July 20, 1995

Manton
Manzullo
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McHugh
Mclntosh
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Minge
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Pelosi

Abercrombie
Andrews
Baker (CA)
Ballenger
Barr

Brown (OH)
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Cardin
Chapman
Chenoweth
Coble
Coburn
Cooley

Cox
DeFazio
Dellums
Diaz-Balart
Doolittle
Dornan
Duncan
Ehrlich
Engel
Evans
Fields (LA)
Forbes
Ford

Frank (MA)
Funderburk
Gejdenson
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Gutierrez
Hefley

Bachus
Clay

Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pomeroy
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Salmon
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaefer
Schiff
Schumer
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (TX)

NAYS—107

Hefner
Heineman
Hilliard
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Inglis
Jones
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kildee
King
Lantos
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lipinski
Markey
McDermott
Mclnnis
McKinney
Menendez
Metcalf
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mink
Nadler
Oberstar
Olver
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Parker

NOT VOTING—6

Collins (MI)
Jefferson

O 1444

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Smith (WA)
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Tejeda
Thomas
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torres
Towns
Tucker
Upton
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Ward
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Williams
Wilson
Wise

Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Payne (NJ)
Pombo
Porter
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose

Royce
Sanders
Scarborough
Schroeder
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stockman
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thompson
Torricelli
Traficant
Velazquez
Vento
Waldholtz
Wamp
Waters
Watt (NC)
Weldon (PA)
Wynn

Moakley
Reynolds

Messrs. DOOLITTLE, WAMP, WYNN,
COBLE, LEWIS of Kentucky, Ms. WA-
TERS, and Messrs. MEEHAN, SPENCE,

PORTER,

“nay.”

HEFNER,
changed their vote from

and GRAHAM

yea’’ to

Messrs. SMITH of Michigan, WISE,

ACKERMAN,

CUNNINGHAM,

BECERRA, RANGEL, RAHALL, REED,
DICKEY, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr.
ORTIZ, and Mr. MEEHAN changed
their vote from “nay’’ to yea.”

So the motion to table was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, on
Wednesday, July 19, I missed two roll-
call votes during consideration of H.R.
2020, the Treasury, Postal Service, gen-
eral Government appropriations for fis-
cal year 1996, and one rollcall vote dur-
ing consideration of H.R. 1976, the Ag-
riculture appropriation for fiscal year
1996. On rollcall vote No. 527 | would
have voted ‘“‘aye.” On rollcall No. 528 |
would have voted ‘“‘nay.”” On rollcall
No. 535 | would have voted ‘“‘nay.”’
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks on the
bill, H.R. 1976, and that | may include
tabular and extraneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Em-
ERSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from New Mex-
ico?

There was no objection.

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-
ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1996

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 188 and rule
XXI11, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 1976.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill (H.R.
1976) making appropriations for Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and
Drug Administration, and related agen-
cies programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1996, and for other pur-
poses with Mr. KLUG in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole rose on Wednesday,
July 9, 1995, the amendments en bloc
printed in House Report 104-185 offered
by the gentleman from New Mexico
[Mr. SKEEN] had been disposed of.

The Clerk will designate title I.

The text of title | is as follows:

H.R. 1976

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
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Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for Ag-
riculture, Rural Development, Food and
Drug Administration, and Related Agencies
programs for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1996, and for other purposes, namely:

TITLE I
AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS
PRODUCTION, PROCESSING, AND MARKETING
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Secretary of Agriculture, and not to exceed
$75,000 for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109,
$10,227,000, of which $7,500,000 shall be avail-
able for InfoShare: Provided, That not to ex-
ceed $11,000 of this amount, along with any
unobligated balances of representation funds
in the Foreign Agricultural Service shall be
available for official reception and represen-
tation expenses, not otherwise provided for,
as determined by the Secretary.

EXECUTIVE OPERATIONS
CHIEF ECONOMIST

For necessary expenses of the Chief Econo-
mist, including economic analysis, risk as-
sessment, cost benefit analysis, and the func-
tions of the World Agricultural Outlook
Board, as authorized by the Agricultural
Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1622g), and in-
cluding employment pursuant to the second
sentence of the section 706(a) of the Organic
Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), of which not to ex-
ceed $5,000 is for employment under 5 U.S.C.
3109, $3,748,000.

NATIONAL APPEALS DIVISION

For necessary expenses of the National Ap-
peals Division, including employment pursu-
ant to the second sentence of section 706(a)
of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), of
which not to exceed $25,000 is for employ-
ment under 5 U.S.C. 3109, $11,846,000.

OFFICE OF BUDGET AND PROGRAM ANALYSIS

For necessary expenses of the Office of
Budget and Program Analysis, including em-
ployment pursuant to the second sentence of
section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.S.C. 2225), of which not to exceed $5,000 is
for employment wunder 5 U.S.C. 3109,
$5,899,000.

CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Chief Financial Officer, including employ-
ment pursuant to the second sentence of sec-
tion 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C.
2225), of which not to exceed $10,000 is for em-
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3109, $4,133,000: Pro-
vided, That the Chief Financial Officer shall
reinstate and market cross-servicing activi-
ties of the National Finance Center: Provided
further, That none of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available by this Act shall
be used to obtain, modify, re-engineer, li-
cense, operate, implement, or expand com-
mercial off-the-shelf financial management
software systems or existing commercial off-
the-shelf system financial management con-
tracts, beyond general ledger systems and
accounting support software, at the National
Finance Center until thirty legislative days
after the Secretary of Agriculture submits to
the House and Senate Committees on Appro-
priations a complete and thorough cost-bene-
fit analysis and a certification by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture that this analysis pro-
vides a detailed and accurate cost-benefit
analysis comparison between obtaining or
expanding commercial off-the-shelf software
systems and conducting identical or com-
parable software systems acquisitions, re-en-
gineering, or modifications in-house.
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
ADMINISTRATION

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Admin-
istration to carry out the programs funded
in this Act, $596,000.

AGRICULTURE BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES AND
RENTAL PAYMENTS
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For payment of space rental and related
costs pursuant to Public Law 92-313, includ-
ing authorities pursuant to the 1984 delega-
tion of authority from the Administrator of
General Services to the Department of Agri-
culture, for programs and activities of the
Department which are included in this Act,
$110,187,000, of which $20,216,000 shall be re-
tained by the Department for the operation,
maintenance, and repair of Agriculture
buildings: Provided, That in the event an
agency within the Department should re-
quire modification of space needs, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture may transfer a share of
that agency’s appropriation made available
by this Act to this appropriation, or may
transfer a share of this appropriation to that
agency’s appropriation, but such transfers
shall not exceed 5 percent of the funds made
available for space rental and related costs
to or from this account. In addition, for con-
struction, repair, improvement, extension,
alteration, and purchase of fixed equipment
or facilities as necessary to carry out the
programs of the Department, where not oth-
erwise provided, $25,587,000, to remain avail-
able until expended; making a total appro-
priation of $135,774,000.

ADVISORY COMMITTEES (USDA)

For necessary expenses for activities of ad-
visory committees of the Department of Ag-
riculture which are included in this Act,
$800,000: Provided, That no other funds appro-
priated to the Department in this Act shall
be available to the Department for support
of activities of advisory committees.

HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Department
of Agriculture, to comply with the require-
ment of section 107(g) of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 9607(g),
section 6001 of the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C.
6961, $15,700,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That appropriations and
funds available herein to the Department for
Hazardous Waste Management may be trans-
ferred to any agency of the Department for
its use in meeting all requirements pursuant
to the above Acts on Federal and non-Fed-
eral lands.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For Personnel, Operations, Information
Resources Management, Civil Rights En-
forcement, Small and Disadvantaged Busi-
ness Utilization, Administrative Law Judges
and Judicial Officer, Disaster Management
and Coordination, and Modernization of the
Administrative Process, $27,986,000, to pro-
vide for necessary expenses for management
support services to offices of the Department
and for general administration and disaster
management of the Department, repairs and
alterations, and other miscellaneous supplies
and expenses not otherwise provided for and
necessary for the practical and efficient
work of the Department, including employ-
ment pursuant to the second sentence of sec-
tion 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C.
2225), of which not to exceed $10,000 is for em-
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided, That
this appropriation shall be reimbursed from
applicable appropriations in this Act for
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travel expenses incident to the holding of
hearings as required by 5 U.S.C. 551-558.
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Con-
gressional Relations to carry out the pro-
grams funded in this Act, including pro-
grams involving intergovernmental affairs
and liaison within the executive branch,
$3,797,000: Provided, That no other funds ap-
propriated to the Department in this Act
shall be available to the Department for sup-
port of activities of congressional relations.

OFFICE OF COMMUNICATIONS

For necessary expenses to carry on serv-
ices relating to the coordination of programs
involving public affairs, for the dissemina-
tion of agricultural information, and the co-
ordination of information, work, and pro-
grams authorized by Congress in the Depart-
ment, $8,198,000, including employment pur-
suant to the second sentence of section 706(a)
of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), of
which not to exceed $10,000 shall be available
for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109, and not
to exceed $2,000,000 may be used for farmers’
bulletins.

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Inspector General, including employment
pursuant to the second sentence of section
706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C.
2225), and the Inspector General Act of 1978,
as amended, $63,639,000, including such sums
as may be necessary for contracting and
other arrangements with public agencies and
private persons pursuant to section 6(a)(9) of
the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amend-
ed, including a sum not to exceed $50,000 for
employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109; and includ-
ing a sum not to exceed $95,000 for certain
confidential operational expenses including
the payment of informants, to be expended
under the direction of the Inspector General
pursuant to Public Law 95-452 and section
1337 of Public Law 97-98.

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
General Counsel, $27,860,000.

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR
RESEARCH, EDUCATION AND ECONOMICS

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Under Secretary for Research,
Education and Economics to administer the
laws enacted by the Congress for the Eco-
nomic Research Service, the National Agri-
cultural Statistics Service, the Agricultural
Research Service and the Cooperative State
Research, Education, and Extension Service,
$520,000.

ECcONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE

For necessary expenses of the Economic
Research Service in conducting economic re-
search and analysis, as authorized by the Ag-
ricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C.
1621-1627) and other laws, $53,131,000: Pro-
vided, That this appropriation shall be avail-
able for employment pursuant to the second
sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act
of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225).

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE

For necessary expenses of the National Ag-
ricultural Statistics Service in conducting
statistical reporting and service work, in-
cluding crop and livestock estimates, statis-
tical coordination and improvements, and
marketing surveys, as authorized by the Ag-
ricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C.
1621-1627) and other laws, $81,107,000: Pro-
vided, That this appropriation shall be avail-
able for employment pursuant to the second
sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act
of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed
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$40,000 shall be available for employment
under 5 U.S.C. 3109.

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to enable the Agri-
cultural Research Service to perform agri-
cultural research and demonstration relating
to production, utilization, marketing, and
distribution (not otherwise provided for);
home economics or nutrition and consumer
use including the acquisition, preservation,
and dissemination of agricultural informa-
tion; and for acquisition of lands by dona-
tion, exchange, or purchase at a nominal
cost not to exceed $100, $705,610,000: Provided,
That appropriations hereunder shall be
available for temporary employment pursu-
ant to the second sentence of section 706(a)
of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and
not to exceed $115,000 shall be available for
employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided fur-
ther, That appropriations hereunder shall be
available for the operation and maintenance
of aircraft and the purchase of not to exceed
one for replacement only: Provided further,
That appropriations hereunder shall be
available pursuant to 7 U.S.C. 2250 for the
construction, alteration, and repair of build-
ings and improvements, but unless otherwise
provided the cost of constructing any one
building shall not exceed $250,000, except for
headhouses or greenhouses which shall each
be limited to $1,000,000, and except for ten
buildings to be constructed or improved at a
cost not to exceed $500,000 each, and the cost
of altering any one building during the fiscal
year shall not exceed 10 percent of the cur-
rent replacement value of the building or
$250,000, whichever is greater: Provided fur-
ther, That the limitations on alterations con-
tained in this Act shall not apply to mod-
ernization or replacement of existing facili-
ties at Beltsville, Maryland: Provided further,
That the foregoing limitations shall not
apply to replacement of buildings needed to
carry out the Act of April 24, 1948 (21 U.S.C.
113a): Provided further, That the foregoing
limitations shall not apply to the purchase
of land at Beckley, West Virginia: Provided
further, That not to exceed $190,000 of this ap-
propriation may be transferred to and
merged with the appropriation for the Office
of the Under Secretary for Research, Edu-
cation and Economics for the scientific re-
view of international issues involving agri-
cultural chemicals and food additives: Pro-
vided further, That funds may be received
from any State, other political subdivision,
organization, or individual for the purpose of
establishing or operating any research facil-
ity or research project of the Agricultural
Research Service, as authorized by law: Pro-
vided further, That all rights and title of the
United States in the property known as
USDA Houma Sugar Cane Research Labora-
tory, consisting of approximately 20 acres in
the City of Houma and 150 acres of farmland
in Chacahula, Louisiana, including facilities
and equipment, shall be conveyed to the
American Sugar Cane League: Provided fur-
ther, That all rights and title of the United
States in the Agricultural Research Station
at Brawley, California, consisting of 80 acres
of land, including facilities and equipment,
shall be conveyed to Imperial County, Cali-
fornia: Provided further, That all rights and
title of the United States in the Pecan Ge-
netics and Improvement Research Labora-
tory, consisting of 84.2 acres of land, includ-
ing facilities and equipment, shall be con-
veyed to Texas A&M University: Provided
further, That the property originally con-
veyed by the State of Tennessee to the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Re-
search Service, in Lewisburg, Tennessee be
conveyed to the University of Tennessee.
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None of the funds in the foregoing para-
graph shall be available to carry out re-
search related to the production, processing
or marketing of tobacco or tobacco products.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For acquisition of land, construction, re-
pair, improvement, extension, alteration,
and purchase of fixed equipment or facilities
as necessary to carry out the agricultural re-
search programs of the Department of Agri-
culture, where not otherwise provided,
$30,200,000, to remain available until ex-
pended (7 U.S.C. 2209b): Provided, That funds
may be received from any State, other polit-
ical subdivision, organization, or individual
for the purpose of establishing any research
facility of the Agricultural Research Serv-
ice, as authorized by law.

COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH, EDUCATION,
AND EXTENSION SERVICE

RESEARCH AND EDUCATION ACTIVITIES

For payments to agricultural experiment
stations, for cooperative forestry and other
research, for facilities, and for other ex-
penses, including $166,165,000 to carry into ef-
fect the provisions of the Hatch Act (7 U.S.C.
361a-361i); $20,185,000 for grants for coopera-
tive forestry research (16 U.S.C. 582a-582-a7);
$27,313,000 for payments to the 1890 land-
grant colleges, including Tuskegee Univer-
sity (7 U.S.C. 3222); $31,485,000 for special
grants for agricultural research (7 U.S.C.
450i(c)); $11,599,000 for special grants for agri-
cultural research on improved pest control (7
U.S.C. 450i(c)); $98,810,000 for competitive re-
search grants (7 U.S.C. 450i(b)); $5,051,000 for
the support of animal health and disease pro-
grams (7 U.S.C. 195); $1,150,000 for supple-
mental and alternative crops and products (7
U.S.C. 3319d); $475,000 for rangeland research
grants (7 U.S.C. 3331-3336); $3,500,000 for high-
er education graduate fellowships grants (7
U.S.C. 3152(b)(6)), to remain available until
expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b); $4,350,000 for higher
education challenge grants (7 U.S.C.
3152(b)(1)); $1,000,000 for a higher education
minority scholars program (7 U.S.C.
3152(b)(5)), to remain available until ex-
pended (7 U.S.C. 2209b); $4,000,000 for aqua-
culture grants (7 U.S.C. 3322); $8,000,000 for
sustainable agriculture research and edu-
cation (7 U.S.C. 5811); and $6,289,000 for nec-
essary expenses of Research and Education
Activities, of which not to exceed $100,000
shall be for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109;
in all, $389,372,000.

None of the funds in the foregoing para-
graph shall be available to carry out re-
search related to the production, processing
or marketing of tobacco or tobacco products.

NATIVE AMERICAN INSTITUTIONS ENDOWMENT
FUND

For establishment of a Native American
institutions endowment fund, as authorized
by Public Law 130-382 (7 U.S.C. 301 note.),
$4,600,000.

