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Mr. President, there is a simple
guideline for this solution as to how
Pakistan has responded. When we have
needed help and we have gone to Paki-
stan and asked for help, the Pakistanis
were there for us. Let me review the
record quickly.

In 1950, when North Korea invaded
South Korea, the United States went to
Pakistan and asked for their help in
the United Nations to vote against
that invasion and to authorize U.N.
forces to go to war to save freedom and
democracy in South Korea. Pakistan
said yes when we asked them for help.

In 1954, when we organized the
Central Treaty Organization, CENTO—
it was designed to stop the spread of
communism around the world—we
went to Pakistan even though they
were in a vulnerable position, close to
the Soviet Union, and we asked them
to join this military alliance to protect
freedom and democracy around the
world. Pakistan said yes when we
asked them to join.

In 1955, when we helped organize the
Southeast Asian Treaty Organization,
SEATO, and asked Pakistan to join
that organization, Pakistan said yes,
and stood shoulder to shoulder with us
to stop the spread of Marxism and com-
munism around the world.

In 1959, when we went to Pakistan
and asked them to sign a mutual de-
fense treaty, Pakistan once again said
yes to the United States. In accordance
with that defense treaty Pakistan al-
lowed the United States to set up mili-
tary air bases within Pakistan de-
signed to perform reconnaissance
flights over the Soviet Union.

Now, Mr. President, keep in mind
what this was. We asked Pakistan to
allow us to set up a base in their own
country that would fly our spy planes,
our reconnaissance planes, over the So-
viet Union, providing vital military in-
telligence to the United States. Paki-
stan, close to the Soviet Union, was at
great risk and great danger. And once
again, even at their own risk, Pakistan
said yes to the United States.

Francis Gary Powers, incidentally,
was involved in one of those flights,
which Americans will remember.

Incidentally  Khrushchev  himself
threatened to wipe this airbase off the
face of the Earth. Pakistan took an
enormous risk by letting us on their
territory, and said yes to helping us.

In 1970, when we wanted to open up
relationships with China, Pakistan said
yes to our request to allow Henry Kis-
singer to enter China through Paki-
stan, cooperating and setting up that
relationship with China. Even though
the Soviets were very upset by Paki-
stan, and in less than a year signed a
friendship treaty with India partly in
relationship to their anger, Pakistan
went ahead and said yes to the United
States offers for help.

Americans should note that it was
within a year after that cooperation
with the United States that resulted in
a friendship treaty between the Soviet
Union and India that India then felt
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free to send their troops into east
Pakistan which saw the Pakistanis
lose that war and lose a significant
portion of their country.

From 1979 to 1989 the United States
went to Pakistan and asked them to
cooperate with us in and help us fight
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan
through infiltration of military equip-
ment and other devices. Once again
Pakistan said yes to the United States
even though they faced great danger.

In the gulf war against Iraq in 1990
we asked Pakistan to send troops.
They did. They stood side by side and
fought with us to repel the Iraqi inva-
sion.

Since 1992 and 1993, Pakistan has
been at the forefront of peacekeeping
operations. We went to them and asked
them to supply troops for Somalia, and
they said yes. And we went to them
and asked them to supply troops for
the Haiti operation, and they said yes.
And in 1995 we went to them and asked
them to return a suspected terrorist,
and they helped arrest him and return
him to the United States, a terrorist
who was involved in the World Trade
Center bombing.

Mr. President, when we have asked
Pakistan for help, they have been
there. They have stood side by side for
America with America. They have
stood side by side with us in resisting
Soviet aggression. They have stood
side by side with us to stop and reverse
the Russian invasion of Afghanistan.
And, Mr. President, they stood side by
side to help us stop or reverse terror-
ism around the world.

Now, Mr. President, they are asking
us, asking us to treat them fairly with
regard to this sale that started almost
9 years ago.

Mr. President, at this time | would
like to ask that Senator HARKIN and
Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN be added as
cosponsors to this amendment.

