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mean the Federal Government is reneg-
ing on its commitment.

Mr. President, my colleagues and I
have been making this case with any-
one who will listen, and I am pleased
that our arguments have not fallen en-
tirely on deaf ears. The final version of
the fiscal year 1996 congressional budg-
et resolution concedes that selling
WAPA is not necessary to meet deficit
reduction objectives.

And our case keeps getting stronger.
Since this scheme was first proposed,
further evidence of its flaws have come
to light.

First there is the issue of river man-
agement. This year, South Dakota ex-
perienced much more rain than nor-
mal, causing flooding throughout the
State and resulting in record levels of
water accumulating behind the dams
on the Missouri River. These high
water levels caused considerable prop-
erty damage and threaten to cause ad-
ditional damage as water is released
from the dams. Managing the water
levels and releases on the river is a
monumentally difficult and com-
plicated task, where often competing
economic and environmental issues
must be balanced to minimize damage
to property and land, and to maximize
national benefits. Selling WAPA would
complicate this already contentious
process by increasing pressure to gen-
erate electricity at the expense of
other objectives, so that the new own-
ers of the system could maximize their
profits.

Second, it is my understanding that
much of the thousands of miles of
transmission lines that make up the
WAPA system cross private lands. The
rights-of-way held by the Federal Gov-
ernment for this purpose in many cases
would revert to the private landowners
if the WAPA system is sold into pri-
vate ownership. Therefore, the sale
could result in the need for the new
owners to renegotiate many of the
rights-of-way with private landowners,
some off whom might be reluctant to
do so.

This added complication could dimin-
ish the value of the system to potential
buyers, leading to less revenue than
the Federal Government expects.

And third, there is the problem of po-
tential cherry-picking. The WAPA sys-
tem is expansive, covering 14 States,
and includes many different compo-
nents. As these components are broken
up for sale, what is to prevent some
buyers from purchasing only the best
and most profitable parts, leaving be-
hind the older, less valuable parts, and
thus preventing the Federal Govern-
ment—and the taxpayers—from getting
the full value from the system?

In conclusion, Mr. President, the sale
of WAPA is a bad deal for its current
customers, and it is a bad deal for the
American taxpayers. Beyond that are
some very real practical problems with
the execution of the sale of WAPA.
These issues alone should be enough to
sink the deal.

No one will win if WAPA is sold, ex-
cept perhaps a few select private inter-
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ests who could exploit first the Federal
Government, and later their customers
to maximize profit.

Since I have been in Congress, I have
seen a lot of proposals that did not
make sense for South Dakota. Selling
WAPA is one of the worst. I urge my
colleagues to join with me in this bat-
tle and do the right thing by the en-
ergy consumers of South Dakota and
other Western States, and the right
thing for the taxpayers of the Nation.

———

THE CHALLENGES OF THE 1995
FARM BILL

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, the
1995 farm bill got off to a good start re-
cently when the Senate Agriculture
Committee drafted significant parts of
the legislation, including the research,
farm credit, rural development and
trade sections. Taken as a whole, I am
optimistic these first four provisions
will benefit rural America by helping
beginning farmers get started and put-
ting renewed focus on the production of
value-added agricultural products.

While progress was indeed made and
such a good beginning is encouraging, I
walked out of the committee room
after voting feeling a bit like a farmer
watching his fields in early spring. It is
always nice when your crop gets off to
a good start, but experience suggests
we should not get overly confident
until it has been harvested and sold at
a fair price.

There is still a long and difficult path
to travel before we can declare any sort
of victory for the American farmer.

My highest priority in the coming
months will be to tackle those parts of
the farm bill that will have the most
immediate impact on the income of
family farms and ranches. I have
talked to hundreds of producers across
South Dakota in the last few months
about the importance of this farm bill.
They all tell me the same, very simple
thing: ‘“Go back to Washington and
write a farm bill that will allow us to
get a fair price for the food we
produce.”

They ask for nothing more—and
nothing less.

I have been very pleased by the bi-
partisan nature in which we were able
to work out the fine details of these
first provisions, and hope this coopera-
tion will continue as we take up the
issues that are most important to farm
and ranch families across South Da-
kota. Make no mistake—increasing net
farm income will not come without a
fight, but those of us in Congress who
have been waiting for years to draft a
farm bill that puts the farming family
above the farming corporations are
ready and eager for the debate.

To this point, the Senate Agriculture
Committee has taken action on four
sections of the farm bill:

The research provisions include my
proposal to require that USDA allocate
40 percent of competitive research dol-
lars to applied research that will have
a tangible, positive impact on the daily
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lives of producers and the economic
health of our rural communities. I also
fought for a provision that requires
USDA to include full-time farmers as
members of their research advisory
board. Many of the decisions made by
the Secretary of Agriculture are based
in part on the advice of this board. It
simply does not make sense to have it
packed with bureaucrats.