EXTENSION ACTIVITIES

Payments to States, the District of Colum-
bia, Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands,
Micronesia, Northern Marianas, and Amer-
ican Samoa: For payments for cooperative
extension work under the Smith-Lever Act,
as amended, to be distributed under sections
3(b) and 3(c) of said Act, and under section
208(c) of Public Law 93-471, for retirement
and employees’ compensation costs for ex-
tension agents and for costs of penalty mail
for cooperative extension agents and State
extension directors, $264,405,000; payments
for the nutrition and family education pro-
gram for low-income areas under section 3(d)
of the Act, $59,588,000; payments for the pest
management program under section 3(d) of
the Act, $10,947,000; payments for the farm
safety program under section 3(d) of the Act,
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$2,898,000; payments for the pesticide impact
assessment program under section 3(d) of the
Act, $3,363,000; payments to upgrade 1890
land-grant college research, extension, and
teaching facilities as authorized by section
1447 of Public Law 95-113, as amended (7
U.S.C. 3222b), $7,664,000, to remain available
until expended; payments for the rural devel-
opment centers under section 3(d) of the Act,
$921,000; payments for a groundwater quality
program under section 3(d) of the Act,
$10,897,000; payments for the agricultural
telecommunications program, as authorized
by Public Law 101-624 (7 U.S.C. 5926),
$1,184,000; payments for youth-at-risk pro-
grams under section 3(d) of the Act,
$9,700,000; payments for a food safety pro-
gram under section 3(d) of the Act, $2,400,000;
payments for carrying out the provisions of
the Renewable Resources Extension Act of
1978, $3,241,000; payments for Indian reserva-
tion agents under section 3(d) of the Act,
$1,697,000; payments for sustainable agri-
culture programs under section 3(d) of the
Act, $3,463,000; payments for cooperative ex-
tension work by the colleges receiving the
benefits of the second Morrill Act (7 U.S.C.
321-326, 328) and Tuskegee University,
$24,708,000; and for Federal administration
and coordination including administration of
the Smith-Lever Act, as amended, and the
Act of September 29, 1977 (7 U.S.C. 341-349),
as amended, and section 1361(c) of the Act of
October 3, 1980 (7 U.S.C. 301n), and to coordi-
nate and provide program leadership for the
extension work of the Department and the
several States and insular possessions,
$6,181,000; in all, $413,257,000: Provided, That
funds hereby appropriated pursuant to sec-
tion 3(c) of the Act of June 26, 1953, and sec-
tion 506 of the Act of June 23, 1972, as amend-
ed, shall not be paid to any State, the Dis-
trict of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam, or the
Virgin Islands, Micronesia, Northern Mari-
anas, and American Samoa prior to avail-
ability of an equal sum from non-Federal
sources for expenditure during the current
fiscal year.
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
MARKETING AND REGULATORY PROGRAMS

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Market-
ing and Regulatory Programs to administer
programs under the laws enacted by the Con-
gress for the Animal and Plant Health In-
spection Service, Agricultural Marketing
Service, and the Grain Inspection, Packers
and Stockyards Administration, $605,000.

ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION
SERVICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
including those pursuant to the Act of Feb-
ruary 28, 1947, as amended (21 U.S.C. 114b-c),
necessary to prevent, control, and eradicate
pests and plant and animal diseases; to carry
out inspection, quarantine, and regulatory
activities; to discharge the authorities of the
Secretary of Agriculture under the Act of
March 2, 1931 (46 Stat. 1468; 7 U.S.C. 426-426b);
and to protect the environment, as author-
ized by law, $333,410,000, of which $4,799,000
shall be available for the control of out-
breaks of insects, plant diseases, animal dis-
eases and for control of pest animals and
birds to the extent necessary to meet emer-
gency conditions: Provided, That in fiscal
year 1996, amounts in the agricultural quar-
antine inspection user fee account shall be
available for authorized purposes without
further appropriation: Provided further, That
no funds shall be used to formulate or ad-
minister a brucellosis eradication program
for the current fiscal year that does not re-
quire minimum matching by the States of at
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least 40 percent: Provided further, That this
appropriation shall be available for field em-
ployment pursuant to the second sentence of
section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed $40,000 shall be
available for employment under 5 U.S.C.
3109: Provided further, That this appropria-
tion shall be available for the operation and
maintenance of aircraft and the purchase of
not to exceed four, of which two shall be for
replacement only: Provided further, That, in
addition, in emergencies which threaten any
segment of the agricultural production in-
dustry of this country, the Secretary may
transfer from other appropriations or funds
available to the agencies or corporations of
the Department such sums as he may deem
necessary, to be available only in such emer-
gencies for the arrest and eradication of con-
tagious or infectious diseases or pests of ani-
mals, poultry, or plants, and for expenses in
accordance with the Act of February 28, 1947,
as amended, and section 102 of the Act of
September 21, 1944, as amended, and any un-
expended balances of funds transferred for
such emergency purposes in the next preced-
ing fiscal year shall be merged with such
transferred amounts: Provided further, That
appropriations hereunder shall be available
pursuant to law (7 U.S.C. 2250) for the repair
and alteration of leased buildings and im-
provements, but unless otherwise provided
the cost of altering any one building during
the fiscal year shall not exceed 10 percent of
the current replacement value of the build-
ing.

In fiscal year 1996 the agency is authorized
to collect fees to cover the total costs of pro-
viding technical assistance, goods, or serv-
ices requested by States, other political sub-
divisions, domestic and international organi-
zations, foreign governments, or individuals,
provided that such fees are structured such
that any entity’s liability for such fees is
reasonably based on the technical assistance,
goods, or services provided to the entity by
the agency, and such fees shall be credited to
this account, to remain available until ex-
pended, without further appropriation, for
providing such assistance, goods, or services.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For plans, construction, repair, preventive
maintenance, environmental support, im-
provement, extension, alteration, and pur-
chase of fixed equipment or facilities, as au-
thorized by 7 U.S.C. 2250, and acquisition of

land as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 428a,
$12,541,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE
MARKETING SERVICES

For necessary expenses to carry on serv-
ices related to consumer protection, agricul-
tural marketing and distribution, transpor-
tation, and regulatory programs, as author-
ized by law, and for administration and co-
ordination of payments to States; including
field employment pursuant to section 706(a)
of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and
not to exceed $90,000 for employment under 5
U.S.C. 3109, $46,662,000, including funds for
the wholesale market development program
for the design and development of wholesale
and farmer market facilities for the major
metropolitan areas of the country: Provided,
That this appropriation shall be available
pursuant to law (7 U.S.C. 2250) for the alter-
ation and repair of buildings and improve-
ments, but the cost of altering any one
building during the fiscal year shall not ex-
ceed 10 percent of the current replacement
value of the building.

Fees may be collected for the cost of stand-
ardization activities, as established by regu-
lation pursuant to law (31 U.S.C. 9701).
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LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

Not to exceed $58,461,000 (from fees col-
lected) shall be obligated during the current
fiscal year for administrative expenses: Pro-
vided, That if crop size is understated and/or
other uncontrollable events occur, the agen-
cy may exceed this limitation by up to 10
percent with notification to the Appropria-
tions Committees.

FUNDS FOR STRENGTHENING MARKETS, INCOME,
AND SUPPLY (SECTION 32)
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

Funds available under section 32 of the Act
of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c) shall be used
only for commodity program expenses as au-
thorized therein, and other related operating
expenses, except for: (1) transfers to the De-
partment of Commerce as authorized by the
Fish and Wildlife Act of August 8, 1956; (2)
transfers otherwise provided in this Act; and
(3) not more than $10,451,000 for formulation
and administration of marketing agreements
and orders pursuant to the Agricultural Mar-
keting Agreement Act of 1937, as amended,
and the Agricultural Act of 1961.

In fiscal year 1996, no more than $23,900,000
in section 32 funds shall be used to promote
sunflower and cottonseed oil exports as au-
thorized by section 1541 of Public Law 101-624
(7 U.S.C. 1464 note), and such funds shall be
used to facilitate additional sales of such
oils in world markets.

PAYMENTS TO STATES AND POSSESSIONS

For payments to departments of agri-
culture, bureaus and departments of mar-
kets, and similar agencies for marketing ac-
tivities under section 204(b) of the Agricul-
tural Marketing Act of 1956 (7 U.S.C. 1623(b)),
$1,000,000.

GRAIN INSPECTION, PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS
ADMINISTRATION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of the United States Grain Stand-
ards Act, as amended, for the administration
of the Packers and Stockyards Act, for cer-
tifying procedures used to protect purchasers
of farm products, and the standardization ac-
tivities related to grain under the Agricul-
tural Marketing Act of 1946, as amended, in-
cluding field employment pursuant to sec-
tion 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C.
2225), and not to exceed $25,000 for employ-
ment under 5 U.S.C. 3109, $23,058,000: Pro-
vided, That this appropriation shall be avail-
able pursuant to law (7 U.S.C. 2250) for the
alteration and repair of buildings and im-
provements, but the cost of altering any one
building during the fiscal year shall not ex-
ceed 10 percent of the current replacement
value of the building.

INSPECTION AND WEIGHING SERVICES

LIMITATION ON INSPECTION AND WEIGHING
SERVICES EXPENSES

Not to exceed $42,784,000 (from fees col-
lected) shall be obligated during the current
fiscal year for inspection and weighing serv-
ices: Provided, That if grain export activities
require additional supervision and oversight,
or other uncontrollable factors occur, this
limitation may be exceeded by up to 10 per-
cent with notification to the Appropriations
Committees.

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD

SAFETY

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Under Secretary for Food Safe-
ty to administer the laws enacted by the
Congress for the Food Safety and Inspection
Service, $450,000.

FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

For necessary expenses to carry on serv-
ices authorized by the Federal Meat Inspec-
tion Act, as amended, the Poultry Products
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Inspection Act, as amended, and the Egg
Products Inspection Act, as amended,
$540,365,000, and in addition, $1,000,000 may be
credited to this account from fees collected
for the cost of laboratory accreditation as
authorized by section 1017 of Public Law 102-
237: Provided, That this appropriation shall
not be available for shell egg surveillance
under section 5(d) of the Egg Products In-
spection Act (21 U.S.C. 1034(d)): Provided fur-
ther, That this appropriation shall be avail-
able for field employment pursuant to sec-
tion 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C.
2225), and not to exceed $75,000 shall be avail-
able for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Pro-
vided further, That this appropriation shall
be available pursuant to law (7 U.S.C. 2250)
for the alteration and repair of buildings and
improvements, but the cost of altering any
one building during the fiscal year shall not
exceed 10 percent of the current replacement
value of the building: Provided further, That
none of the funds appropriated or otherwise
made available by this Act may be used by
the Secretary of Agriculture to promulgate,
implement, or administer any rules of the
Food Safety and Inspection Service, as set
forth in parts 301-391 of title 9, Code of Fed-
eral Regulations, pursuant to the agency’s
proposed rule: Pathogen Reduction; Hazard
Analysis and Critical Control Point (HACCP)
Systems: Docket No. 93-016P; published on
February 3, 1995, and any successor dockets
published thereafter, except that the Sec-
retary may take such action after a commit-
tee has been established, in accordance with
the negotiated rulemaking procedures pro-
vided in 5 U.S.C. 561 et seq., and that com-
mittee has transmitted, within nine months
of establishment of such committee, a report
based on a review of (1) HACCP principles; (2)
current rules and other administrative re-
quirements; and, (3) proposed rules and peti-
tions pending before the agency.

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR FARM

AND FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICES

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Under Secretary for Farm and
Foreign Agricultural Services to administer
the laws enacted by Congress for the Consoli-
dated Farm Service Agency, Foreign Agri-
cultural Service, and the Commodity Credit
Corporation, $549,000.

CONSOLIDATED FARM SERVICE AGENCY
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses for carrying out
the administration and implementation of
programs delegated to the Consolidated
Farm Service Agency by the Secretary under
the Federal Crop Insurance Reform and De-
partment of Agriculture Reorganization Act
of 1994, $788,388,000: Provided, That the Sec-
retary is authorized to use the services, fa-
cilities, and authorities (but not the funds)
of the Commodity Credit Corporation to
make program payments for all programs ad-
ministered by the Agency: Provided further,
That other funds made available to the
Agency for authorized activities may be ad-
vanced to and merged with this account: Pro-
vided further, That these funds shall be avail-
able for employment pursuant to the second
sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act
of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed
$500,000 shall be available for employment
under 5 U.S.C. 3109.

STATE MEDIATION GRANTS

For grants pursuant to section 502(b) of the
Agricultural Credit Act of 1987, as amended
(7 U.S.C. 5101-5106), $2,000,000.

DAIRY INDEMNITY PROGRAM
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses involved in making
indemnity payments to dairy farmers for
milk or cows producing such milk and manu-
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facturers of dairy products who have been di-
rected to remove their milk or dairy prod-
ucts from commercial markets because it
contained residues of chemicals registered
and approved for use by the Federal Govern-
ment, and in making indemnity payments
for milk, or cows producing such milk, at a
fair market value to any dairy farmer who is
directed to remove his milk from commer-
cial markets because of (1) the presence of
products of nuclear radiation or fallout if
such contamination is not due to the fault of
the farmer, or (2) residues of chemicals or
toxic substances not included under the first
sentence of the Act of August 13, 1968, as
amended (7 U.S.C. 450j), if such chemicals or
toxic substances were not used in a manner
contrary to applicable regulations or label-
ing instructions provided at the time of use
and the contamination is not due to the
fault of the farmer, $100,000, to remain avail-
able until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b): Provided,
That none of the funds contained in this Act
shall be used to make indemnity payments
to any farmer whose milk was removed from
commercial markets as a result of his willful
failure to follow procedures prescribed by
the Federal Government: Provided further,
That this amount shall be transferred to the
Commodity Credit Corporation: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary is authorized to uti-
lize the services, facilities, and authorities of
the Commodity Credit Corporation for the
purpose of making dairy indemnity disburse-
ments.

AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE FUND
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For gross obligations for the principal
amount of direct and guaranteed loans as au-
thorized by 7 U.S.C. 1928-1929, to be available
from funds in the Agricultural Credit Insur-
ance Fund, as follows: farm ownership loans,
$585,000,000, of which $550,000,000 shall be for
guaranteed loans; operating loans,
$2,300,000,000, of which $1,700,000,000 shall be
for unsubsidized guaranteed loans and
$200,000,000 shall be for subsidized guaranteed
loans; Indian tribe land acquisition loans as
authorized by 25 U.S.C. 488, $750,000; for
emergency insured loans, $100,000,000 to meet
the needs resulting from natural disasters;
and for credit sales of acquired property,
$22,500,000.

For the cost of direct and guaranteed
loans, including the cost of modifying loans
as defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, as follows: farm owner-
ship loans, $28,206,000, of which $20,019,000
shall be for guaranteed loans; operating
loans, $91,000,000, of which $18,360,000 shall be
for unsubsidized guaranteed loans and
$17,960,000 shall be for subsidized guaranteed
loans; Indian tribe land acquisition loans as
authorized by 25 U.S.C. 488, $206,000; for
emergency insured loans, $32,080,000 to meet
the needs resulting from natural disasters;
and for credit sales of acquired property,
$4,113,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the direct and guar-
anteed loan programs, $221,541,000, which
shall be transferred to and merged with the
following accounts in the following amounts:
$208,446,000 to ‘“‘Salaries and Expenses’’;
$318,000 to ‘““Rural Utilities Service, Salaries
and Expenses’’; and $171,000 to ‘“‘Rural Hous-
ing and Community Development Service,
Salaries and Expenses’’.

CORPORATIONS

The following corporations and agencies
are hereby authorized to make expenditures,
within the limits of funds and borrowing au-
thority available to each such corporation or
agency and in accord with law, and to make
contracts and commitments without regard
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to fiscal year limitations as provided by sec-
tion 104 of the Government Corporation Con-
trol Act, as amended, as may be necessary in
carrying out the programs set forth in the
budget for the current fiscal year for such
corporation or agency, except as hereinafter
provided.

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION FUND

For payments as authorized by section 516
of the Federal Crop Insurance Act, as amend-
ed, such sums as may be necessary, to re-
main available until expended (7 U.S.C.
2209b).

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION FUND
REIMBURSEMENT FOR NET REALIZED LOSSES
For fiscal year 1996, such sums as may be

necessary to reimburse the Commodity Cred-
it Corporation for net realized losses sus-
tained, but not previously reimbursed (esti-
mated to be $10,400,000,000 in the President’s
fiscal year 1996 Budget Request (H. Doc. 104-
4)), but not to exceed $10,400,000,000, pursuant
to section 2 of the Act of August 17, 1961, as
amended (15 U.S.C. 713a-11).
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE FOR
HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT

For fiscal year 1996, the Commodity Credit
Corporation shall not expend more than
$5,000,000 for expenses to comply with the re-
quirement of section 107(g) of the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, Com-
pensation, and Liability Act, as amended, 42
U.S.C. 9607(g), and section 6001 of the Re-
source Conservation and Recovery Act, as
amended, 42 U.S.C. 6961: Provided, That ex-
penses shall be for operations and mainte-
nance costs only and that other hazardous
waste management costs shall be paid for by
the USDA Hazardous Waste Management ap-
propriation in this Act.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to title 1?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WALSH

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WALSH: Page 24,
on line 13 after the word “‘building’ strike
all down through and including ‘‘agency’’ on
page 25, line 5.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, in the
movie ‘““Cool Hand Luke,”” one of my fa-
vorites, perhaps the most memorable
line was that of the boss of a prison
labor camp to a recalcitrant Luke:
“What we have here is a failure to com-
municate.”