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

Mr. BROWN. Finally, Mr. President,
let me suggest this: The reason we
ought to pass this amendment is not
for Pakistan, although that ought to be
a consideration, it is not for anyone
else in the world except for the United
States.

If there is one thing important to
Americans, it is that our word be good,
that our commitments be strong, that
people place credibility in what Amer-
ica does. Is there anyone in this Cham-
ber that is comfortable with us having
taken the Pakistani money and refused
either the equipment that we con-
tracted for or their money back? | do
not think so. Americans do not deal
that way with people. We do not take
their money on a contract and then
refuse to deliver on the contract or
refuse to return their money. We ought
to adopt this amendment because of
America and what we stand for and
who we are, because our word is good,
and our commitment is good, because
we do not cheat people.

We ought to adopt this amendment
because it is a fair compromise of a
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tough problem that treats people fairly
and reasonably. Mr. President, | be-
lieve it would be wrong for us to both
keep the money and the military
equipment and to refuse to resolve that
problem. And that stands as a cloud
over the integrity of the United States.
Mr. President, 1 am proud of this
country. | think we deal fairly with
people. And | think we want people to
know that. We ought to pass this
amendment more than anything be-
cause it says a lot about the kind of
people we are and the kind of integrity
we have and the validity and the integ-
rity of the word of the United States.
Mr. President, | yield the floor.

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-

ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1996

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the clerk will re-
port H.R. 1976.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 1976) making appropriations
for Agriculture, rural development, Food and
Drug Administration, and related agencies
programs for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1996, and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Pending:

Feingold-McCain amendment No. 2697, to
prohibit the use of appropriated funds for the
special research grants program that are not
subject to a competitive approval process.

Conrad amendment No. 2698, to provide
that producers of a 1995 crop are not required
to repay advance deficiency payments made
for the crop if the producers have suffered a
loss due to weather or related condition.

Bumpers amendment No. 2699, to reduce
funding to carry out the market promotion
program and to target assistance to small
companies.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, under
the order, there are 4 minutes equally
divided on the Feingold amendment,
the first amendment to be voted on.

In  connection with the Conrad
amendment, there has been a modifica-
tion submitted. In connection with the
Conrad amendment, | ask the follow-
ing: | ask unanimous consent that fol-
lowing the first of the ordered votes,
there be 6 minutes of debate for the
Conrad amendment No. 2698, with 4
minutes under the control of Senator
CONRAD and 2 minutes under the con-
trol of Senator COCHRAN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2697

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the pending ques-
tion is amendment No. 2697, offered by
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
FEINGOLD]. As indicated, debate on this
amendment is limited to 4 minutes
equally divided in the usual form.

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin is recognized.
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Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, my
amendment does not cut a dime from
the Special Research Grants Program.
I want to make that absolutely clear.
It just subjects the proposals for fund-
ing under this program to new sci-
entific peer review and competition.

Second, this amendment does not ne-
gate the committee’s recommendations
in the report. It just ensures that those
recommendations, if they are funded,
have to pass a competitive test to be
sure they are merited.

Third, this amendment replaces the
political competition for these re-
search dollars, which | think is inap-
propriate for an ever-shrinking agri-
culture research budget, and what it
replaces it with is science-based com-
petition.

Currently, the defining criteria for
which institutions are awarded re-
search grants | am afraid is which
Members have the most political mus-
cle to get their projects approved by
the committee, and | think that is
wrong. | think it is unfair to U.S. farm-
ers for Members of the Senate and the
House to be spendthrift with these lim-
ited research dollars which continue to
shrink each year.

Last night, my colleague, the senior
Senator from Mississippi, said my
amendment would delegate this au-
thority to a ‘“‘“fancy group of scientists
on peer review panels.”” Under our peer
review, $50 million is done by peer re-
view, rather than $100 million, which is
already done by peer review. Why the
difference?

I think it is appropriate to a have
peer review panel. | think there still
will be an opportunity for committee
members to identify projects they be-
lieve in and to put them in the com-
mittee report, but they would have to
go through, also, a peer review, and I
am sure most of them would do well on
this basis.

