his indulgence, in being able to ad-

dress this critical issue that will come 

before us sometime in the next few 

days. I appreciate greatly the attention 

that can be paid to making sure we 

provide the kind of health care support 

that is needed at this time. 
I yield the floor and suggest the ab-

sence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 

quorum call be rescinded. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT 

AGREEMENT

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that at 12 noon, Thurs-

day, December 6, the motion to proceed 

to S. 1731, the farm bill, be agreed to 

and the motion to reconsider be laid on 

the table; that the Senate then proceed 

to the consideration of Calendar No. 

254, H.R. 3338, the Department of De-

fense appropriations bill, provided, fur-

ther that no amendments be in order to 

S. 1731 prior to Tuesday, December 11. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection?
Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, the two 

managers of the bill, Senators HARKIN

and LUGAR, are two of the prizes we 

have in the Senate. The debate has 

been very civil, and they really look 

forward to going back to this bill. De-

bate on the bill should be one of the 

better debates we have had this year. I 

hope everyone who has concerns will 

get their amendments ready so we can 

finish this bill before the end of the 

year.
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, if the 

Senator will yield, I thank the Senator 

for working out this agreement and for 

getting us to cloture on this bill so we 

can proceed to the farm bill. 
As my good friend from Nevada 

knows, people in rural America need 

this bill. They need it now. 
The Presiding Officer also knows 

that his farmers in Georgia, and espe-

cially farmers around the South, are 

going to have to go to their banks pret-

ty soon after the first of the year to get 

loans ready for planting their crops. 

Their bank is going to say: What are 

you looking at? What are you going to 

have next year? They will not know. 

Many farmers will be right behind 

them in about February and March. 

They will be going to their banks. 
That is why it is so important to get 

this farm bill finished. As I said earlier 

today, and I say to my good friend 

from Nevada, right now we are facing 

over 54 percent less net farm income 

today than we had in 1995. We can’t af-

ford to wait any longer. We have a good 

bill. It is a balanced bill. We have 

worked out all of our agreements. 
This is a good bill for all Americans. 

It is a good bill for farmers all over 

this country. It is a good bill for people 

who live in our small towns and com-

munities.
I want to personally thank my good 

friend from Nevada, the assistant ma-

jority leader, for all of his help in get-

ting this bill to the floor and for mak-

ing sure we get this bill finished before 

we go home for Christmas. We are 

going to do that. We are going to finish 

this bill. We are going to have it out of 

here, and we are going to let the farm-

ers of America know what they can 

count on for next year. 
I thank my friend. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, the major-

ity leader asked me to also announce 

that when we go to the Defense appro-

priations bill, we are going to complete 

it this week. He will certainly have 

more to say about this tomorrow. But 

this is something we have to do. People 

who serve in the Senate want to be out 

of here by a week from Friday, and we 

have to finish this bill so it can be 

taken to conference over the weekend 

and the conference report brought back 

prior to next Friday. I hope everyone 

will understand that. 
As he said—I am speaking for the 

majority leader—we may have to work 

through the weekend. But if people 

have any hope of getting out of here by 

next Friday, they are going to have to 

really work with us and move this leg-

islation.

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to executive session to consider the fol-
lowing nomination: Calendar No. 532; 
that the nomination be confirmed, the 
motion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, any statements thereon be print-
ed in the RECORD, and the President be 
immediately notified of the Senate’s 
action.

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

The nomination was considered and 
confirmed as follows: 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

John P. Walters, of Michigan, to be Direc-
tor of National Drug Control Policy. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, all of us 
have a strong desire to confront and 
conquer the scourge of drug abuse and 
the ways it ravages American lives, es-
pecially young American lives. The de-
bate on how best to prevail in this 
struggle is well under way in commu-
nities and at kitchen tables across the 
nation. The President’s nomination of 
John Walters to head the Office of Na-
tional Drug Control Policy has been 
the most recent catalyst for this de-
bate.

I voted against Mr. Walters’ nomina-
tion in committee. In light of that, I 
would like to share some of my con-
cerns about Mr. Walters in the hope 
that he will take them to heart, and 
that he will greatly exceed my expecta-
tions and the expectations of the other 
Senators who voted against him in 
committee.

I believe Mr. Walters was the wrong 
choice for this job, and that his sharply 
partisan approach to drug policy issues 
provides an imperfect fit for an era of 
growing bipartisan consensus about 
drugs. Indeed, his ideological bent is a 
hindrance when our efforts to prevent 
drug abuse call for cooperation and 
pragmatism. Until his confirmation 
hearings, most of the little he had said 
and written about drug treatment was 
deeply skeptical. He has focused pri-
marily on the need to reduce the sup-
ply of drugs, too rarely focusing on the 
neglected demand side of the drug 
equation. He has also dismissed con-
cerns about the racial impact of our 
current drug policies and the utility of 
mandatory minimum sentences. In 
short, Mr. Walters’ public record does 
not inspire confidence in those of us 
who think Congress has occasionally 
made the wrong decisions in our at-
tempts to prevent drug abuse. 

I do not doubt Mr. Walters’ intellect 
or the depth of his concern about our 
nation’s drug problems. I simply be-
lieve that he is not the best person to 
coordinate our anti-drug efforts. We all 
agree that the fight against drug abuse 
is vitally important. We disagree only 
in the methods we choose to achieve 
our shared goal of a drug-free America. 
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