Well, that is what we have had here
with these new regulations for meat in-
spection. There was bad faith between
and among the stakeholders—FSIS, the
inspectors, consumer activists, the in-
dustry, the State departments of agri-
culture and the USDA.

We set about to solve this problem.
My amendment would have established
a negotiated rulemaking, a statutory
process, formalized and detailed. It
would have established this needed dia-
log—a process for communication.

I did this because some of the prin-
cipals had no faith in the current dia-
log. I did it out of a concern that small
businesses might be put out of business
for no good reason. And | did it, in
spite of what critics said, out of a con-
cern that there would be a delay in im-
plementing the new higher standards
because of lengthy litigation.

| truly believed that given the alter-
natives we had, this was the best way
to proceed.
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Obviously others disagreed with this
approach. Mr. DuURBIN of our sub-
committee and Secretary of Agri-
culture Glickman took issue. They said
it was a delay, but they admitted there
were problems with the process.

We worked together, sometimes at
odds, but always in the direction of
finding the common ground. On Tues-
day the Secretary sent a letter that |
reviewed with Mr. ROBERTS, chairman
of the Committee on Agriculture; Mr.
SKEEN, chairman of the Subcommittee
on Agriculture Appropriations; and Mr.
GUNDERSON, chairman of the Agri-
culture Subcommittee on Livestock,
Dairy, and Poultry. All felt that the
Secretary’s personal commitment to
involve himself was not only important
but critical to providing good faith in a
new, more inclusive process.

The Secretary pledged a number of
things.

Mr. Chairman, | include the
from Secretary Glickman for
RECORD.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, DC, July 18, 1995.
Hon. JAMES WALSH,
House of Representatives, Longworth House Of-
fice Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR JiM: | appreciated the frank ex-
change of ideas during our recent meeting on
the meat and poultry inspection regulatory
process. That and other discussions | have
had with Members of Congress convince me
that we are all seeking the same goal of
modernizing and improving the current meat
and poultry inspection system to provide the
safest possible food to the American
consumer. | am personally committed to en-
suring a thoughtful, thorough, and objective
analysis by the Department of Agriculture
(USDA) of all comments.

Unfortunately, | cannot agree that your
amendment which requires the Department
to establish a committee and await its re-
port before moving forward is the best means
of attaining our common objective. The un-
necessary delay involved in suspending the
current regulatory process is not consistent
with the need to move to a Hazard Analysis
and Critical Control Point (HACCP) based in-
spection system as quickly as possible.

I sincerely share the desire to ensure that
the regulatory process carefully weighs all
relevant viewpoints in an undertaking of
this magnitude. | therefore intend to create,
as part of the rulemaking process, focused
and extensive public meetings for direct dis-
cussion of the key concerns that were raised
during the comment period. These public
meetings will begin within the next few
weeks and will provide all interested parties
the opportunity for direct discussion of the
major issues as well as other issues identi-
fied during the comment period and possible
options for resolving these issues. Partici-
pants will include representatives of all
stakeholders, including industry, producers,
the scientific community, consumers, the
Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS)
and my office. These public meetings will be
held to ensure that all outstanding questions
are explored thoroughly and a full and frank
discussion and exchange of ideas occurs.
These meetings will be part of the record
upon which the final rule is based. Further-
more, | intend to host personally a food safe-
ty forum this summer to identify both legis-
lative and regulatory mandates that need to
be changed to improve and reform the sys-
tem. The public meetings and forum will not
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unnecessarily delay the issuance of a final
rule and should reassure all parties that the
regulatory process has included a com-
prehensive debate of all significant issues
and related concerns.

While the adoption of a HACCP-based in-
spection system is needed, it is also impor-
tant to address the integration of the new
HACCP system into the current meat and
poultry inspection system. | fully under-
stand the importance of preventing bureau-
cratic layering and ensuring the best utiliza-
tion of public and private funds. To ensure
this second step of regulatory modernization
and integration is achieved, FSIS will soon
publish a comprehensive set of rulemaking
notices to review current FSIS regulations,
directives, policy notices, and policy memo-
randa. To be consistent with the HACCP-
based inspection system, USDA will then re-
view, revise, or repeal its existing regula-
tions, as needed. | have directed FSIS to ac-
celerate its work in this area. I am firmly
committed to seeing that all existing food
safety and inspection regulations are im-
proved so redundancy is eliminated. Our pro-
posed regulatory actions to achieve those ob-
jectives, which will include addressing inte-
gration of the HACCP system and the cur-
rent system, will be published in the Federal
Register before the HACCP final rule is pub-
lished and any additional regulatory actions
necessary to achieve these objectives will be
completed before HACCP is required to be
implemented.

I am making these commitments recogniz-
ing that a successful food safety system de-
pends upon an active partnership among gov-
ernment, producers, industry, processors and
the consuming public. I hope that with these
steps we can avoid a divisive legislative de-
bate and proceed together toward our com-
mon goal of improving our inspection sys-
tem.

Sincerely,
DAN GLICKMAN,
Secretary.

Mr. Chairman, most important is the
Secretary’s effort to put good faith
back into this. He is a new Secretary
and we need to give him this oppor-
tunity.

The agreement that Secretary Glick-
man, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. SKEEN, Mr.
DurBIN, and | worked out is Govern-
ment at its best. It demonstrates that
the executive and legislative branches
can work together in good faith to do
the people’s business. That is the rea-
son we were sent by our constituents to
Congress, and | firmly believe that this
entire legislative process has bene-
fitted the public, the industry, and will
result in a safer food supply for Amer-
ican families.

Mr. Chairman, for that reason, | have
made my motion to strike the bill lan-
guage.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, | move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, let me say at the out-
set that this has been an important de-
bate, | think one of the more impor-
tant debates over the period of time
that | have served on this subcommit-
tee, because it has focused on an issue
which is literally a life and death issue
for American families.

I want to commend my colleague
from New York. Over the past several
weeks, we have had some real dif-
ferences of opinion, but I want to sa-
lute the gentleman, because he has
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made an effort in a bipartisan manner
to find a reasonable solution to a very
difficult problem. Let me try to de-
scribe it to you in my terms and to
give you an idea of why it is so impor-
tant.

It was my good fortune at an early
point in my life to work in a slaughter-
house. | spend 12 months as a college
student working my way through col-
lege in a slaughterhouse. | learned a
lot. | still eat meat, but | learned a lot
about the inspection process, its
strengths and its weaknesses.

There are many weaknesses in the
current meat and poultry inspection
system. But let me say at the outset,
the United States is blessed like no
other country in the world with one of
the safest food supplies. We should
never lose sight of that. As consumers,
we can be more confident of what we
buy in a store and eat in a restaurant
than we can in most any other country
in the world.

But | came to understand as a young
man working in that slaughterhouse
that the system we have today does not
reach the level of scientific sophistica-
tion which American consumers want.
Literally, Federal meat and poultry in-
spectors stand and watch as carcasses
go by on the line. If they do not see or
smell something unusual, they end up
giving it a blue stamp, and off it goes
to the store and eventually to our re-
frigerators and tables.

We now know that it not enough. The
tragedy in the State of Washington 2
years ago, which my colleague, the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
Dicks], will describe in a moment, riv-
eted our attention on the fact that
some of the most vulnerable people in
America are subject to dangerous ill-
ness and in many cases death from con-
taminated meat and poultry.

So we decided to do something about
it, to move beyond the inspection sys-
tem which we have used for over 85
years, to something more scientific and
up-to-date. What an undertaking it is.
Imagine all of the different groups in-
terested in this issue, not just the obvi-
ous groups, the meat and poultry proc-
essors and producers, but also those
who are interested in health issues and
consumer issues, the business side of
the equation, all of these people, some
200 different groups, coming together
and trying now to reach an agreement,
if they can, on a new system of meat
and poultry inspection.

The gentleman from New York |1
think accurately represented the anxi-
ety of some of these groups that they
are not being taken seriously at the
table, that they do not have a voice in
the process, and that their concerns
are not being weighed as they should
be. The gentleman has prevailed on the
Secretary of Agriculture to step in per-
sonally, as we will and as he has prom-
ised, and his word is good, that he will
make sure as best he can it will be an
orderly process with a good conclusion.

I might add, as Secretary Glickman
has personally, we cannot guarantee
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that everyone will end up happy when
it is all over. What we can do is get ev-
eryone their day in court, everyone an
opportunity to express themselves.

Over the past 2 weeks | have received
phone calls from Tarpov Packing Co. in
Granite City, and Hansen Packing Co.
in Jerseyville, IL, small operations,
saying, ‘“‘Dick DURBIN, you are our
friend, we know you want to help us,
but do not do something that will put
us out of business.” | understand that.
We do not want to put them out of
business. We want to make changes
that are sensible and reasonable, that
protect American consumers.

As | said before, the reason why this
is a more important debate than most
is it is literally a life and death issue.

Nancy Donley of Chicago is a person
I have come to know over the past sev-
eral weeks. | talked to her just yester-
day. This Tuesday was the second anni-
versary of the death of her 6-year-old
son Alex. Alex ate a hamburger, it was
contaminated with E. coli, and it killed
him. She has written letters, which |
will not read to you here but which
have been part of the record in our
committee, which | think would touch
the heart of everyone.

So as we focus on this issue, it goes
beyond numbers, it goes beyond bu-
reaucracy, it goes beyond agency, it
goes to the very human tragedies
which can occur if we do not do our job
right.

I salute the gentleman from New
York, he is doing the right thing today.
| think he has made real progress on
this issue. | look forward to a satisfac-
tory conclusion.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | want to be very brief
here. | want to commend the chairman
of the Committee on Agriculture, Mr.
ROBERTS, and | certainly want him to
have an opportunity to speak, and |
know he will, for his leadership in this
effort. Also, | want to complement my
colleague on the Committee on Appro-
priations, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. WALSH]. Coming from the
State of Washington, | see some of my
colleagues from Washington State on
the floor. We had a very serious E. coli
breakout in our State 3 years ago.
Three young children died, hundreds
were sick, and so | was definitely very
concerned in the appropriations com-
mittee when there was an effort to
delay the implementation of the new
regulations, which our ranking mem-
ber, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
DURBIN], so carefully described, some-
one who has had great experience in
this area.

But | think this is a model of how we
should work these problems out, and |
commend the gentleman from New
York for engaging Secretary Glickman
and the chairman of the authorizing
committee and the Democratic Mem-
bers, and they were able to work out a
reasonable compromise on this issue.
We will not delay the new regulations
from going into place.
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What the gentleman from New York
wanted, properly, and | wanted to com-
mend the chairman, too, the gentleman
from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN], for fa-
cilitating this, was that all the parties
should be heard. He talked about a ne-
gotiated rulemaking, which I happen to
believe this was too complicated an
issue for that, but we got the same
achievement by giving all the parties
the ability to participate.

0O 1500

The most important thing is we are
protecting the American consumers.
Seven thousand people a year die from
salmonella or E. coli and hundreds
more, hundreds of thousands more are
sick and ill. So this is a serious
consumer issue, and some of us on the
Committee on Appropriations have
been very concerned that there has
been a pattern of, in essence, gutting
health, safety and environmental legis-
lation in the name of helping the pri-
vate sector. That is not right. The
American people do not want unsafe
meat. They do not want unsafe drink-
ing water.

So | commend the gentleman from
New York for working this problem out
and getting a satisfactory result that
is in the interest of the country and in
the interest of consumers and certainly
in the interest of the people of Wash-
ington State, because we went through
a terrible crisis just a year or so ago.

So | commend the gentleman and |
support his motion to strike.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to associ-
ate myself with the words of my
friends, the gentleman from Washing-
ton [Mr. Dicks] and the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. DuURBIN], as well.
Most of us had never heard of E. coli
before a few years ago. A child in my
district also was affected and died. If
Members can imagine the parents, very
loving parents telling them that they
were relieved when their child died be-
cause of the extreme pain and agony
that that child was going through, it
kind of reemphasizes the issue to them.

I think, second, and the gentleman
from Washington [Mr. Dicks] has
talked about this, E. coli is still out
there. What happens in our meat proc-
essing, if you still have fecal material
left on the meat and that meat moves
on, it can turn into the E. coli. And
they say, well, all you have to do is
cook your hamburger well. | personally
do not want it on there in the first
place. | think it is something that in
our food processing that we can. |
would like to, again, thank the leader-
ship of the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. DuRrBIN], because | do not think
without his leadership this whole issue
would have come to resolution.

I would also like to thank the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. WALSH],
because | think at times when we look
at dialog, it is good, but when we take
action where children’s lives are at
risk, | think it is very, very important.



July 20, 1995

We have a group in San Diego called
Stop, and they have been very active.
And | am sure that in Washington
State they have got an equal group
that are parents that have gone
through this disaster with their chil-
dren. | would like to commend all par-
ties. | think this is something in bipar-
tisanship that | think is a proud day. |
thank God we had not a failure to com-
municate on this issue.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, | move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to also
take this opportunity to congratulate
my friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from New York, [Mr. WALSH],
and also especially my good friend and
former colleague Secretary Glickman,
for their hard work and statesmanship,
I think, in resolving this very complex
problem. This agreement in part grew
out of a meeting between Secretary
Glickman, the former chairman and
current distinguished ranking minority
member of the House Committee on
Agriculture, the gentleman from
Texas, [Mr. DE LA GARzA], the current
chairman of the appropriate sub-
committee that will be bringing a meat
inspection, a food safety inspection bill
to the floor, the gentleman from Wis-
consin, [Mr. GUNDERSON], the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. VOLKMER],
and probably the godfather of all meat
inspection legislation in regards to
sound science, the gentleman from
Texas, [Mr. STENHOLM], and myself.

I would like to thank each of these
individuals for really coming together
in a bipartisan spirit to underscore the
importance of restoring really some
credibility to the rulemaking process.

By doing so, | think it is obvious we
have averted what had been a very di-
visive debate on meat inspection pol-
icy. | think that really food safety
goals are better served by careful, rea-
soned discussion than by real emo-
tional rhetoric. It is understandable
but | think this process certainly is
preferable.

Secretary Glickman has assured Mr.
WALsSH that he will personally take
control of the rulemaking process for
the Mega Reg. Secretary Glickman has
also pledged that he will ensure all
stakeholders, as has been indicated,
consumers, small and large processors,
scientists, inspector unions and pro-
ducers, all now will have an oppor-
tunity to really participate in develop-
ing a balanced and workable inspection
regulation.

Our problem is not that we have too
little inspection and also regulation.
Our problem is that we have the wrong
kind. We do not need some more addi-
tional regulatory burdens. We need a
sound-science, risk-based system.

So, again, | want to really credit the
Secretary and | also want to thank the
gentleman from Wisconsin, [Mr. GuN-
DERSON] who will be bringing to the
committee and to the floor a total
comprehensive food safety plan. We are
talking about meat. We are talking
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about poultry. And we are talking
about seafood. So your House Commit-
tee on Agriculture will address this. It
will be commensurate with the rule-
making process of the Secretary of Ag-
riculture.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROBERTS. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, |
want to make sure that | understand
exactly what we are doing. The great-
est problem | probably have in the 19th
Congressional District is the harass-
ment of our small country butchers.
We have never had an illness in the
19th Congressional District because of
tainted meat or poultry from any of
our local country butchers. The are
harassed morning, noon, and night, and
I am afraid they will soon all be out of
business and then we will only have to
rely, unfortunately, on big meat pro-
ducers and packers and so on.

I think | caught the gentleman say-
ing that the small business person will
get some protection in all of this.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, the
Secretary of Agriculture has indicated
that they will give every consideration
to the small business community,
whether it be small meat locker plants
or a small meat packing house.

I would like to point out that 98 per-
cent of all food-borne illnesses come
from handling and preparation. If ev-
erybody would simply do what their
grandmother and their home econom-
ics instructor and their 4-H instructor
and common sense and the Department
of Agriculture recommends, wash their
hands and thoroughly cook their meat,
we would not have this problem.

And so | can assure the gentleman
that Secretary Glickman has in effect
assured me and the rest of the Mem-
bers of the House Committee on Agri-
culture that the concerns of the small
business community will be addressed.
I thank the gentleman for raising this
issue.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, |, too, want to com-
mend all of the parties that have
worked out a very satisfactory short-
term compromise that gives this Mem-
ber the hope for the first time in 8
years that we might actually be seeing
a light at the end of the tunnel of deal-
ing with our meat and poultry inspec-
tion system.