The point here is, if my amendment
is adopted, the projects would have to
be approved on their merit. We would
replace a political competition with a
fair competition.

Mr. President, | think it is irrespon-
sible of Congress to continue funding
these projects based on politics rather
than merit. | would say that the sci-
entists that are experts in their field
are far better qualified to determine
which projects are sound and which are
not than are the Members of Congress.

So | urge my colleagues to support
this item which | think is not only re-
form in the agriculture area but a re-
form in our entire budgeting process. |
thank the Chair.

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, let me
say in response, last night we debated
this fully. We had the opportunity to
talk about all the different kinds of ag-
ricultural research—applied research,
basic research, research that is tar-
geted to specific problems of a region
or a State. There is a very carefully
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balanced mix of research dollars in this
legislation. Some of it—most of it, as a
matter of fact—is done by the Agricul-
tural Research Service at Federal lab-
oratories, by scientists employed by
the Government. Some of it is done
through a National Research Initiative
which is a competitive, peer-review
program as the distinguished Senator
from Wisconsin said.

Other dollars are allocated by for-
mula, or under the supervision of the
Department of Agriculture, which very
closely monitors the use of all funds to
determine that the research being done
has merit and will benefit American
agriculture. That is the important part
of this.

I am not so much concerned with
how we divide these funds, but we
think the bill before the Senate pro-
vides a proper balance. Members of
Congress have had a say-so in how
these dollars are allocated, and that is
how it should be. They are accountable
to the taxpayers. If you turn this all
over to a group of scientists some-
where, they are going to have their
own buddy system, in effect, and you
may see States and regions that will
get left out, and | think it might be my
region that may get left out.

You may have the large, more
wealthy and well-entrenched hierarchy
of academia in the Northeast and the
Midwest dividing up all the money
among themselves, and | am against
that.

The system we have now that is re-
flected in this bill and the appropria-
tions that we have made here and rec-
ommended to the Senate, | think, are
very thoughtful. They are well crafted
to make sure we serve agriculture
broadly.

I hope the Senate will support our ef-
forts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
ASHCROFT). All time has expired.

Mr. COCHRAN. | move to table the
Feingold amendment and ask for the
yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question occurs on agreeing to the mo-
tion to lay on the table the amendment
No. 2697, offered by the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. FEINGOLD]. The vyeas
and nays have been ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. LOTT. | announce that the Sen-
ator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is ab-
sent due to illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote ‘“‘yea.”

Mr. FORD. | announce that the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is ab-
sent because of attending a funeral.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 64,
nays 34, as follows:

(Mr.
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[Rollcall Vote No. 447 Leg.]

YEAS—64
Akaka Exon Levin
Baucus Faircloth Lott
Bennett Ford Mack
Biden Frist McConnell
Bond Gorton Mikulski
Breaux Gramm Moseley-Braun
Bumpers Grassley Murkowski
Burns Gregg Nickles
Byrd Harkin Packwood
Campbell Hatch
. Pressler
Coats Heflin Reid
Cochran Helms el
Cohen Hollings Sarbanes
Conrad Hutchison Shelby
Coverdell Inhofe Simpson
Craig Inouye Snowe
D’Amato Jeffords Specter
Daschle Johnston Stevens
DeWine Kempthorne Thomas
Dole Kerrey Thompson
Domenici Lautenberg Thurmond
Dorgan Leahy
NAYS—34

Abraham Graham Nunn
Ashcroft Grams Pell
Bingaman Kassebaum Robb
Boxer Kennedy Rockefeller
Bradley Kerry Roth
Brown Kohl Santorum
Bryan Kyl Simon
Chafee Lieberman Smith
Dodd Lugar W

. A arner
Feingold McCain Wellstone
Feinstein Moynihan
Glenn Murray

NOT VOTING—2

Hatfield Pryor

So the motion to lay on the table the

amendment (No. 2697) was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 2698

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now occurs on amendment
numbered 2698 offered by the Senator
from North Dakota, [Mr. CONRAD].