The farm credit provisions improve
the guarantee program by increasing
the protection afforded to banks if they
lend to a beginning farmer or refinance
the loan of an existing direct USDA
borrower. Also, the direct loan pro-
gram is reformed to increase its focus
on beginning farmers and on those in
need of only temporary assistance.

The trade title sets workable, con-
crete goals for trade expansion, in-
creases the percentage of our exports
that must be used for high-value and
value-added products, and creates new
procedures that will help enforce re-
cently signed international trade
agreements.

Finally, the rural development title
in the committee-approved bill will
give States the flexibility they need to
pursue innovative projects to revitalize
our small communities by allocating a
portion of the funds for State-specific
projects.

There are many reasons to be opti-
mistic about the progress achieved to
date. These first few provisions address
important issues facing our future—be-
ginning farmers, meaningful applied
research, expanded trade and new mar-
kets. We now need to reenforce the
point that if we do not do something
about declining farm income in the
present, there may not be a future.

We also need to remember that no
one gets the prize for a good start. My
sights are now set on continuing this
initial momentum on through to the
finish line. Our goal is a farm bill that
will improve net farm income, simplify
farm programs and bolster our rural
economies. The stakes of this race are
nothing less than the future of rural
America.

————————

THE DIETARY GUIDELINES FOR
AMERICANS

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, last
year Congress reauthorized and im-
proved several important nutrition
programs under the National School
Lunch Act and the Child Nutrition Act.
The legislation strengthened access to
good nutrition for some of our Nation’s
most vulnerable children. I was pleased
to be a cosponsor of the bill.

As part of that legislation, Congress
directed the Department of Agriculture
to bring schools into compliance with
specified ‘‘dietary guidelines” by the
1996-97 school year rather than the
1998-99 school year, as originally stipu-
lated by USDA. These guidelines estab-
lish a 30-percent limit on daily dietary
fat, and a 10-percent limit on saturated
fat.
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Compliance with the dietary guide-
lines will have a real impact on the
health of children who participate in
the school meals program. It should be
aggressively pursued. At the same
time, however, I appreciate the effort
it takes to implement such an exten-
sive rule as well as the importance of
providing schools sufficient time to
comply with it. I realize that not all
schools may be able to comply with the
dietary guidelines by 1996.

In an effort to make the 1996-97
school year date achievable for compli-
ance, Public Law 103-448 provides that
schools may elect to use a food-based
system of menu planning and prepara-
tion. It also offers an exemption from
the requirement. Schools that encoun-
ter difficulty with the 1996 compliance
date will be able to apply for a waiver
from their own State departments of
education. If compliance is truly prob-
lematic, the State may grant a 2-year
extension.

Our objective is not to force compli-
ance at any cost. Rather, it is to en-
courage aggressiveness on this initia-
tive and make clear that Congress is
serious about delivering healthy meals
to our youth. Schools that have the
ability to implement the dietary guide-
lines before 1998 should do so.

One organization that has been par-
ticularly closely involved in the devel-
opment of these regulations is the
American School Food Service Asso-
ciation [ASFSA]. ASFSA members are
on the front lines of the effort to pro-
vide nutritious meals to school chil-
dren.

On July 19, 1995, the ASFSA execu-
tive board passed a resolution that em-
phasizes the organization’s commit-
ment to encouraging and assisting
schools in the implementation of the
dietary guidelines and that underscores
ASFSA’s view of the importance of
USDA providing maximum flexibility
for local food authorities in meeting
the guidelines. I commend ASFSA’s
commitment to promoting timely im-
plementation of the dietary guidelines
and support their call for flexibility, as
long as that flexibility serves the ob-
jectives outlined above.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the ASFSA executive board
resolution be printed in the RECORD at
this point.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, AS FOLLOWS:

Whereas: the Dietary Guidelines for Ameri-
cans represent a consensus of scientific
thought on dietary advice for the general
population, including children;

Whereas: diet has been identified as a risk
factor for five of the ten leading causes of
death in Americans, including coronary
heart disease and some types of cancer;

Whereas: Healthy People 2000 established
the implementation of the Dietary Guide-
lines for Americans in at least ninety per-
cent (90%) of the schools by the year 2000 as
a national goal;

Whereas: the American School For Food
Service Association has supported the Die-
tary Guidelines for Americans since their in-
ception in 1980;
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Whereas: the Healthy Meals for Healthy
Americans Act (P.L. 103-448) requires schools
participating in the National School Lunch
Program and School Breakfast Program to
implement the Dietary Guidelines for Ameri-
cans; and

Whereas: the Congress of the United States
is considering legislation that would reduce
the amount of federal financial support pro-
vided to school nutrition programs: There-
fore be it

Resolved: That ASFSA shall make its best
effort to encourage and assist schools to im-
plement the Dietary Guidelines for Ameri-
cans; and be it finally

Resolved: That the ASFSA shall seek from
the U.S. Department of Agriculture the max-
imum flexibility on how local food authori-
ties may achieve the Dietary Guidelines for
Americans so as to minimize any cost im-
pact associated with the implementation of
the Dietary Guidelines for Americans.