As one who has authored legislation
and passed legislation in 1986, only to
have the frustration of seeing it torn
apart by the 200-plus groups that the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN]
spoke about a moment ago, each hav-
ing their own idea about how best to
improve upon the best food safety sys-
tem the world has ever known, | see
now the chance, thanks to the leader-
ship of Secretary Glickman, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. WALSH],
and the efforts that he has made and
all of the other parties, | see the oppor-
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tunity now through the House Commit-
tee on Agriculture and other interested
parties working with the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. GUNDERSON], the
chairman, and the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS], | see the oppor-
tunity for us to finally come to an
agreement by bringing all of the par-
ties together, having the free and open
debate in this House Chamber of how
best to deal with meat and poultry in-
spection.

I look forward to that day, because |
believe it is far overdue. Many of the
tragedies that have occurred should
not have occurred and would not have
occurred, as Mr. ROBERTS has said,
from some of the simplistic ideas but
also from the standpoint that we could
in fact make the necessary changes if
we would all come to the table. That is
not what was happening, as the pro-
posed rulemaking was occurring. Mr.
WALSH pointed that out and correctly
so.

But now we have an agreement in
which everyone will come together,
work on a resolution. | hope it is a
light at the end of the tunnel and not
another train coming toward us. But |
do believe today that it is truly a light
at the end of the tunnel. | look forward
to being a part of eventually resolving
this very important issue.

Mr. THORNTON. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | want to associate
myself with the remarks made by the
gentleman from Texas and to add my
congratulations to all those who have
given us truly a remarkable event in
this session of the Congress, an event
in which we have reached across the
aisle to adopt a bipartisan accord, one
that is reasonable and proper and in
the public interest. It has come about
because of the leadership of our chair-
man, the gentleman from New Mexico
[Mr. SKEEN], and his steady hand at
providing an opportunity for each of us
to participate; for the gentleman from
New York [Mr. WALsSH] and his dili-
gence and persistence and working
with our own ranking minority mem-
ber, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
DuURBIN]. It has truly been an excellent
example of the kind of cooperation in
the public interest which we need to
have more of in this House.

I want to commend all of those who
are party to this and urge that we
make a record of our support for this
amendment.

Ms. DUNN of Washington. Mr. Chair-
man, | move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, | rise to commend the
gentleman from New York, Mr. WALSH,
and also the gentleman from Kansas,
Chairman ROBERTS, and the gentleman
from Illinois, Mr. DurBIN, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin, Mr. GUNDER-
SON, the gentleman from New Mexico,
Chairman SKEeeN, and all the people
who helped to forge this agreement
with the Secretary of Agriculture, our
former colleague, Dan Glickman, on
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new meat safety inspection rules that
will benefit all Americans.

This agreement is especially signifi-
cant to those of us from Washington
State, as my colleague the gentleman
from Washington [Mr. DICcKS] has said,
because in January of 1993, my first
year as a Member of Congress, three
little children died and 67 were hos-
pitalized in Washington State because
of an E. coli outbreak that was traced
to a local fast food outlet in my dis-
trict.

Now, a little over 2 years later, with
the combined efforts of the gentleman
from New York [Mr. WALSH], the com-
mittees and the other gentlemen, and
the Secretary of Agriculture, we can fi-
nally put into place a meat safety re-
gime to ensure the production of clean,
safe, quality meat that restores
consumer confidence.

I want to add a special note of thanks
to our colleague from Washington
State, Mr. NETHERCUTT, who is also a
member of the subcommittee, for his
help on this critical issue.

Mr. Chairman, in memory of 2-year-
old Michael Nole, 2-year-old Celina
Shribbs, and 17-month-old Riley
Detwiler, the little children who died
from E. coli, my thanks for the diligent
efforts of all the Members of Congress
who are involved in bringing to fru-
ition safer food for all Americans.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, 1
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

[Mr. DE LA GARZA asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, 1
rise is support of the proposed agree-
ment between all of the parties con-
cerned and the gentleman from New
York [Mr. WALSH], and endorse it.

Mr. Chairman, in light of recent com-
promises | rise to support the removal of re-
quirements within the Agriculture Appropriation
bill which limit funding for work on the Feb-
ruary 3, 1995, Pathogen Reduction/HACCP
proposed regulation. Agriculture Secretary
Glickman has offered a reasonable resolution,
as laid out in his July 18, 1995, letter to Mr.
WALSH, the author of the limitation language,
that allows for the rule development to pro-
ceed on schedule but grants additional input
for stakeholders on a major regulatory change.

The controversy surrounding the develop-
ment of a rule for our meat and poultry inspec-
tion system pertaining to microbiological
pathogens and Hazard Analysis Critical Con-
trol Point methodology was over the process
of how the rule is developed. Unfortunately,
some in the media has started to turn this
controversy into a discussion over whether
children would or would not die because of
this particular proposed regulation. It is always
a human tragedy when anyone dies due to
food-borne disease and especially children
who have their entire lives ahead of them. But
| feel it is important to understand that the
Secretary’s letter makes commitments assur-
ing that there is a continued development of a
good rule that improves our meat and poultry
inspection system. A rule that all can support.
A rule that will minimize potential lawsuits con-
cerning the final regulation which could cause
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real delays in meat and poultry inspection re-
forms.

It is also important to note that moderniza-
tion of the inspection system through a spirit
of cooperation of all stakeholders is para-
mount to realize real improvements in the
safety of the meat supply. The most important
guidelight for all interested in changes to our
food safety system must be the best science
that can be afforded. The entire process
should be driven by sound science not politics.

| cannot emphasize enough that this rule is
but a step in a continuous series of steps
where the goal is reducing food-borne illness.
Note that | said reducing food-borne illness,
not eliminating it. Elimination of food-borne ill-
ness is not a reality. It is scientifically and eco-
nomically impossible to achieve zero food-
borne risks at this time and it becomes a dis-
service to the public to imply that the Govern-
ment can supply or regulate a food delivery
system into one without risks, but one we can
rely on and that the people can trust and give
us the maximum protection possible.

| want to thank Secretary Glickman for his
involvement in the matter and his interest in
restoring confidence in the process. | com-
mend Mr. WALSH of New York for his leader-
ship in finding a path of compromise in which
all sides win.

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Chairman, | move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | want to compliment
the gentleman from New York, Con-
gressman JiM WALSH, as being a man
for all seasons. He not only leads the
bailout of Washington, DC, now he
leads the bailout for those of us in the
ag community.

I also want to speak on behalf of the
Terry Joneses of the world. Terry
Jones and his wife own a meat locker
in Jacksonville, IL. | had the occasion
to visit Terry and his wife recently
about this issue of Government regula-
tion or Government overregulation.
What they told me was that, if these
regulations had been put into effect,
they would be out of business, as I
think would many small business peo-
ple who are in the meat locker busi-
ness, who care a great deal about their
customers and in no way would want to
see harm come to them.

I do not intend to take the 5 minutes,
but | want to express on behalf of all
the small meat locker business men
and women, not only across Illinois but
across the country, that a good com-
promise has been worked out, and their
considerations will be considered. |
compliment the gentleman from New
York [Mr. WALSH], the gentleman from
Ilinois [Mr. DURBIN], and certainly the
Secretary of Agriculture. Common
sense is being used and will be used,
and | think all consideration will be
given now so that small business peo-
ple’s concerns will be taken into ac-
count.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | simply want to fol-
low that of my colleagues to point out
a couple of things. First and foremost,
of course, is joining all my colleagues
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in our commendations of those who
have worked out this agreement. You
would think they were leaving Con-
gress, with all the nice things we are
saying about them, but we mean it. |
think what has been done here is im-
portant. | want to point out three spe-
cific factors and then we will move the
process along.

First and foremost, this process, this
agreement that has been reached is im-
portant because it has slowed the proc-
ess down, and it has guaranteed that
people are going to have input. As the
gentleman from Illinois before me just
articulated, there are real problems
with these proposed regulations, as
they affect the small slaughterhouses
across this country, and we have got to
make sure that their concerns are
heard and considered in the develop-
ment of the rules.
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Second, along that same line, the
very significant part of this agreement
is that the Secretary has become in-
volved, and he has taken a personal
sense of responsibility in ownership of
what has been done. Those of us who
have worked with and known Dan
Glickman when he was a Member of
this House know that when he makes
this kind of commitment he is going to
keep it, and | think that is very impor-
tant for all of us to understand.

The third thing | want to point out,
and part of the reason many of us have
raised concerns about the so-called
HACCP regulation, you cannot do
HACCP under existing Federal statute,
because they are diametrically opposed
to each other in science, so if you want
a science-based HACCP regulation, as |
think every Member of Congress and
every member of the industry and
every member of the consumer groups
do, then Members have to recognize
there have to be some kind of statu-
tory changes.

As the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
ROBERTS] says, we will in my sub-
committee, at the conclusion of the
farm bill, continue a process that was
initiated this spring, and we will bring
forth comprehensive meat, poultry,
and seafood legislation, and we will
give this committee, we will give this
Congress, a chance to modernize our
legislation in that regard.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, | move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, let me add my thanks
and sincere appreciation for all of the
hard work for all of the members of the
Committee on Appropriations and
Committee on Agriculture to get these
food, meat, and poultry regulations
well on their way.

Members may recall that about 2
years ago we raised the issue in what
was then called the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce, on the Sub-
committee on Commerce, Consumer
Protection, and Competitiveness. It is
really very rewarding to see how, when
the issue has been raised, even in the
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last Congress, early in the last Con-
gress, about something as important as
meat and poultry safety, food safety,
to be able to be here and stand on this
floor and say that we have seen that
dream come to real fruition.

Again, | want to sincerely thank all
of those who worked so hard on this
issue, because I, as well as other peo-
ple, who were seriously concerned
about what happened in the E. coli, the
terrible things that happened to peo-
ple, I am happy to say this has now
happened. | cannot say enough about
the hard work, the unity, and the co-
operation between not only members of
those committees, but between the ad-
ministration of the Department of Ag-
riculture as well. It shows government
at its best, and | think we all did a
good job, and everybody is to be con-
gratulated.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. | yield to
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, | am
going to ask for a rollcall vote on this
to establish the bipartisan support
which we have discussed today on the
floor, not only for the HACCP process,
but for a speedy and expeditious proc-
ess that brings these rules to a point
where they will be protecting Amer-
ican families. | just wanted to make
that point. I will be asking for a roll-
call vote on the motion offered by the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
WALSsH]. | think it will demonstrate the
bipartisan feeling we have on this
issue.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. WALSH].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, |
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Wednesday, July
19, further proceedings on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
New York [Mr. WALsSH] will be post-
poned.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ALLARD

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ALLARD: No. 30:
Page 2, line 11, strike ‘‘$10,227,000, of which
$7,500,000” and insert, ‘“$9,204,300, of which
$6,750,000"".

Page 3, line 3, strike ““$3,748,000"” and insert
*'$3,373,200"".

Page 3, line 15, strike ‘“$5,899,000”" and in-
sert “‘$5,309,100"".

Page 3, line 21, strike ‘“$4,133,000"" and in-
sert “‘$3,719,700"".

Page 4, line 19, strike *“$596,000"" and insert
*‘$536,400"".

Page 5, line 23, strike *‘$800,000"" and insert
**$720,000"".

Page 7, line 19, strike ““$3,797,000”" and in-
sert ““$3,607,150"".

de-
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Page 8, line 3, strike ““$8,198,000"” and insert
$7,378,200".

Page 9, line 3, strike ‘$27,860,000" and in-
sert “‘$26,467,000"".

Page 9, line 12, strike ‘“$520,000”" and insert
“$468,000"".

Page 9, line 17, strike ‘“$53,131,000”” and in-
sert *‘$50,474,450"".

Page 10, line 3, strike ““$81,107,000"” and in-
sert ““$77,051,650"".

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
the amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 20 minutes, 10 minutes
on each side, the time to be divided
equally.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Mexico?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. ALLARD] will be
recognized for 10 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN]
will be recognized for 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. ALLARD].

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.
First, Mr. Chairman, | would like to
compliment my colleague, the gen-
tleman from New Mexico, for putting
together a good bill which makes a
firm contribution by achieving a bal-
anced budget by 2002. | appreciate all
the hard work he has put into allocat-
ing our very scarce resources among
the many worthwhile projects covered
by this measure.

The Committee on Appropriations
has made some important cuts in this
bill; however, we see no reason for the
House to ignore an opportunity to
make additional reductions in the bu-
reaucracy, especially here in Washing-
ton. | realize that it has been tough for
the Members of this House, and par-
ticularly the Committee on Agri-
culture, to struggle with what prior-
ities we should have in the agricultural
area. However, Mr. Chairman, we sim-
ply need to keep in mind that we can-
not go ahead and cut those programs
that benefit farmers and not let the bu-
reaucracy here in Washington share in
those cuts.

Last November, the people spoke
clearly about their desire to downsize
Federal Government. Taxpayers were
tired of sending the hard-earned money
to Washington, DC, to pay for larger
Federal bureaucracies. Farmers often
ask why farm programs continue to get
cut while the Department of Agri-
culture bureaucracy goes untouched. It
is time to listen to the voters and start
shrinking this huge 110,000 person bu-
reaucracy. It is in this spirit of
downsizing that the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. BROWNBACK] and 1 offer
this amendment.

In recent years the funding for the
bureaucracy of the USDA has been held
constant. Without our amendment,
this bill would continue this trend, de-
spite the reduced role for agriculture
programs assumed in the budget reso-
lution. Appropriations for administra-
tion for 1996 would be $313 million. This
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is slightly above the 1995 level. This
number rises to $320 million if the new
info share program is included. In
times of baseline budgeting, we would
have considered this to be a cut, but we
have changed the way that Congress
does business. Now a cut is only a cut
if spending is actually reduced below
the prior year’s level.

Mr. Chairman, our amendment is
supported by the National Taxpayers
Union and Citizens for a Sound Econ-
omy. It cuts 10 percent from the offices
of the Secretary, the chief economist,
the office of communication, the chief
financial officer, the advisory commit-
tees, the Assistant Secretary of Admin-
istration, and the Undersecretary for
Research, Education, and Economics.
We have provided for a 5 percent cut
for the Economic Research Service, the
National Agriculture Statistics Serv-
ice, the Assistant Secretary for Con-
gressional Relations, and the general
counsel. Some offices, such as the In-
spector General, have been exempted
entirely from this amendment, because
they have offered what we consider to
be a sufficient justification to retain
the funding allocated to them by the
Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is
consistent with the budget resolution.
The House-passed budget resolution as-
sumed that $44 million in savings could
be achieved by reduction in the funding
for the administrative offices and pro-
grams covered by our amendment. We
have scaled that back to $12 million in
cuts. This is very reasonable in light of
the over $320 million available for the
Department’s administrative expenses.

Mr. Chairman, let me now address
the Department’s reorganization. The
National Performance Review states
that after reorganization, personnel at
the USDA headquarters should be re-
duced 8 percent, resulting in an annual
savings of about $73 million. To date,
savings in the higher administrative
levels have not appeared to be any-
where near this magnitude. Similarly,
the Agriculture Reorganization Act
mandated personal reductions of $7,500.
However, this is to be accomplished by
the year 1999. This is too far away. This
amendment would provide the added
nudge that is necessary to start the
process of downsizing the bureaucracy
now.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. DURBIN. | have a parliamentary
inquiry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, | under-
stand the debate was limited to 20 min-
utes, 10 on a side. Could the Chair tell
me how the 20 minutes is divided be-
tween the majority and minority
party?

The CHAIRMAN. To the best of the
Chair’s understanding, the gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. ALLARD] as the pro-
ponent of the amendment, controls 10
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minutes, and the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. SKEEN] in opposition, con-
trols 10 minutes.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. DurBIN] and | ask unanimous con-
sent that he be allowed to control that
time.

The CHAIRMAN. It is the under-
standing of the Chair that the gen-
tleman from New Mexico is opposed to
the amendment.

Mr. SKEEN. | am opposed to the
amendment, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Mexico?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the unani-
mous consent agreement, the gen-
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN]
will control 5 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] will
control 5 minutes.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to
this amendment. | wonder if the gen-
tleman from Colorado and those who
are proponents to this amendment
have any idea of what we have already
done in the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture, and what we are doing in this
bill.

The gentleman comes before us this
afternoon with a suggestion of cutting
$12 million out of 13 different agencies,
$12 million is a lot of money. The gen-
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN],
as chairman of the subcommittee this
year, will cut $1.2 billion from discre-
tionary spending in the Department of
Agriculture. It is not as if we have not
bitten the bullet. We have chewed right
through it. Last year we cut $1.3 bil-
lion. This year we cut $1.2 billion.
These are serious cuts. As a result of
these cuts, the U.S. Department of Ag-
riculture has had to make dramatic
changes.