Debate on the amendment is limited
to 6 minutes, 4 minutes under the con-
trol of the Senator from North Dakota
and 2 minutes under the control of the
Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. | ask unanimous con-
sent that the rollcall on this Conrad
amendment be limited to 10 minutes.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2698, AS MODIFIED

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, | send a
modification to the desk and ask unan-
imous consent to modify my amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has a right to modify in accord-
ance with a previous order.

Without objection, it is so ordered,
and the amendment is so modified.

The amendment (No. 2698), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

On page 82, line 15, strike *“$795,556,000"” and

insert ““$717,778,000"".
At the appropriate place, insert the follow-

ing:

SEC. . REPAYMENT OF ADVANCE DEFICIENCY
PAYMENTS FOR 1995 DISASTER
LOSSES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding subpara-
graphs (G) and (H) of section 114(a)(2) of the
Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1445j(a)(2)),
if the producers on a farm received an ad-
vance deficiency payment for the 1995 crop of
a commodity and suffered a loss in the pro-
duction of the crop due to weather or related
condition in excess of 35 percent, the produc-
ers shall not be required to repay the
amount of the payment on lost production
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that does not exceed the percent of produc-
tion on which crop insurance coverage was
not available, as determined by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture.

(b) LimITATIONS.—The payments not re-
quired to be repaid under subsection (a) shall
not exceed—

(1) $2,500 for the producers on a farm; and

(2) $35,000,000 for all producers.

Mr. CONRAD. | thank the Chair.

Mr. President, this amendment is to
deal with what | think is clearly an un-
intended consequence. In many parts of
the country this year we have crop fail-
ure, most of it weather related.

Whether it is wheat in North Dakota
or Kansas, whether it is cotton in Mis-
sissippi, or corn in lowa and Illinois,
we have a series of circumstances in
which unusual crop losses have oc-
curred. That has led to a perverse re-
sult.

Farmers across the country are being
presented with a bill to repay their ad-
vance deficiency payments and in
many cases they have no crop with
which to pay it back. What has hap-
pened is producers were paid an ad-
vance deficiency payment, prices rose
because of these crop shortages and
shortfalls and, as a result, farmers are
expected to repay their advance defi-
ciency payments. But those who have
suffered a catastrophic loss have no
crop with which to make these repay-
ments.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, may we
have order, please? The Senator de-
serves respect while we listen to this
debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will proceed.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this is
no giveaway program. A farmer must
have a loss of at least 35 percent. It is
only on that part of farmers’ produc-
tion that is not eligible for crop insur-
ance that would be allowed any for-
giveness. There is a $2,500 cap per farm-
er. On a national basis, there is a $35
million limit. And it is all paid for. It
is paid for by reducing the authoriza-
tion for the Export Enhancement Pro-
gram from $795 million to $717 million.

| just say to my colleagues, this year
we had an $800 million authorization.
We are going to spend less than $400
million of that. So | believe these funds
are available for this purpose. It will
allow farmers to get forgiveness on
part of their advance deficiency pay-
ment in those circumstances where
they have faced massive losses; in
those circumstances where they have
part of their crop that could not be
covered by crop insurance. Where they
could have gotten it covered by crop
insurance, they are expected to have
done so.

It is paid for. It is fair. It will relieve
suffering as a result of the transition
from previous disaster programs to no
disaster program. | urge my colleagues
to support it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, the
Senator from North Dakota last night
offered this amendment. We talked
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about it a good bit. | was determined to
come to the floor and move to table it
and ask for the yeas and nays.

But he modified the amendment. He
sent a modification to the desk and, by
so doing, this amendment applies na-
tionwide to farmers who have had
weather-related disasters. | am con-
fident that there are some situations
where there ought to be an opportunity
for some disaster assistance.