————————

FRENCH NUCLEAR TESTING

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, on Thurs-
day, August 10, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Hawaii, Mr. AKAKA, offered
an amendment—number 2406—to the
fiscal year 1996 Defense appropriations
bill expressing concern regarding
France’s decision to conduct further
nuclear tests in the South Pacific, and
strongly encouraging France to abide
by the current international morato-
rium on nuclear testing and to refrain
from proceeding with its announced
testing intentions. As a cosponsor of
the similar freestanding resolution the
Senator from Hawaii had earlier intro-
duced, it was my intention to speak in
favor of the amendment. But in their
energetic efforts to expedite Senate ac-
tion on this legislation, the managers
of the bill quickly indicated their ap-
proval of the amendment, and it was
approved by a voice vote before I was
able to speak.

Even though I cannot speak prior to
the Senate’s favorable action on this
amendment, I nonetheless would like
to provide my endorsement of this
amendment and to explain my reasons
for supporting it.

In May of this year the world took an
important step toward stopping the
spread of nuclear weapons and reducing
the future threat from these weapons,
when the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty was indefinitely extended.

The next step will be negotiation and
ratification of a Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty to finally and permanently
end all nuclear testing. When we reach
this goal, the world will breathe a col-
lective sigh of relief as the era of nu-
clear explosions becomes part of his-
tory.

I hope and believe that we can com-
plete such a treaty by the end of next
year.

Unfortunately, the recent French de-
cision to resume their nuclear testing
program with eight explosions in the
South Pacific flies in the face of the
world’s nonproliferation efforts. The
French decision, coupled with the con-
tinued Chinese testing program, makes
it extremely difficult to convince non-
nuclear states of the sincerity of prom-
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ises by the nuclear powers to end test-
ing and reduce stockpiles.

The Chinese demonstrated the height
of arrogance by detonating a nuclear
explosion four days after the Non-Pro-
liferation Treaty was indefinitely ex-
tended. Now the French have decided
to abandon the self-imposed testing
moratorium to which they, Russia, the
United States, and Great Britain have
adhered since 1992. This is a huge mis-
take.

The French argue that they need
these eight tests to guarantee the safe-
ty and reliability of their deterrent
forces. These are the same arguments
always used to justify continued test-
ing. The idea that without testing reli-
ability will decrease enough to affect
deterrence is absolutely absurd.

Warhead designs for the nuclear pow-
ers are proven and reliable and no na-
tion would dare to test that reliability
in a way that would risk nuclear retal-
iation. Deterrence will not be under-
mined by the absence of testing.

If this argument had merit we would
not need to worry about North Korea,
Pakistan, or India possessing nuclear
weapons because they have never had a
test program. Obviously the horror of
nuclear weapons and the fear of their
use is enough deterrence. It is not nec-
essary to constantly test in order to
engender that fear.

The question of safety is an impor-
tant one but relying on this rationale
means a nuclear state can never stop
testing. There will always be some
level of uncertainty, some new safety
measure or some new technology that
the weapons builders would like to in-
corporate.

In reality the current level of stock-
pile safety is adequate even though the
United States, Great Britain, France,
and Russia have refrained from testing
since 1992. If continued safety requires
computer simulation, then we should
complete the development of such pro-
grams.

But the 2,000 tests conducted by the
five nuclear powers, including more
than 200 by the French, provide a more
than adequate empirical data base to
move this technology forward. If the
French need additional data, as they
claim, or other assistance in devel-
oping their own stockpile stewardship
program, then the United States
should offer that assistance.

This is no excuse for continuing nu-
clear testing.

It is all too easy to rationalize addi-
tional tests or different types of tests,
such as the hydronuclear tests pro-
posed by some here in the United
States, as necessary for reliability or
safety. In doing this we focus to nar-
rowly on technical questions and miss
the larger point that as long as the nu-
clear powers insist on continuing their
programs the nuclear specter will hang
over the world, and other nations will
feel compelled to pursue development
of their own weapons.

It is disingenuous for the nuclear
powers to say to the rest of the world
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