Let me give Members an idea of some
of the things USDA has done: Totally
reorganized the agency, reducing from
43 to 29 the number of agencies under
USDA,; field offices being restructured;
1,170 county-based offices will be closed
or consolidated. As of June, offices
have already been closed in 224 coun-
ties across the United States. Our goal
in employee reduction is 13,000 employ-
ees over the next 6 years. It represents
one-fourth of the headquarters staff, 20
percent of administrative staff years,
and the savings from these reductions
already in place will be over $4 billion.

What the gentleman does with his
amendment is to say: “Well, my dog is
bigger than your dog. | can cut more
than you can. I am a real fiscal con-
servative. We will find some more to
cut.” We can all play that game, but
when it is all over, while this depart-
ment is downsizing, can it still perform
its functions?

I will say to the gentleman from Col-
orado, his phone will be ringing, as
mine will be ringing, when farmers and
others who want services from this de-
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partment find their phone calls go un-
answered. His phone will be ringing, as
mine will, as people are calling and
say, ‘““What happened? I am mired in
bureaucracy and red tape. | cannot get
an answer.” We can all keep trumping
one card higher than the other, but the
fact is the gentleman from New Mexico
[Mr. SKEEN] made a substantial cut in
this agency. We did the same thing last
year. They are on board. In fact, they
are out in front of the whole Federal
Government in terms of reorganization
and reinventing government. Now the
gentleman just wants to do a little
more. | am afraid if the gentleman does
this, frankly, we will not only have to
RIF people early, which may be unfair,
but will in fact affect the very basic
functions of this department.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DURBIN. | yield
tleman from Colorado.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I would just remind the gentleman
that we are only talking about less
than a 4-percent reduction. My phone
in already ringing from farmers who
say, ‘“‘Look, what is happening to us
and our programs?”’ Yet the bureauc-
racy in Washington seems to slide
along with about the same spending
levels. What | am talking about as the
chief economist, we are talking about
offices here in Washington, not the
field offices out there that serve farm-
ers.

Mr. DURBIN. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Speaker, | would ask the gen-
tleman this. In the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, what is the largest single
agency employer? Does the gentleman
know?

Mr. ALLARD. | do not know that.

Mr. DURBIN. 1 will tell the gen-
tleman, it is the Forest Service.

Mr. ALLARD. | would have guessed it
is the Food Stamp Program.

Mr. DURBIN. The Food Stamp Pro-
gram is administered by the States, as
| am sure the gentleman knows. It is
the Forest Service. The USDA has
about 120,000 employees, and out of
that the Forest Service has approxi-
mately 33,000 employees. It has contin-
ued to grow, and incidentally, is not
under our jurisdiction in this bill,
while other agencies of USDA have
been held stagnant and reduced.

Therefore, if the gentleman is getting
calls from people saying ‘“What about
that bureaucracy in USDA,”’ tell them
it is the Forest Service. That is the
area where it has grown. In the other
areas it is not growing. There are an
awful lot of jokes that are tossed
around about how many people work at
USDA, but I will tell the Members this:
They do a lot of hard work and impor-
tant work. | am afraid the gentleman’s
amendment is an effort to trump us
and go a little bit better, cut a little
bit deeper, and in fact, when the serv-
ices are not there, people are going to
say, “Why in the heck are we paying
our taxes if nobody is there to answer
the phone?”’

to the gen-
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Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, |
have looked seriously at what | have
proposed here and spent some time
with the Committee on Appropriations
staff. We initially looked at a $28 mil-
lion cut. We are looking at some of the
functions that we are carrying on here
in Washington that were, we felt, of
high enough priority that we should
not include them in the amendment,
things like the National Appeals Divi-
sion and some programs in Department
administration, the inspector general,
the buildings and facilities, and hazard-
ous waste management. There are
other programs that need to be re-
duced.

Mr. DURBIN. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, unfortunately, the gen-
tleman does not sit through the weeks
of hearings that we sit through and lis-
ten to these agencies. Just to mention
the inspector general’s office, do you
know what they spend half of their
time investigating? Food stamp fraud.

0O 1530

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DURBIN. The inspector general’s
office spends half of its time inves-
tigating food stamp fraud.

Mr. ALLARD. Would the gentleman
yield for a correction?

Mr. DURBIN. Regular order, Mr.
Chairman. | will be glad to yield to the
gentleman at some point, but please
allow me to use my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN]
has expired.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 30 seconds for a correction.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment that |
had proposed does not cut the inspector
general.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
BROWNBACK].

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. Chairman, |
think some valid points have been
raised here. Let me be succinct and
brief on this.

There are real cuts that are taking
place in the agriculture programs.
There are real cuts that have been tak-
ing place since 1986. | think I have lived
through a fair number of those. | was
Kansas Secretary of Agriculture for
the past 6 years. | think | have a little
bit of an idea what that is about. They
are proposed in the budget resolution
that has been passed by both Houses to
a further cut next year of $1 billion of
what the farmers receive out of the
program, $1 billion.

The bureaucracy that we are talking
about, and | recognize the valid com-
ments of the gentleman from Illinois,
the bureaucracy we are talking about
is flat line spent for the next several
years. It is a flat level spending while
the farmers get less money in their
pockets.

I simply think we are going to have
trouble going out to farmers and say-
ing, yes, we have to balance the budg-
et, make these cuts, and you are going
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to have less money. They say, ‘“What
about the USDA in Washington, the
bureaucracy?”” We say, ‘“We have to
have the same amount of money, peo-
ple and everything in the centralized
office.”

I think this is a good, prudent
amendment. It is a 4-percent overall
cut in the upper levels, the bureauc-
racy here, not out in the field staff, not
out in the field offices.

A second point | would quickly make
is, the first year | came in as Kansas
Secretary of Agriculture, I was pre-
sented a 7-percent across-the-board
agency cut. Recognize, | am talking
millions at the State level and this is
billions here, so | know the magnitude
of the difference. But what it forced me
to do is make real changes in my oper-
ation, the things we knew we needed to
have take place but we did not have
the political impetus and force to do it.
It think it will help as well.

What we are talking about, ladies
and gentlemen, is being able to go out
and face farmers that are going to be
facing real continued reductions, and
we have had reductions already since
1986, real continued reductions so that,
yes, we start if first in Washington, we
make real cuts there, and this is going
to be difficult, but this whole process
is.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. WALSH].

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong opposition to the gentleman’s
amendment. | share the gentleman’s
concerns about cutting farm programs
and not cutting the bureaucracy. | do
not think the gentleman fully under-
stands that this committee has made
significant reductions in what he calls
the bureaucracy in this bill.

This bill does make real cuts in real
programs, downsizes the Federal Gov-
ernment and ensures the most efficient
use of taxpayers’ dollars. Let me just
cite several examples. All the programs
that the gentleman’s amendment pro-
poses to reduce, with three exceptions,
have already been reduced in this bill
by $2.5 million.

The Office of the Chief Economist:
This office established pursuant to
USDA reorganization by transfers was
reduced by $66,000 below the 1995 level.

Office of Budget and Program Analy-
sis was reduced by $104,000.

Congressional Relations: The com-
mittee recommendation consolidated
all the congressional affairs and activi-
ties into one account and cut it by 25
percent.

Economic Research: The committee
recommendation is $805,000 below the
1995 level, or $1.5 million below the
budget request.

The National Agricultural Statistics
Service is $317,000 below the 1995 level.

Mr. Chairman, we take our role very
seriously in budget cutting. | think the
committee has produced a bill that is
responsible. | urge the Members of the
House to support the committee’s rec-
ommendation and defeat the gentle-
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man’s amendment. We have tried our
level best to do the best we could with
what we had. | think that this amend-
ment goes too far and undoes some of
the fine work that we have done.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to my friend and colleague,
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. ALLARD] for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Chairman, | have an amendment
at the desk that calls for a $12 million
reduction out of the Washington bu-
reaucracy but puts some of that money
namely, $5.5 million, back to State and
county offices.

The substitute version that came out
of the Committee on Rules cuts an ad-
ditional $17.5 million out of State and
county operations. | think that is
more. If you want to talk about phone
calls, where you get the phone calls is
when they go into the county offices
and they cannot get service.

I worked in USDA in Washington for
4 years as deputy administrator of pro-
grams; a tremendous number of hard-
working, good civil servants in that de-
partment. However, today we have
10,700 employees here in Washington,
DC. They should be out in the country.

I support the gentleman’s amend-
ment. | think it is reasonable. Out of
that 10,000, out of every 100 employees
we can reduce by 4 employees what is
here in Washington, DC.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. STENHOLM].

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, |
just would like to reiterate the cuts
that are already being made as a result
of the reorganization of last year is
one-fourth of the headquarters staff in
Washington in USDA. We talk about
the Chief Financial Officer alone, and
you look at the cuts: a 17-percent cut
from last year’s spending.

We will have an amendment a little
later by the gentleman from California
[Mr. ConDIT] that will propose to add
$200,000 to the account so that the Risk
Assessment Office, which is awfully
important to many of us in agri-
culture, can be adequately funded. The
gentleman from Colorado would cut it
$375,000 more. The gentleman from
California [Mr. CoNDIT] already says,
and correctly so, he needs $200,000 to do
the job.

We are going to write a farm bill a
little bit later on. There is going to be
a request for a lot of information. The
Chief Financial Officer will be re-
quired. We are not going to have the
money to do it because we have already
made the cuts.

I wish the gentleman from Colorado
[Mr. ALLARD] would have supported us
last year in the Committee on Agri-
culture when we talked about this,
when we had the reorganization bill up
before the Committee on Agriculture.
All of the things that we were talking
about doing then, which are now cut-
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ting 1,170 county-based offices, are
being cut as a result of actions that are
already being taken. Please do not
make an additional cut on top of that.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard a lot
about cuts that are going to go back
out in the field, and they are not. | re-
mind the Members that these are cuts
for bureaucracy here in Washington.
Let me point out a few of the agencies
that have not been cut: General Coun-
sel; Building and Facilities; depart-
ment administration; Inspector Gen-
eral; Office of Budget and Program
Analysis.

Let me again remind the Members of
what the total budget figures look like
for the bureaucracy here in Washing-
ton, DC, $314 million in 1994. In 1995, it
is $311 million. And in 1996, we are
looking at $313 million.

The funds available to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture for administration
total $313 million; $320 million if the
new Info Share Program is included.
This amendment is less than 4 percent
of all that.

One might get the impression, listen-
ing to this debate, that our amendment
proposes to eliminate offices or ac-
counts. The fact is that we are propos-
ing only 10 or 5 percent cuts, and a
number of administrative accounts are
not cut at all.

I have no doubt the department offi-
cials perform important work and that
we are asking that we get by with less,
but we are asking this of all aspects of
the Federal Government. No one ever
suggested balancing the budget would
be easy. When we are cutting back on
farm programs, slowing the growth of
Medicare, eliminating some agencies
entirely, we need to reduce bureauc-
racy as well. Every amendment counts.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN] is recog-
nized for 2 minutes.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to this amendment with a
great deal of reluctance. The gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. ALLARD] is
a good Member of this Congress.

I am sorry that we just did not un-
derstand his interest, along with the
interest of the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. BROWNBACK], and some of the oth-
ers, in making these cuts. We would
have taken them under our wing in the
committee and worked through this to-
gether, because right now from his own
figures, we are still below the 1994 fig-
ure for the Department of Agriculture.

Mr. Chairman, we have made those
cuts. We have made the reductions
where we can, and there must be some
reason or some rationale to what we
do. We should not be out here just cut-
ting without knowing what the con-
sequences are. We should not just be
making mindless cuts.

Certainly part of our job here as leg-
islators is to make sure that agencies
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of the Federal Government operate as
intended in the laws that we have en-
acted. Many of these cuts have severe
impacts on agencies, and starting right
here from headquarters all the way up
and down the line.

We have made those cuts. We must
understand that they have to function,
the agency has to have some function
left. We cannot add cuts upon cuts and
still expect them to function. These
cuts will not allow some of these agen-
cies to operate if we adopt this amend-
ment.

I would suggest that these cuts fall
in the area of not very good govern-
ment. We should not be here doing
these cuts when we do not understand
the consequences.

I urge Members to vote against this
amendment. These agencies have al-
ready paid their fair share in deficit re-
duction. Let us not do things when we
have no idea of what we are doing.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. ALLARD].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Wednesday, July
19, further proceedings on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Colorado [Mr. ALLARD] will be post-
poned.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CAMP

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, | offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CAmMP: Page 13,
line 24, strike $31,485,000" and insert
$31,930,000"".

Page 14, line 2, strike $98,810,000” and in-
sert $98,365,000"".

(Mr. CAMP asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, | urge sup-
port for this amendment to transfer
$445,000 from competitive research
grants to restore funding for special
grant research for sustainable agri-
culture. Continuing research for sus-
tainable agriculture is crucial to main-
taining an acceptable balance between
the need to protect American agri-
culture, the family farm, and our pre-
cious environment.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my fellow Members to
support this amendment. One of the reasons
that American farm families are able to pro-
vide the best food in the world at the lowest
prices is because our universities have been
able to conduct revolutionary research. By
continuing this research, we enable the agri-
culture industry to find newer and safer ways
to expand their crops while protecting our pre-
cious environment.

Michigan State University is on the cutting
edge of such research. Their studies on the
management of municipal and animal organic
waste, and the use of grazing systems to im-
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prove livestock production are providing valu-
able data which will assist the farm families of
today—and tomorrow.

Their studies, which also include the inclu-
sion of cover crops in field crop rotations and
water table management studies, are continu-
ing to improve soil composition on American
farms. This improves the health and productiv-
ity of crops and livestock which benefits us all.

In addition to assisting the American farm
family with productivity, their research also
studies the effect of various pesticides on our
environment.

This amendment will restore the funding for
Michigan State University's special research
grant for sustainable agriculture. We offset the
cost of this program, which is $445,000, by
transferring these funds from the competitive
research grants.

Michigan State is strategically located in the
sensitive environmental area of Michigan
which includes 2,300 miles of shoreline,
20,000 slow moving creeks, rivers and
streams, and hundreds of inland lakes. Water
table management is critical in this area. The
lessons learned in this sensitive area can be
applied elsewhere in similar situations.

In these days of global competitiveness, it is
vital that American farm families are given the
opportunity to grow and prosper. With this re-
search, they can continue to provide the kind
of quality products we've come to appreciate.
In order to ensure that research on newer and
safer ways to provide those products contin-
ues, we must support programs like this one.

Sustainable agriculture strikes a fair balance
between increasing profits for the American
farm families and preserving and protecting
our precious environment.

This is a minimal price to pay for all that we
can benefit from effective and efficient re-
search.

Mr. Chairman, | yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BARCIA].

(Mr. BARCIA asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
CAMP]. | believe, also, that it is vital
that we restore funds for sustainable
agricultural research as part of this ap-
propriation.

This amendment restores $445,000, the
same amount as was available in fiscal 1995,
to continue work which seeks to develop pro-
duction methods that are profitable for farmers
and have less impact on the environment.

All of our major advances in agriculture
have come as a result of research. If we are
to improve production practices with an eye
toward a better management of the environ-
ment, then careful and sustained research will
be necessary to develop better production
methods.

As the fiscal 1996 hearings for the Depart-
ment of Agriculture pointed out, this research
effort targets compost integration, rotational
grazing, cover crops, and water table-nutrient
contamination management. This last element
is the continuation of subirrigation research
work that is vital in my part of Michigan if we
are to adequately protect and efficiently use
our groundwater resources.

The hearings most explicitly demonstrated
that farm areas in Michigan are drained by
more than 20,000 miles of slow-moving creeks
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and streams, and the leeching of nutrients into
groundwater is a major environmental con-
cern. This work is conducted at several loca-
tions throughout Michigan, including within my
congressional district, and need to be contin-
ued.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, | yield to
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
CHRYSLER].

Mr. CHRYSLER. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in support of the amendment offered by
my colleague. Research in sustainable
agriculture is necessary to continue to
develop agricultural program methods
that are profitable for farmers and
have less impact on the environment.
Not only will the farmers themselves
benefit from this valuable research but
also the economies of the surrounding
communities. | urge my colleagues to
join me in voting for the Camp amend-
ment.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, we accept the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. CAMP].

The amendment was agreed to.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CONDIT

Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CoONDIT: Page
25, line 20, insert before the colon the follow-
ing: ““(reduced by $300,000)"".

Page 3, line 3, insert before the period the
following: ““(increased by $300,000)"".

Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today to offer an amendment that
would fulfill a commitment that the
103d Congress began on risk assessment
and cost-benefit analyses. My amend-
ment would transfer $300,000 from the
salary and expenses of the consolidated
Farm Service Agency to the Office of
Chief Economist in the Department of
Agriculture.