You may remember, | was on the
floor arguing strongly for a cotton dis-
aster program and the Senate did not
approve it. | think one reason why they
did not is that it was crop specific.
This amendment does apply to all
crops. It takes money from the Export
Enhancement Program to do this. The
payments are going to be capped at a
$2,500 per farmer limit. It may even go
less, because only $35 million is avail-
able nationwide. Depending upon the
needs out there and the justifications
for these payments to reimburse for ad-
vance deficiency payments where a
farmer has not made a crop because of
disaster, it may exceed $35 million. If it
does, there will be a proration of that
available money so each disaster vic-
tim may get less than $2,500.

I am going to vote for the amend-
ment but | hope this has explained it to
the extent Senators will know what
they are voting on and understand the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, | think it
is a bad amendment. | like farmers, but
it is a little early for Christmas. We
just did welfare yesterday, welfare re-
form, where we are dealing with low-in-
come Americans. My view is, it is a
great idea to give farmers $2,500. |
think in my State they will understand
if | vote “‘no.”’

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

Mr. CONRAD. If | might just con-
clude, | would like to say this is com-
pletely paid for. It is paid for out of
farm accounts to another farm account
where there is, | think, a clear need
across the country, where producers
have suffered a catastrophic loss, and
where there was not the availability of
crop insurance to cover that loss. To
the extent there is crop insurance
available, no payment is available.

Again, it is paid for completely out of

other agricultural accounts.
Mr. FAIRCLOTH addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina. Does the
Senator yield time?

Mr. CONRAD. | think all time has ex-
pired.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 30 seconds remaining.

Mr. CONRAD. 1 yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

The Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. | am opposed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will need consent to address this
issue.
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Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent for 30 seconds
to address the issue.

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

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. | am opposed to
the amendment. The Senator says the
money is there. It came from the tax-
payers. We are simply putting $35 mil-
lion more into another program that
we should not be putting money into.
The fact we might have put it into
some agricultural bill and we are now
shifting it to another one makes no dif-
ference. We are simply spending $35
million of the taxpayers’ money.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired. The question now occurs
on amendment No. 2698, as modified.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. LOTT. | announce that the Sen-
ator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is ab-
sent due to illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote ‘“‘nay.”

Mr. FORD. | announce that the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is ab-
sent because of attending a funeral.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 34,
nays 64, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 448 Leg.]

YEAS—34
Akaka Ford Moynihan
Baucus Grassley Murray
Bingaman Harkin Pressler
Breaux Heflin Reid
Bryan Hollings Robb
Bumpers Inouye Rockefeller
Burns Jeffords Sarbanes
Cochran Johnston :
Conrad Kassebaum gltmon

evens

Daschle Leahy Wellstone
Dorgan Lott
Exon Moseley-Braun

NAYS—64
Abraham Feinstein Mack
Ashcroft Frist McCain
Bennett Glenn McConnell
Biden Gorton Mikulski
Bond Graham Murkowski
Boxer Gramm Nickles
Bradley Grams Nunn
Brown Gregg
Byrd Hatch ﬁ:ﬁkWOOd
Campbell Helms Roth
Chafee Hutchison
Coats Inhofe Santorum
Cohen Kempthorne Shelby
Coverdell Kennedy Simpson
Craig Kerrey Smith
D’Amato Kerry Snowe
DeWine Kohl Specter
Dodd Kyl Thomas
Dole Lautenberg Thompson
Domenici Levin Thurmond
Faircloth Lieberman Warner
Feingold Lugar

NOT VOTING—2

Hatfield Pryor

So, the amendment (No. 2698), as
modified, was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the question now
occurs on amendment No. 2699 offered
by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
BuUuMPERS]. There will be 4 minutes for
debate equally divided prior to the
vote.



S13914

AMENDMENT NO. 2699, AS MODIFIED

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent for permission to
send a modification to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, the amendment is
so modified.