I understand the gentleman from
New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN] has a sub-
stitute amendment that he plans to
offer to my amendment, and | want to
thank the chairman and his staff for
working with us over the last several
days to ensure funding for this impor-
tant office and what it intends to do.

This money will be used to carry out
the statutory requirement of the estab-
lishing of the Office of Risk Assess-
ment and Cost Benefit Analysis. As
some of you may be aware, the USDA
office of risk assessment was a man-
date under the USDA department reor-
ganization legislation signed by the
President last fall.

Risk assessment and cost-benefit
analysis has served as the cornerstone
for regulatory reform during the first 7
months of the 104th Congress. While
steps taken by the Department to put
this office on the right track, the cur-
rent funding in the agriculture appro-
priations bill would not allow the of-
fice to meet its mandated obligation,
as prescribed under the USDA reorga-
nization legislation of the 103d Con-
gress.
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I urge Members to support my
amendment, and the Skeen substitute,
and | reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONDIT. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] who
has been a strong supporter of the risk
assessment effort.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, |
would just like to emphasize the gen-
tleman has been a real leader in the
unfunded mandates effort several Con-
gresses ago when it was not popular,
and now when it is, and his efforts to
put an office of risk assessment within
the Department of Agriculture was a
real initiative, a real reform effort in
the Committee on Agriculture during
the last session.

Unfortunately, because of the budget
pressures, it was not funded. We need
this money. It is a good effort and |
commend the gentleman and | support
the amendment wholeheartedly.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SKEEN AS A SUB-

STITUTE FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY

MR. CONDIT

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | offer an
amendment as a substitute for the
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SKEEN as a sub-
stitute for the amendment offered by Mr.
CONDIT: On page 3, line 3 strike $3,748,000 and
insert $3,948,000; On page 14, line 2 strike
$98,365,000 and insert $98,165,000; and

On page 14, line 20 strike $389,372,000 and
insert $389,172,000.

Mr. SKEEN (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, | ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Mexico?

There was no objection.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | will ex-
plain the amendment. This has to do
with the Office of Risk Assessment,
and my amendment transfers $200,000
from the Competitive Research Grants
Program under the Cooperative State
Research, Education, and Extension
Service to the Chief Economist.

This money is needed to supplement
existing funding and will be used to
both enter into contracts with experts
in the field of risk assessment to pro-
vide USDA with guidance in how its Of-
fice of Risk Assessment and Cost Bene-
fit Analysis should operate, and hire an
economist to work in this office. That
is the intent and the explanation of
this amendment and | ask for its adop-
tion and support its passage.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN]
as a substitute for the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from California
[Mr. CoNDIT].

The amendment offered as a sub-
stitute for the amendment was agreed
to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. CONDIT], as
amended.
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The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CASTLE

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignated the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CASTLE: Page
25, line 20, strike ‘“$805,888,000” and insert
*“802,888,000".

Page 31, line 19, strike $629,986,000"" and in-
sert $612,986,000"".

Page 40, line 10, before ‘“‘for loans’ insert
““(plus $200,000,000)"".

Page 40, line 20, before *“, of which” insert
““(plus $40,000,000)".

Page 57, line 20, strike *$821,100,000" and
insert ““$801,100,000"".

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 20 minutes and that
the time be equally divided.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Mexico?

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, how many
more amendments do we plan to offer?

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, it is my under-
standing the gentleman from New Mex-
ico [Mr. SKEEN], the chairman of the
committee, has suggested the time
limit on the Castle amendment and all
amendments thereto.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, | did not mean to
say the whole gamut. | would like to
say 20 minutes on the entire gamut of
amendments.

Mr. Chairman, | will give the gen-
tleman from lllinois 5 minutes.

Mr. DURBIN. | thank the gentleman.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, |
withdraw my reservation of objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Mexico?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The debate time
will be limited to 20 minutes; 10 min-
utes to be controlled by the gentleman
from Delaware [Mr. CAsTLE] and 10
minutes in opposition, 5 minutes by
the gentleman from New Mexico [Mr.
SKEEN] and 5 minutes by the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN].

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, | am of-
fering an amendment that is based on
two principles. One is that encouraging
homeownership is good for our econ-
omy and society and, two, in the effort
to balance the budget, spending cuts
must be allocated fairly.

My amendment would restore $200
million of the $400 million cut in the
section 502 direct loan homeownership
program made by yesterday’s man-
ager’s amendment. The program was
cut 45 percent last year and now the
bill before us would reduce the 502
rural housing program by another 42
percent.

Mr. Chairman, | have the utmost re-
spect for the gentleman from New Mex-
ico [Mr. SKEEN] and | know he is a sup-
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porter of rural housing. The Appropria-
tions Committee originally rec-
ommended a level of $900 million for
the 502 program. However, after the
committee found that it could not in-
clude savings from certain mandatory
spending programs, the chairman felt
he had to make an additional $400 mil-
lion cut in the 502 direct program.

| understand the difficult choices the
gentleman from New Mexico has had to
make. This budget is extremely tight
and it has to be. | am not seeking to re-
store the 502 program to its fiscal year
1995 level or even to the level origi-
nally recommended by the committee.
My amendment will still leave the pro-
gram with $233 million less than its
current year funding, a cut of 25 per-
cent from last year.

Mr. Chairman, what do these num-
bers mean to real people in our rural
communities? They mean a lot. The 502
direct loan program is the only afford-
able homeownership program that
serves low- and very low-income fami-
lies in rural areas.

The typical direct loan borrower is
working and is making $15,165 per year.
These are hard-working people trying
to achieve the American dream of own-
ing their own home. The 502 direct pro-
gram is the most effective program to
help them make that dream a reality.

This program works. It helps people
who would otherwise be unable to af-
ford a home make the step to home
ownership. While these families have
very low income, they pay their mort-
gages. The 30-day delinquent rate is
only 6.8 percent and the 90-day rate is
1.6 percent. There is currently a 2- to 3-
year waiting list for these loans.

We are not meeting the need with the
current level of funding, much less
with the cut proposed in this bill. A
loan level of $900 million would assist
about 14,000 new homeowners. Cutting
it to $500 million would provide only
7,800 loans.

Mr. Chairman, my proposed amend-
ment would allow us to help almost
11,000 families in rural areas across the
Nation. Remember, the actual appro-
priations for this program are much
lower than the loan levels they pro-
vide. In fiscal year 1995, an appropria-
tion of $228 million provided $933 mil-
lion in loans.

Under this bill, we would appropriate
only $102.6 million to provide $500 mil-
lion in loans. My amendment would
add a modest $40 million to an appro-
priation of $142.6 million and $700 mil-
lion in loans.

In southern Delaware,
rural areas, affordable housing is
scarce and often substandard. The
economy in these communities is often
more sluggish than more populated
areas. When families can buy homes,
they give the economy of the entire
community a shot in the arm. Con-
struction provides new jobs and ex-
panded tax base for schools and other
investments and increased sales and
tax revenues.

A single family 502 direct loan gen-
erates 1.75 jobs, $50,201 in wages, and

like many
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$20,506 in annual tax revenues in rural
America. In short, the program not
only provides homes to low-income
rural families, it provides jobs and tax
revenues to rural communities.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is a
matter of fairness. The rural housing
502 direct loan program is taking a dis-
proportionate cut in the effort to bal-
ance the budget. My amendment would
simply restore some funding for home
loans to low-income rural families.

The amendment is budget neutral.
Most important, it would help more
rural families achieve the American
dream the American dream of home
ownership. | urge my colleagues to ap-
prove this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | under-
stand what the gentleman from Dela-
ware [Mr. CASTLE], my friend and col-
league, is trying to do here to restore
money to the section 502 direct loan
program. But in doing so, his amend-
ment would seriously damage other
programs which have already been cut
significantly. Mr. Chairman, | regret
that | have to oppose this amendment.

When we dropped the Ilimitations
against some mandatory programs and
had to go back into discretionary pro-
grams to look for additional savings,
we looked closely at every account and
made our decisions after a great deal of
deliberation. That includes all the ac-
counts that the gentleman from Dela-
ware [Mr. CASTLE] proposes to cut to
restore funds to the 502 direct loan pro-
gram.

The en bloc amendment, which we
have agreed to, cuts an additional $17.5
million from salaries and expenses of
the Consolidated Farm Service Agency.
Money for PL-480 humanitarian aid has
declined steadily from $1.7 billion to
just about $1 billion.

The refugee situation in Bosnia
grows more tragic every day and this
program is essential to American aid
efforts there as it is to American aid
programs in central Africa.

Conservation programs have been re-
duced by 40 percent in the past 2 years
and this amendment will mean less
money for important soil erosion and
water quality programs in both rural
and urban areas, and | repeat, rural and
urban areas.

According to the Department of Agri-
culture, a $21 million cut in Conserva-
tion Operations would mean a reduc-
tion of 400 staff years, permanent clos-
ing of 140 field offices, 50,000 farmers
will not be able to receive technical as-
sistance, and 3.1 million acres of land
will not be treated for conservation
measures such as soil erosion.

Mr. Chairman, we have tried very
hard in this bill to distribute cuts fair-
ly and to distribute the funds carefully
to meet our budget-cutting obligations.
The bill, as amended, does that and |
urge my colleagues to reject this
amendment which simply throws away
many long, hard weeks of work and ef-
fort and makes severe cuts in essential
programs.
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Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, very briefly, the num-
bers on this are on the Consolidated
Farm Service Agency, after this cut,
and this is not the bill cut in that it is
only $3 million, it simply freezes it at
the 1995 level.

The Natural Resources Conservation
Service, my amendment would still
provide a $22.3 million increase over
this year. In the grants program on
transportation, the title 2 grants, my
amendment would provide over $801
million for this program, an increase
over the request and only 3 percent cut
from 1995, while this program is facing
cuts of 45 and 44 percent in each of the
last 2 years. | do not think they are
even comparable.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, | was chairman of the working
group in the Committee on the Budget
dealing with HUD and with the old
Farmer’s Home Administration.

I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, and
to this body, that it should not be the
goal of the U.S. Government to be in
the banking business. We should be
moving to guaranteed loans, which is
much more effective, much less costly
for taxpayers.

That is what this committee did.
They moved and expanded the guaran-
teed loan program from $1 billion to
$1.7 billion to serve many more clients
than direct loan programs can. We
should not be in the direct loan pro-
gram.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, | yield
15 seconds to myself in response. The
guaranteed loan programs do not serve
this population. They serve a popu-
lation at twice the income of this.

Mr. Chairman, and | yield 1 minute
to the gentleman from Ilowa [Mr.
LATHAM].

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, | just
wanted to say that in the 5th district
of Northwest lowa, this is extremely
important and | support this amend-
ment. We virtually have no unemploy-
ment in the area. Our problem is hous-
ing. This goes right to the heart of the
real needs of the people in my district,
the rural areas, and | strongly support
this amendment. | thank the gen-
tleman for offering it.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. STENHOLM].

O 1600

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I,
too, would like very much to be sup-
portive of the gentleman’s amendment
today for the reasons of housing, but
again it is not that simple, and, when
we look at the work that the commit-
tee has done, they had a tough call to
make, and they have made that call,
and, when my colleague says in the
area of the FSA office he is only bring-
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ing it down to freezing at last year’s
level, he is overlooking two rather sig-
nificant facts, and that was what |
tried to point out to the gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. ALLARD] a moment
ago. As a result of the reauthorization
we are reducing from 43 to 29 agencies
in USDA. The FSA office on the same
amount of money as last year is going
to have to administer two additional
programs. That is part of the reorga-
nization. So what sounds like a very
innocuous, simple amendment gets
very complicated when it actually gets
into how to implement it out there in
the country.

So this is one of those areas that we
would all like to be very supportive of,
but again, as a result of the reorganiza-
tion ongoing and that we are plowing
through ground that none of us really
understand the true effects of as yet I,
too, must reluctantly, but rather firm-
ly, oppose the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Delaware [Mr.
CASTLE] today.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 15 seconds just to rebut what
the distinguished gentleman from
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] said.

Three million dollars is the reduction
in FSA in this particular amendment,
$3 million, and yet we are looking at a
program that is almost savaged in
terms of the cuts which are going on. |
think the comparison makes ours fair.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the

gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
GILCHREST].
Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, a

couple more facts here:

Last year 130,000 people applied for
what we used to call the farmer’s home
loan, and that is 130,000 that applied,
15,000 were able to take advantage of
the money that was available. This
year, under the present conditions, it
would only be 8,000 people able to take
advantage of it. Two years ago 27,000
people were able to take advantage of
it. We have reduced those important
farm programs by just a small amount.
That small amount can be transferred
into rural housing.

The importance of rural housing can-
not be expressed enough. We have peo-
ple that are working with children that
must rent. They are not really contrib-
uting to the tax base of the commu-
nity, they are not building up equity
for their family. With a small amount
of rural home loans by the Federal
Government we are not only going to
help those rural families, we are going
to contribute to the community, and
many of those rural families that we
are helping with this loan money are
children of farmers who deserve the
dollars.

Mr. Chairman, | encourage my col-
leagues to vote for the Castle amend-
ment.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. CALLAHAN].

(Mr. CALLAHAN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. CALLAHAN. | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, | could not agree more
with Governor CASTLE. | think that
this 502 program is one of the finest
government programs that has ever
been concocted here in Washington. It
does provide a very needed service to
our American people, people who are
working, people who are trying to
make a substantial position in their
life or their families who cannot go to
a bank. It is very crucial and very im-
portant that we fund it, and | support
the funding of it, but not in this way.

| say to the gentleman, Governor, I
think that you’re on the right track,
but 1 think that the committee has
worked hard. We have found another
$10 million, and I’'m going to introduce
an amendment which | think is going
to be accepted. That will increase the
lending authority another $50 million.
So that’s going to help some.

The chairman of the committee has
told me that they are going to try to
work in the Senate with the Members
of the Senate and in the conference
committee to increase that, but | think
that we ought to give due credit to the
chairman of the committee for the
hard work he has done under some very
extreme circumstances, recognize he is
supportive as the gentleman and | are,
that we want to increase the funding
for the 502 program. We are going to in-
crease it, but just not in this manner.

So, Mr. Chairman, | reluctantly op-
pose the amendment and urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no”’ in this case and
trust us, and | know that that is some-
thing coming from a politician, but
trust the chairman, that he is going to
help us try to correct the problem that
exists in the bill.

So, | encourage my colleagues to con-
tinue to support the 502 program but to
vote ‘‘no’” on this particular amend-
ment.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to speak
against this amendment, and | would
like to agree with the previous speaker
from Alabama. What the gentleman
from Delaware is setting out to do is
very important. | think he has accu-
rately identified a real problem that we
face in small-town America. It applies
to the State of lllinois, virtually every
State, because in the smaller commu-
nities low-income families are finding
it impossible to own a home and to cer-
tainly own a quality home. The aver-
age income of the families, the borrow-
ers who applied for 502 housing, is
about $15,000 a year, and to put that in
simple terms, it is a husband and a wife
each earning a little bit more than the
minimum wage who are trying to get
their first starter home, and if there is
ever anything we in America value as
part of the American dream, that is it,
and the gentleman from Delaware is
trying to find resources to put into this
program, and | am with him 100 per-
cent.

But, as the gentleman from Alabama
and the gentleman from New Mexico
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said, he has turned to the wrong places
to find them because he is causing pain
in other areas which | am afraid is
equal to or greater than the pain to be
felt in the housing area. ‘“When you
want to cut $21 million from conserva-
tion operations,” | tell my friend from
Delaware, ‘‘you are going to perma-
nently close 140 field offices across the
United States, 3.1 million acres will
not be treated with conservation meas-
ures, 50,000 farmers will not receive
technical assistance, and 11%: million
tons of soil erosion will occur.”

Mr. Chairman, if someone is listening
to that, they will say, ‘“So what? Water
flows into rivers every day.” The so
what is that in my town of Springfield,
IL, in Dover, DE, in places all across
the United States where we rely on a
public water supply, this sedimenta-
tion causes great pain and problems
from the viewpoint of the quality of
water and the quantity of water. So
where we think we are saving money
and cutting conservation we are adding
to the expense of living in a city.

The same thing can be said for other
cuts proposed by the gentleman. His
cuts in the consolidated Farm Service
Agency of $17%2 million—I am sorry; his
cuts are in addition to the $17%> million
made last night in the en bloc amend-
ment. This is going to hurt that agen-
cy, in doing its job overall. The cuts in
Public Law 480, on humanitarian aid:
We have been cutting back in Public
Law 480 year, after year, after year,
and what is left is very little to try to
respond to genuine world crises in a
very moderate way. | know the gen-
tleman is just as sensitive to that as |
am.

So, Mr. Chairman, | would join with
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. CAL-
LAHAN], who said earlier that we want
to help put more money in 502. I think
the sources identified by the gentleman
from Delaware are not the places to
turn to, and | will be opposing his
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. OLVER].

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from Delaware for yield-
ing this time to me, and | certainly do
recognize and commend the work of
the chairman and the ranking member
in coming up with a bill under very dif-
ficult circumstances, and what | hear
from a number of different Members is
that the very commendable amend-
ment being proposed in its principle by
the gentleman from Delaware whose
amendment | support is—wants to do
the right thing, but takes the money
from the wrong place. But here we are
cutting out of a program of housing
home ownership for low-income fami-
lies. We are taking that one down by
about 50 percent, more than 50 percent,
over a 2-year period, and the whole pro-
gram is coming down, the whole pro-
gram in agriculture coming down less
than 10 percent in its total, so it seems
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to me we ought to be able to find a way
of putting some more money into the
program for the 502 program here.

It is a program that takes families
who are on the edge of making it and
allows them to have a stake in their
community. It is their own chance for
owning their own houses, in fact the
only Federal program that gives assist-
ance for low-income home ownership,
so | would support the gentleman’s
amendment and hope that it would be
adopted.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from North
Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON].

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Delaware [Mr. CASTLE]
and | have had conversations, and |
support the direction he is going. | just
disagree where he is taking his sources,
and | do not know if I get in a colloquy
with him to suggest later on we will
have a better opportunity to discuss,
and the gentleman probably disagrees
with my amount and my source, but let
me share with my colleagues | do sup-
port the gentleman’s effort, and | do
think that he and | share the right
goals. It is just | do not want to dev-
astate these other programs when that
money is taken from them, leave them
ineffective and inoperative.

So, | am trying to find a way to ac-
commodate the gentleman’s desire, but
I am also recognizing | am going to
have an amendment in title 111 which
obviously is more ideal, and | may not
have the numbers. Do | offer to lose all
of the compromise?

But | think we will have a chance to
visit this again, and | would just hope
that the gentleman from Delaware can
find it to be supportive since he wants
to move in that direction anyhow. He
would be able to amend mine, if nec-
essary, to allow it to accommodate our
goals.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Delaware is recognized for 2 min-
utes.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, it is a
very interesting amendment. | have
never presented an amendment on this
floor or anywhere else for that matter.
Everybody got up and said, ““Gee, it is
a great program, it is a great idea to
fund it more. This is one of the best
things we do in the United States of
America, but we just simply can’t do
it.”” And | understand everyone’s good
will and am not being facetious at all
when | say that, but the bottom line is
I think we can do it. I think this
amendment is the best vehicle in which
to do it.

Mr. Chairman, | appreciate the com-
ments of the gentlewoman from North
Carolina, but the bottom line is fairly
simple. The FSA concern, we are reduc-
ing that by $3 million. In the Natural
Resources Conservation Service my
amendment would still allow $22.3 mil-
lion increase over this year, and we
only have a 3-percent cut in the title Il
grants for the various services to for-
eign governments on food grants.
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This is in comparison, my colleagues,
to a 45-percent reduction last year in
this wonderful program we run, a 42-
percent reduction this year if we do not
do anything about it, which is simply
incredible in light of the fact that we
have people standing in line, the pro-
gram works, people pay back their
loans, practically everybody supports
it.

Mr. Chairman, in my judgment this
is a program which seems to meet all
the litmus tests we want of trying to
balance our budget, give people an op-
portunity and particularly help in our
rural areas where we have good people
who are out there working, earning a
small income but enough to be able to
buy a home. 1 have been in these
homes, | have been at these settle-
ments, | have seen how this program
works, and it is an excellent program,
and | am just worried if we wait until
some other time we will not be able to
resolve all the problems before us.

So, Mr. Chairman, | would encourage
us to go ahead with this amendment
and perhaps that will be the jumping-
off point for future negotiations, and |
hope we would all support the Castle
amendment to help keep this program
we all agree is outstanding alive.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
the remaining 30 seconds of my time to
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
WALSH].

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, |, too,
rise in reluctant opposition to the gen-
tleman from Delaware’s amendment.
We all agree on the importance of this
program. The difficulty is our sub-
committee has spent countless hours
allocating very scarce resources to the
many important programs that we
have. This delicate balance that we
have woven together is affected very
heavily by the offsets that the gen-
tleman from Delaware [Mr. CASTLE]
provides, so | look forward to, in title
Il of this bill, supporting Mr. CAL-
LAHAN’s amendment to do precisely the
same thing, just not at the same mag-
nitude.

The CHAIRMAN. All
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Dela-
ware [Mr. CASTLE].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, |
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Wednesday, July
19, 1995, further proceedings on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Delaware [Mr. CASTLE] will be
postponed.

time has ex-

de-

0 1615

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SANDERS
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment, numbered 71.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.
The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:
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Amendment offered by Mr. SANDERS: Page
3, line 3, insert after “*$3,748,000"" the follow-
ing: ‘“‘(increased by $1,000,000).”’

Page 56, line 16, insert before *‘, of which”
the following: *‘(reduced by $3,000,000)"".

Page 60, line 15 insert before **, of which”
the following: ““(increased by $1,000,000)"".

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 20 minutes.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, we are talk-
ing about the survival of the American
family farm. | would ask for 30 min-
utes.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | insist
on 20 minutes.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | ob-
ject.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.
The gentleman from Vermont is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, did
the chairman say 25 minutes?

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman | will
meet the gentleman halfway, 25 min-
utes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN] that debate on
this amendment and all amendment
thereto be limited to 25 minutes?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Time for debate on
this amendment is limited to 25 min-
utes, which means the gentleman from
New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN] will control 6
minutes and 15 seconds, the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. DURrBIN] will control
6 minutes and 15 seconds, and the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS]
will control 12 minutes and 30 seconds.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS].

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the CBO scored this
amendment and found it saves both
budget authority and outlays. This
amendment is simple: It cuts funding
for the Foreign Agricultural Service by
$3 million, and adds back only $2 mil-
lion, $1 million to the chief economist
to report on the impact of synthetic
RBGH on small dairy farms, and an-
other $1 million to the FDA to develop
an RBGH level test. The remaining $1
million goes into deficit reduction.

Mr. Chairman, injections of synthetic
bovine growth hormone, otherwise
known as RBGH, or BST, are present-
ing a very serious and multifaceted
problem since the Monsanto Corp. in-
troduced the product into the market
last year.

RBGH or BST is a new genetically
engineered hormone that forces cows
to produce greater than normal
amounts of milk. The introduction of
RBGH is having the impact of lowering
farm income and threatening the very
existence of the family dairy farm.
Soon after the introduction of BST, the
Milwaukee Sentinel reported on the
‘“‘Sea of new milk triggered in part by
the introduction of bovine growth hor-
mone.”’

As milk production increases, the
prices that farmers receive for their
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product declines. Given the reality
that family dairy farmers have already
seen a major drop in the real prices
that they receive for their milk, the
further decline of milk prices because
of Monsanto’s BST is an absolute disas-
ter.

The truth of the matter is that in my
State of Vermont, family farmers are
being driven off of the land in increas-
ing numbers. This is happening in Wis-
consin, in Minnesota, all over the
America, and this is a terrible tragedy
for those of us who believe in family
farming.

The Office of Management and Budg-
et estimates that dairy surpluses
caused by BST injections will cost
farmers $1.3 billion in lost income over
the next 5 years. They acknowledge
that farmers are going to be receiving
significantly less income.

Let me tell you something, Mr.
Chairman, that the loss of family
farms in Vermont or Wisconsin is not
only a tragedy for our States, it is a
tragedy for America. It will be a very
bad thing when a handful of large agri-
business corporations control the pro-
duction and distribution of dairy prod-
ucts in this country. It will be a trag-
edy when all over this country we see
family farmers going out of business.
That is why this amendment provides
the chief economist in the Department
of Agriculture with $1 million to report
on the economic impact of BST on the
small dairy farms in America.

Mr. Chairman, | strongly urge Mem-
bers to support this study and vote for
this amendment.

The introduction of RBGH to dairy
farming also results in higher Federal
spending. Deficit hawks, listen up.
With more milk being produced, more
money is spent on purchasing the milk
surplus. OMB estimates it will cost the
Federal Government $500 million over
the next 5 years to pay for the surplus
created by the introduction of BST.

Further, Mr. Chairman, the irony of
all ironies is that the synthetic bovine
hormone serves no useful purpose other
than making Monsanto, a multibillion
dollar corporation, a little bit richer.
That is all that it does.

If you are interested in deficit reduc-
tion, you should support this amend-
ment that provides $1 million in direct
savings and addresses this expected
$500 million lost.

Synthetic BGH is not just an eco-
nomic issue, it is a consumer issue.
Consumer polls show us that up to 90
percent of American consumers want
RBGH milk labeled. They want it la-
beled. State labeling legislation that
has been passed in Vermont and other
States clearly underscores this very
strong consumer support for labeling.
Labels would enable consumers to sup-
port the continued existence of family
farms, deficit reduction, and the hu-
mane treatment of cows.

Consumers around the world are
leery of RBGH. The European par-
liament voted unanimously to extend
its ban on the import of dairy and meat
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products from animals which had been
treated with the drug.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment pro-
vides $1 million to the FDA to develop
a simple and inexpensive test so that
we will know whether the milk coming
from a cow, if that cow has been in-
jected with BST or not. It is a very im-
portant consumer issue.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself two minutes.

Mr. Chairman, | understand where
my colleague from Vermont is coming
from. There is no doubt that many
changes in science are changing farm-
ing, and that has been the case since
the turn of the century. There is no
question that these changes have
forced many small operations out of
existence, and they will continue to.
And with their disappearance, we will
lose part of the American way of life,
and some of that will be to our det-
riment as a nation.

But it is literally impossible for us to
ignore scientific change and advances
and its impact on farming. This chemi-
cal, this bovine growth hormone, has a
consequence of increasing the milk
production of America’s dairy cows.

Now, the fact is, we did not need
more milk. We had plenty already, but
now this chemical is helping each cow
to give more milk. My dairy farmers in
my district are using it because they
believe it is the wave of the future.
They believe that fewer cows producing
more milk can be the wave of the fu-
ture.

The gentleman from Vermont | am
sure is correct that some dairy produc-
ers will not be able to accommodate
this change and may go out of busi-
ness, but we cannot turn back the
hands of time. We cannot ignore the
science that has come about.

| disagree with my colleague from
Vermont in his suggestion that there is
something inherently dangerous with
this chemical. There have been no
fewer than 2,000 separate studies of this
chemical, and we have found no harm-
ful effects from the bovine growth hor-
mone. The trace elements which we
find of this chemical in milk are so
minute, one part per billion, and if you
want to put that in perspective, | am
told that is the equivalent of one sec-
ond in approximately 32 years, that is
the concentration we find of this chem-
ical in milk, and it causes no problem
because it is already a naturally occur-
ring hormone in a cow’s milk.

Our Nation’s milk supply is the very
safest in the world. It is tasted over
and over and over again before it
reaches the consumer. Mr. Chairman, |
oppose the gentleman’s amendment.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | will not
make any bones about it. 1 do not like
BST. | do not like BGH. | think its ef-
fect on the economy and rural soci-
ology will be profound. But we do not
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have to get into that to assess the de-
sirability of the gentleman’s amend-
ment.

My good friend from Illinois says
that the consequence of BGH use is to
increase dairy production. That is true.
That is the problem, because that leads
to other consequences. And when you
have a large increase in dairy produc-
tion, you are going to also have a large
increase in turmoil in rural commu-
nities and a great disruption of the
rural economy and rural sociology.

| hate to see anything happen which
further weakens rural areas, which fur-
ther weakens small towns, and which,
therefore, further weakens the work
ethic, which | think is rooted more
deeply in those small communities
than any other place in America.

I would observe that all the gen-
tleman is asking, if 1 understand the
amendment correctly, is that in the
context of an amendment which saves
$1 million on the deficit, he simply
asks that a study be done to determine
what the economic impacts of this
chemical will be.

Now, | know that many farmers in
my district think that if you took
every agriculture economist in the
world and laid them end to end, that it
would be a good thing. But nonethe-
less, | think that it would be very good
for everybody on all sides of this issue
to have a full understanding of the im-
pact of this chemical. All the gen-
tleman is asking for is that we know
not only what the scientific effect will
be in terms of increased dairy produc-
tion, but what that will lead to in
terms of the dairy economy, the con-
sequences that has for rural America,
and the consequences it has for the
Federal budget.

Regardless of how you feel about the
chemical, there is nothing wrong with
this amendment. In fact, it could put a
lot of political arguments about it to
rest. 1 would urge that Members sup-
port the amendment.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. ROTH].

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Wis-
consin.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin is recognized for 2%
minutes.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, | thank
my friends, for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, We should all be con-
cerned about milk safety and supply,
and believe me, in Wisconsin, for exam-
ple, and around the country we are. Ev-
erything is stainless steel, as clean as
can be. But that is not the issue here.
The issue here, as | interpret this
amendment, is we are going to spend $1
million to do another study. But we
have already done so many studies.
Every study has shown that BGH is
safe. It has even been approved by
FDA.

So what is the purpose of another $1
million study? To take it out of our
market promotion program? If there is
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anything we need in agriculture, espe-
cially in dairy, it is to sell more of our
products overseas. So | do not want to
see any money diverted from that for
another meaningless study.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROTH. | yield to the gentleman
from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman tell the people of Amer-
ica, his colleagues, how many family
farms in Wisconsin have gone out of
business and how many farmers have
been thrown off the land?

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming
my time, yes, we have had too many
dairy farms go out of business in the
State of Wisconsin and in other parts
of the country. But that is not the
issue here. That is not the issue here.

BGH is not going to be decided here
in this Chamber. BGH is not going to
be decided on the dairy farm. You
know where BGH is going to be de-
cided? It is going to be decided by the
consumer when they walk into the gro-
cery store and supermarket, and if
they buy the milk, it is going to be
produced by BGH. If they do not, it will
not be. It is a consumer’s issue here.

Mr. SANDERS. The gentleman comes
from the great State of Wisconsin.
Farmers are being driven off the land
in Wisconsin. | had farmers coming to
my office in tears because they are
working 80 hours a week and losing
their farm. Here is the question: Will
the gentleman tell his colleagues how
many farmers in Vermont have been
driven off the land because of the intro-
duction of BST? Do you know the an-
swer?

Mr. ROTH. No one knows the answer.

Mr. SANDERS. That is why | want
the study.

Mr. ROTH. People have not been
driven off the farms because of BGH. |
am not in favor of BGH. We have
enough milk production. There are a
lot of other reasons. That is not the
issue.

Mr. SANDERS. What is the issue?

Mr. ROTH. | have read your amend-
ment. You want to take $1 million for
another study, and I am saying we do
not need any more studies. We already
know the answer.

Let me just say that what the issue
basically here is, we do not want to di-
vert this money from the market pro-
motion program, because that is a pro-
motion program that is helping our
dairy farmers. We already have enough
studies in BGH. We do not need any
more.
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN] has 4
minutes and 15 seconds remaining, the
gentleman from Vermont [Mr. SAND-
ERS] has 3% minutes remaining, and
the gentleman from lllinois [Mr. DUR-
BIN] has 4 minutes and 15 seconds re-
maining.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.
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My good friend from Wisconsin has
got it wrong, and my good friend from
Illincis has got it wrong. So-called
progress is not necessarily a good
thing. It is the function of human
beings to determine what is good and
what is not good.

Right now one of the reasons that
family farmers all over this country
are being driven off of the land is the
prices that they are receiving are drop-
ping precipitously. The reason their
prices are dropping is we have too
much milk. If we believe in the impor-
tance of the family farm, and | know
the people in Vermont do, | know the
people in Wisconsin do, and | know the
people in America do, then we have a
right to say, why are we using a syn-
thetic hormone. And here is where my
friend from Illinois is wrong. All of the
studies that | have seen suggest that
BST makes cows sicker and increases
the rate of mastitis. That is not, that
is an established fact by many studies.
When cows get sicker, farmers are
obliged to use more antibiotics.

Nobody here suggested that the milk
that comes from those cows is
unhealthy. What we are simply saying
is, what sense does it make when we al-
ready have too much milk to be sup-
porting a product which increases milk
production, which makes cows sicker,
which drives family farmers off of the
land?

Whether we can do anything about
that or not, | do now know. But at the
very least, we can do two things:

No. 1, $1 million for a study so my
friend from Wisconsin will know what
the impact of BST has been on his
farmers. No. 2, a simple study devel-
oped by the FDA so we can have a test
to know whether the milk comes from
BST cows or does not.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, a friend of mine who
is a farmer in Jacksonville, IL, who has
been in the business for a long time
told me that when he started in the
early 1950’s, after getting out of World
War |1, it took him up to an hour to
cultivate an acre of land. With today’s
equipment he can do it in a few min-
utes. He can also find out that his pro-
duction on each acre has grown dra-
matically because of the fertilizer and
the herbicides and pesticides which we
have developed. So now he is farming
acreage which used to be farmed by
many other farmers. That is the march
of science.