The amendment (No. 2699), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

On page 65, line 18, before the period at the
end, insert the following: ““: Provided further,
That funds made available under this Act to
carry out non-generic activities of the mar-
ket promotion program established under
section 203 (e)(4) of the Agricultural Trade
Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5623) may be used to pro-
vide cost-share assistance only to organiza-
tions that are non-Foreign entities recog-
nized as small business concerns under sec-
tion 3(a) of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C.
632(a)) or to associations described in the
first section of the Act entitled ‘An Act to
authorize association of producers of agricul-
tural products’, approved February 22, 1922 (7
U.S.C. 291). Provided further, That none of the
funds made available under this Act may be
used to pay the salaries of personnel who
who carry out the market promotion pro-
gram established under section 203 of the Ag-
ricultural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5623) if
the aggregate amount of funds and/or com-
modities under the program exceeds
$70,000,000"".

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that Senator
LEAHY be added as a cosponsor.

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

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, |
would like to have the attention of my
colleagues because this will take just
about 1 minute to explain to you what
I have done on the Market Promotion
Program.

| do not believe that it is defensible
for the U.S. Congress to be giving
money out to the biggest corporations
in the world. I have no quarrel with the
thrust of the Market Promotion Pro-
gram.

So here is what | have done to that
program. Four things: First, eliminate
foreign corporations from eligibility;
second, leave all the agricultural co-
operatives as they are regardless of size
eligible for the program; third, we cut
the amount from $110 million to $70
million; and the coup de grace is make
it a small-business program. Small
businesses are the ones who have the
most difficulty in exporting. It is not
Gallo Wine. It is not Pillsbury. It is the
small-business community.

So | make it small business, other
than agriculture cooperatives. | make
it a small-business program as defined
by the Small Business Administration.
While that varies, it is essentially a
company that does $50 million a year
or has 500 or fewer employees.

Here is a chance to make the pro-
gram defensible. You can go home and
talk to anybody you want to. Your
farmers will love it because they stay
eligible. Your small-business people
love it because they will be eligible to
export. Everybody else will love it be-
cause you are eliminating foreign cor-
porations. And, finally, everybody will
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love it because we are cutting from $110
million to $70 million in the full knowl-
edge that we are very likely to have to
do some compromise with the House.

I thank the President.

I also ask unanimous consent that
Senator KoHL be added as a cosponsor.

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

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Let me just make this point. | have
brought to the floor a chart showing
the dollar value of agricultural exports
by State. We are trying to aggressively
go after market share with our agri-
culture commodities. We are trying to
promote and expand the business that
we are able to do in overseas markets,
and we are making good progress. One
of the reasons why we are is because of
this program.

Senator BUMPERS and Senator BRYAN
have tried to Kill this program. They
tried it back on April 6 when we had
the supplemental appropriations and
rescissions bill on the floor. The Senate
rejected their amendment. Yesterday,
it rejected an effort. Here is another
amendment. This is an effort to rewrite
the whole program that is under the
purview of the Agriculture Committee.
We should not be asked to do that on
the floor of the Senate. The Senators
are not that familiar with the details
of the program, the eligibility, the re-
strictions, and the safeguards that are
written in there already. In addition,
this amendment reduces the manda-
tory spending level for this program.
That is a decision for the Agriculture
Committee to make. They are under a
reconciliation instruction. | under-
stand the Agriculture Committee is
considering this change.

| yield the remainder of my time to
the distinguished Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. GORTON].

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, this
amendment does not do what and ex-
empt what the Senator from Arkansas
says it does. He exempts co-ops from
his prohibition, but he does not exempt
the associations, which is the way
most of your farmers will operate.
There is not any apple grower in the
State of Washington, | do not believe,
who is not small enough to be a small
business, but when he operates through
an association, as he does and as they
always do, he will not be exempted
from the cuts that the Senator is im-
posing on him, nor will our asparagus
growers, nor will any of your farmers
who operate in that fashion.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent for an additional 30
seconds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. BUMPERS. The modification |
just sent to the desk took care of the
very thing that the Senator from
Washington was complaining about.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that this rollcall
vote be limited to 10 minutes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, | move
to table the amendment and ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Mississippi to lay
on the table the amendment of the
Senator from Arkansas. On this ques-
tion, the yeas and nays have been or-
dered and the clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. LOTT. | announce that the Sen-
ator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is ab-
sent due to illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote ‘“‘yea.”

Mr. FORD. | announce that the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is ab-
sent because of attending a funeral.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CAMPBELL). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber who desire to
vote?

The result was announced—yeas 36,
nays 62, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 449 Leg.]

YEAS—36
Ashcroft Frist Moseley-Braun
Baucus Gorton Murkowski
Bennett Gramm Murray
Bond Grassley Packwood
Boxer Hatch Pressler
Campbell Heflin Shelby
Cochran Helms Simon
Craig Hutchison Simpson
Daschle Kempthorne Snowe
Domenici Kerrey Specter
Feinstein Lott Stevens
Ford McConnell Thurmond
NAY S—62
Abraham Exon Lieberman
Akaka Faircloth Lugar
Biden Feingold Mack
Bingaman Glenn McCain
Bradley Graham Mikulski
Breaux Grams Moynihan
Brown Gregg Nickles
Bryan Harkin Nunn
Bumpers Hollings Pell
Burns Inhofe .
Reid
Byrd Inouye
Chafee Jeffords Robb
Coats Johnston Rockefeller
Cohen Kassebaum Roth
Conrad Kennedy Santorum
Coverdell Kerry Sarbanes
D’Amato Kohl Smith
DeWine Kyl Thomas
Dodd Lautenberg Thompson
Dole Leahy Warner
Dorgan Levin Wellstone
NOT VOTING—2
Hatfield Pryor

So the motion was rejected.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, | urge
the adoption of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 2699) was agreed
to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, | move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BUMPERS. | move to lay that
motion on the table.
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The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

RURAL TOURISM IN ALASKA

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, |
would like to engage my distinguished
colleague, the senior Senator from Mis-
sissippi, in a colloquy concerning rural
tourism in Alaska.

There are precious few opportunities
for economic development throughout
Alaska’s 210 rural villages and commu-
nities, reflected by the fact that unem-
ployment rates remain as high as 80
percent. Coupled with the geographical
separation of these remote villages
from other population centers, many
Alaskans are denied access to the basic
goods and services that stimulate local
economic development.

The single bright spot on the horizon
relates to growing interest in a rural
Alaska tourism industry. In response,
Alaska Village Initiative has, for sev-
eral years, sought to offset the decline
of traditional economic sectors with ef-
fective support to the rural tourism in-
dustry. I am told that approximately
$300,000 would be required to establish
and operate a Rural Tourism Develop-
ment Center, RTDC, the next critical
step to assisting these Native Alaskan
villages along the road to self-suffi-
ciency.

The RTDC will provide a range of
technical assistance services to rural
communities and individuals inter-
ested in developing tourism projects in
Alaska. It will be a “‘one-stop shop’’ to
assist entrepreneurs in developing
their ideas from start to finish. It will
also coordinate a wide variety of exist-
ing Government programs engaged in
some aspect of rural tourism develop-
ment.

The Department of Agriculture funds
rural enterprise grants to address just
this sort of need nationwide. Since
such a grant would appear to be highly
justified, | ask the chairman of the
subcommittee whether the necessary
funds could be provided to establish
and operate a Rural Tourism Develop-
ment Center in Alaska?

Mr. COCHRAN. As the Senator from
Alaska noted, the subcommittee did
address rural development grants, but
was unaware of the problem in Alaska.
| appreciate the Senator bringing this
problem to my attention. | urge the
Department to give equal consider-
ation to an application to address this
problem as those included in the com-
mittee report.