I would also say to my friend from
Vermont, please do not create the sug-
gestion in anyone’s mind that there is
anything suspicious about America’s
milk supply. At the Prairie Farms
Dairy in Carlinville, IL, | walked into
the sterile room with the stainless
steel tanks and was told that that milk
is tested no fewer than four different
times before it reaches the consumer to
find any evidence of impurity or any
evidence of antibiotic. If any of it is
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found, is cast
aside.

It is the safest milk supply in the
world. To suggest otherwise is unfortu-
nate.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. GUN-
DERSON].

(Mr. GUNDERSON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in strong opposition to this amend-
ment for a number of reasons. First of
all, we have done the studies mandated
by this Congress in the past to deter-
mine its effect before it was approved.
The reality is, it is here. We cannot
change that. We have got to go on from
this point forward.

Second, what you are doing to fund a
study that has already been done by
OTA is to take money from the foreign
ag service. The number one thing we
can do to help America’s dairy farmers
is to do the export promotion after
GATT, after NAFTA, so that we can
get the market development. We are
not going to get our dairy farmers the
income we would like to through a gov-
ernment price support system as we
balance the budget. That is not going
to happen.

The only place we are going to get in-
come for those dairy farmers is in-
creasing our exports, tightening up our
domestic supply. | want to point out to
the gentleman, a year ago, just after
BST was approved, the MW, the Min-
nesota-Wisconsin price, was 11.25.
Today it is 11.42. The prices have not
gone down because of BST.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. HINCHEY].

(Mr. HINCHEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, | am
very much in support of this amend-
ment because | believe it will help us
save the small family dairy farmer, and
it will also promote health and safety
for dairy consumers across the coun-
try.

It has been alleged that we ought to
leave this to the marketplace, let con-
sumers decide. The fact of the matter
is that consumers do not know. They
do not know when they walk into the
marketplace, to the supermarket
whether or not the cheese or the milk
that they are buying comes from cows
that have been injected with bovine
growth hormone. We want them to find
out. We want to have it labeled, and we
want that study to produce the kind of
information which will result in that
labeling.

This current project, this injection of
this hormone is already costing family
farmers more than $200 million a year.
We want to get the dairy herds of the
United States off of drugs. They are
now getting hooked on drugs. Bovine
growth hormone leads to the imposi-
tion of other drugs to alleviate the
causes of the imposition of bovine
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growth hormone. Let us get the dairy
herd of the United States off drugs.

The tests that we have currently to
ensure the purity of milk in this coun-
try do not account for the presence of
these drugs, so people do not know
whether there is a problem with these
drugs. We want that information, and
that is what the Sanders amendment
will produce.

Finally, the Europeans have rejected
the importation of American dairy
products into Europe. The European
Union has said no to American dairy
products because they are fearful of the
effects of this bovine growth hormone
on consumers in their countries. They
have said that they cannot guarantee
their safety. The British journal Lan-
cet and others have recently outlined
that very clearly.

Let us pass this amendment.
very important.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, let me
say that the bovine growth hormone is
naturally occurring in milk now. It is
virtually impossible to differentiate
the synthetic growth hormone from
that naturally occurring. It is in such
limited concentrations that it poses no
health risk based on these 2,000 studies.

Mr. Chairman, | yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Ver-
mont [Mr. SANDERS].

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | want
to thank the gentleman for yielding
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, there are two main as-
pects to this issue. No. 1, in my view it
is not inevitable that we continue to
see a decline in family farms who in
Vermont and throughout this country
are the backbone of America.

It is important that this Congress
stand up and fight as hard as we can to
protect those extraordinarily hard-
working Americans who have given us
so much.

No. 2 is, as the gentleman from New
York [Mr. HINCHEY] pointed out, this is
also a consumer issue. Without getting
into a great debate, the time is not
now to do that, consumers do have a
right to know whether the dairy prod-
ucts they are injecting come from cows
that were injected with bST or whether
they do not.

My friend from Illinois is not quite
right, because tests, if made available,
if developed, can tell us whether the
milk comes from bST-injected cows or
not. That is why we are providing fund-
ing to develop that test. My friend
from New York also pointed out that in
Europe they are concerned about the
issue. They have placed a moratorium
on the use of bST.

So, from the point of view of saving
the family farm, from the point of view
of giving the consumer the right to
make a choice about the product he or
she ingests, let us pass this amend-
ment. It is terribly important.

| thank the gentleman from lllinois
for yielding time to me.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. SMITH].

It is
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(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, as one of the few dairy farmers
that still is milking cows on my farm,
I would like to put out a statement in
the RECORD in opposition to this
amendment.

The hormone bST occurs naturally in all
milk. The FDA determined that bST will nei-
ther adversely affect the health of cows, nor
the individuals who consume the milk pro-
duced from the these cows. This determina-
tion was based on over 2,000 studies. Exten-
sive testing has been going on for the past 10
years. Supplemental hormones, for example,
estrogens treating women during menopause,
have been used in humans for the past 20
years.

The issue now is whether the Government
discourage biotechnologies which have been
proven safe. | believe that producers, not Gov-
ernment bureaucracies, ought to make deci-
sions involving the economics of their respec-
tive operations.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. WALSH].

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
opposition to the amendment.

History is a marvelous teacher. This
argument that the future, the future of
the family farm will be affected by this
vote, | think, is somewhat in doubt.
Several hundred years ago, there was a
group of individuals in England, | be-
lieve, referred to as the Luddites who
opposed the imposition, “‘imposition,”
of mechanization tractors on farmers.
They went around hitting the tractors
with hammers.

In the early 1970’s, I, as a Peace Corps
volunteer, went to Asia to work as an
agriculture extension agent. India was
a net importer of grains and there was
a marvelous American scientist named
Norman Borlaug who developed the tri-
ple gene variety of wheat, it was a
dwarf variety of wheat that
outproduced the domestic varieties,
the native varieties by twofold without
fertilizer, merely by just changing the
seed. By adding fertilizer, you could in-
crease yields by fourfold. The net re-
sult is India now exports wheat and
rice.

Yes, we are losing family farms. New
York in the 1980’s lost 10 percent of its
farms per year. That was 10 years be-
fore bST was licensed to be used in the
United States.

It is more of a function of high prop-
erty taxes that is driving small family
farms out of business. Too much Gov-
ernment is the answer there.

Mr. Chairman, we all have concerns
about bST. The gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. GUNDERSON] explained
quite clearly, as did the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. ROTH]. We had 10
years of testing in the laboratory be-
fore it was even brought to the farm
for field tests.

And once it was brought to the farm
for field tests, the results were posi-
tive. There was some increase in masti-
tis because the animals were milked
more.
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Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WALSH. | yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, it is inter-
esting that under this amendment, we
would be labeling bST. That would give
the Europeans just another reason to
discriminate against our products and
keep them out.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, |
opposition to this amendment.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN] is recog-
nized for 2 minutes and 15 seconds.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SKEEN. | yield to the gentleman
from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, it is
absolutely untrue what the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. RoTH] said. This
does not call for labeling on BST.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, with all
due respect to my friend, the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS]
and his concerns and so forth, but he is
barking up the wrong tree. He has al-
ready contradicted himself several
times in his statement.

First of all, we have been doing the
tests. They have been exhaustive. We
have gone over and over and over this
thing.

There is nothing wrong with BST. It
is a naturally occurring hormone in
milk today. You cannot distinguish the
synthetic from the natural. It does not
take family farmers off of the farm. It
allows them to stay there because with
fewer cows, they can produce the same
amount of milk and the feed increment
is a lot less. So it is also an economical
concern as well. It helps small farmers
compete because they do not have to
increase herds to increase production.
They just use the hormone.

The FDA and the World Health Orga-
nization have confirmed that milk
from these supplemented cows is safe
and that the level of BST is the same
as in any other milk, as | have said be-
fore. FDA did not require labeling of
milk from supplemented cows because
the milk is safe and the same in com-
position as other milk.

The following facts illustrate the
high degree of practical difficulty in
developing a test to distinguish rbST
in milk:

All milk contains bST. The level of
bST is unchanged in milk from supple-
mented cows. bST is present in milk
only in extremely minute levels. rBST
and BST are biologically and function-
ally indistinguishable. Four variants of
BST occurred naturally in all milk and
the four naturally occurring variants
in the Monsanto rbST all differ from
each other by only one or two amino
acids. These amino acids are normal
constituents of bST and milk.
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Fearmongering is a wonderful prac-
tice in this country today when it
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comes to food. Any time we have an
issue related to food, it is easy to take
it out and start fearmongering that
particular product. Mr. Chairman, I
think, with all due respect to the gen-
tleman, we ought to concern ourselves
with understanding the effect of our
scientific improvements and not be
afraid of them, because it has made
this country the best producer of milk.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Ver-
mont [Mr. SANDERS].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Wednesday, July
19, further proceedings on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Vermont [Mr. SANDERS] will be post-
poned.

Are there further amendments to
title 1?

If not, the Clerk will designate title
1.

The text of title Il is as follows:

TITLE 11
CONSERVATION PROGRAMS
OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR
NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Under Secretary for Natural Re-
sources and Environment to administer the
laws enacted by the Congress for the Forest
Service and the Natural Resources Conserva-
tion Service, $677,000.

NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE
CONSERVATION OPERATIONS

For necessary expenses for carrying out
the provisions of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16
U.S.C. 590a-590f) including preparation of
conservation plans and establishment of
measures to conserve soil and water (includ-
ing farm irrigation and land drainage and
such special measures for soil and water
management as may be necessary to prevent
floods and the siltation of reservoirs and to
control agricultural related pollutants); op-
eration of conservation plant materials cen-
ters; classification and mapping of soil; dis-
semination of information; acquisition of
lands, water, and interests therein for use in
the plant materials program by donation, ex-
change, or purchase at a nominal cost not to
exceed $100 pursuant to the Act of August 3,
1956 (7 U.S.C. 428a); purchase and erection or
alteration or improvement of permanent and
temporary buildings; and operation and
maintenance of aircraft, $629,986,000, of
which not less than $5,852,000 is for snow sur-
vey and water forecasting and not less than
$8,875,000 is for operation and establishment
of the plant materials centers: Provided,
That appropriations hereunder shall be
available pursuant to 7 U.S.C. 2250 for con-
struction and improvement of buildings and
public improvements at plant materials cen-
ters, except that the cost of alterations and
improvements to other buildings and other
public improvements shall not exceed
$250,000: Provided further, That when build-
ings or other structures are erected on non-
Federal land, that the right to use such land
is obtained as provided in 7 U.S.C. 2250a: Pro-
vided further, That this appropriation shall
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be available for technical assistance and re-
lated expenses to carry out programs author-
ized by section 202(c) of title Il of the Colo-
rado River Basin Salinity Control Act of
1974, as amended (43 U.S.C. 1592(c)): Provided
further, That no part of this appropriation
may be expended for soil and water conserva-
tion operations under the Act of April 27,
1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a-590f) in demonstration
projects: Provided further, That this appro-
priation shall be available for employment
pursuant to the second sentence of section
706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C.
2225) and not to exceed $25,000 shall be avail-
able for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Pro-
vided further, That qualified local engineers
may be temporarily employed at per diem
rates to perform the technical planning work
of the Service.
WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION
OPERATIONS

For necessary expenses to carry out pre-
ventive measures, including but not limited
to research, engineering operations, methods
of cultivation, the growing of vegetation, re-
habilitation of existing works and changes in
use of land, and only high-priority projects
authorized by the Flood Control Act (33
U.S.C. 701, 16 U.S.C. 1006a), in accordance
with the Watershed Protection and Flood
Prevention Act approved August 4, 1954, as
amended (16 U.S.C. 1001-1005, 1007-1009), the
provisions of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16
U.S.C. 590a—-f), and in accordance with the
provisions of laws relating to the activities
of the Department, $100,000,000, to remain
available until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b): Pro-
vided, That this appropriation shall be avail-
able for employment pursuant to the second
sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act
of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed
$200,000 shall be available for employment
under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided further, That not
to exceed $1,000,000 of this appropriation is
available to carry out the purposes of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Public Law
93-205), as amended, including cooperative ef-
forts as contemplated by that Act to relo-
cate endangered or threatened species to
other suitable habitats as may be necessary
to expedite project construction.

WATERSHED SURVEYS AND PLANNING

For necessary expenses to conduct re-
search, investigation, and surveys of water-
sheds of rivers and other waterways, and for
small watershed investigations and planning,
in accordance with the Watershed Protection
and Flood Prevention Act approved August
4, 1954, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1001-1009),
$14,000,000: Provided, That this appropriation
shall be available for employment pursuant
to the second sentence of section 706(a) of
the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and
not to exceed $110,000 shall be available for
employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109.

CONSERVATION PROGRAMS

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, in planning and carrying out
projects for resource conservation and devel-
opment and for sound land use pursuant to
the provisions of section 32(e) of title Ill of
the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as
amended (7 U.S.C. 1011; 76 Stat. 607), and the
provisions of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16
U.S.C. 590a-f), and the provisions of the Agri-
culture and Food Act of 1981 (16 U.S.C. 3451-
3461), to carry out the program of forestry in-
centives, as authorized in the Cooperative
Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C.
2101), including technical assistance and re-
lated expenses, and for carrying out a vol-
untary cooperative salinity control program
pursuant to section 202(c) of title Il of the
Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act,
as amended (43 U.S.C. 1592(c)), to be used to
reduce salinity in the Colorado River and to
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enhance the supply and quality of water
available for use in the United States and
the Republic of Mexico, to be used for the es-
tablishment of on-farm irrigation manage-
ment systems, including related lateral im-
provement measures, for making cost-share
payments to agricultural landowners and op-
erators, Indian tribes, irrigation districts
and associations, local governmental and
nongovernmental entities, and other land-
owners to aid them in carrying out approved
conservation practices as determined and
recommended by the Secretary, and for asso-
ciated costs of program planning, informa-
tion and education, and program monitoring
and evaluation, $36,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209, 16 U.S.C.
590p(b)(7)): Provided, That this appropriation
shall be available for employment pursuant
to the second sentence of section 706(a) of
the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and
not to exceed $50,000 shall be available for
employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109.
WETLANDS RESERVE PROGRAM
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to carry out the
wetlands reserve program pursuant to sub-
chapter C of subtitle D of title XII of the
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3837),
$210,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That the Secretary is au-
thorized to use the services, facilities, and
authorities of the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration for the purpose of carrying out the
wetlands reserve program.

CONSOLIDATED FARM SERVICE AGENCY
AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to carry into effect
the program authorized in sections 7 to 15,
16(a), 16(f), and 17 of the Soil Conservation
and Domestic Allotment Act approved Feb-
ruary 29, 1936, as amended and supplemented
(16 U.S.C. 590g-5900, 590p(a), 590p(f), and 590q),
and sections 1001-1004, 1006-1008, and 1010 of
the Agricultural Act of 1970, as added by the
Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act of
1973 (16 U.S.C. 1501-1504, 1506-1508, and 1510),
and including not to exceed $15,000 for the
preparation and display of exhibits, includ-
ing such displays at State, interstate, and
international fairs within the United States,
$75,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended (16 U.S.C. 5900), for agreements, ex-
cluding administration but including tech-
nical assistance and related expenses (16
U.S.C. 5900), except that no participant in
the agricultural conservation program shall
receive more than $3,500 per year, except
where the participants from two or more
farms or ranches join to carry out approved
practices designed to conserve or improve
the agricultural resources of the community,
or where a participant has a long-term
agreement, in which case the total payment
shall not exceed the annual payment limita-
tion multiplied by the number of years of the
agreement: Provided, That no portion of the
funds for the current year’s program may be
utilized to provide financial or technical as-
sistance for drainage on wetlands now des-
ignated as Wetlands Types 3 (I11) through 20
(XX) in United States Department of the In-
terior, Fish and Wildlife Circular 39, Wet-
lands of the United States, 1956: Provided fur-
ther, That such amounts shall be available
for the purchase of seeds, fertilizers, lime,
trees, or any other conservation materials,
or any soil-terracing services, and making
grants thereof to agricultural producers to
aid them in carrying out approved farming
practices as authorized by the Soil Conserva-
tion and Domestic Allotment Act, as amend-
ed, as determined and recommended by the
county committees, approved by the State
committees and the Secretary, under pro-
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grams provided for herein: Provided further,
That such assistance will not be used for car-
rying out measures and practices that are
primarily production-oriented or that have
little or no conservation or pollution abate-
ment benefits: Provided further, That not to
exceed 5 percent of the allocation for the
current year’s program for any county may,
on the recommendation of such county com-
mittee and approval of the State committee,
be withheld and allotted to the Natural Re-
sources Conservation Service for services of
its tec