Mr. STEVENS. | thank the chair-
man.
Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, the

aquaculture industry is of vital impor-
tance to the economy of west Alabama.
In some west Alabama counties, for ex-
ample, over 20 percent of the total pop-
ulation is employed directly in the pro-
duction or processing of fish. The
Southeastern Fish Cultural Laboratory
in Marion, AL has played a major role
in this process. It’s my understanding
that there are similar facilities in Ar-
kansas and Mississippi.
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Mr. BUMPERS. It is true that aqua-
culture is of great importance to the
States of Arkansas, Mississippi, and
Alabama. In Arkansas, the aquaculture
industry is growing by leaps and
bounds and the Stuttgart Aquaculture
Center has been vital to that growth.

Mr. COCHRAN. The same can be said
about the National Warm Water Aqua-
culture Research Center in Stoneville,
MS. The expansion of the aquaculture
industry in Mississippi, and the Nation
has been responsible for sustaining
rural economies that were recently in
dire situations.

Mr. HEFLIN. We now have an annual
trade deficit in fisheries products rang-
ing from $4.5 to $7 billion. This trade
imbalance is the largest of all agricul-
tural commodities and ranks second
only to petroleum among natural prod-
ucts. Our domestic aquaculture indus-
try has the potential of turning this
trade deficit into a trade surplus with
only modest support and encourage-
ment.

Mr. BUMPERS. While it is true that
overall, agriculture has a positive bal-
ance of trade, the aquaculture sector
does not. At the present time, the
United States does not have the pro-
duction capabilities to meet domestic
demand for fish and fish products and
therefore we are placed in the position
that we are forced to import to meet
the domestic demand. The aquaculture
industry has the opportunity to turn
this situation around and we should fa-
cilitate this process.

Mr. COCHRAN. Not only do we have
the opportunity to turn our trade situ-
ation around relative to aquaculture,
there is also a real human factor to be
considered as well. Nearly 300,000
Americans are employed in aqua-
culture related work. The catfish in-
dustry alone accounts for 121,000 do-
mestic jobs and nearly $2.5 billion in
income. If we are able to facilitate the
growth of this industry, the economic
impact potential is overwhelming.

Mr. HEFLIN. As my colleagues from
Mississippi and Arkansas are well
aware, the U.S. aquaculture industry
has grown more than 15 percent annu-
ally since 1980. As a result, aquaculture
has emerged as a solid alternative agri-
cultural opportunity and has allowed
farmers to diversify. The research and
extension infrastructure has been a
major resource for aquaculture. With-
out this research it is doubtful that the
aquaculture industry would have got-
ten off the ground.

Mr. COCHRAN. 1 could not agree
more with my distinguished colleague
and Alabama. The research that has
supported the growth of this industry
has been essential.

Mr. BUMPERS. Aquaculture is
primed to take the next step forward
and establish itself as an integral and
vital form of agriculture. What aqua-
culture needs now is to be consolidated
and coordinated under one depart-
ment—the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture. Currently jurisdiction for
aquaculture is spread out among the
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USDA, the Department of Interior, and
the Department of Commerce. The Ag-
riculture Research Service could truly
assert itself in this regard if the U.S.
Department of Agriculture is allowed
to assume a leadership role in aqua-
culture.

Mr. HEFLIN. In an effort to facili-
tate the continued growth of the aqua-
culture industry and provide the nec-
essary resource tools, it is highly desir-
able that all relevant departments and
agencies of the U.S. Department of Ag-
riculture, including Agricultural Re-
search Service, take steps necessary to
support research in the field of aqua-
culture and particularly to exercise its
authority to assist and help the indus-
try and related fields of aquaculture in-
cluding the cooperation with and/or the
assumption of fish culture laboratories
including the Southeastern Fish Cul-
ture Lab at Marion, AL.

Mr. COCHRAN. | agree that the sug-
gestion by Senator HEFLIN is desirable
and should be carried out as long as it
does not result in duplication of ongo-
ing research activities at other re-
search facilities.

Mr. BUMPERS. | concur in what Sen-
ator COCHRAN has just said.

CERTIFIED MEDIATION PROGRAMS

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, | note
the chairman and ranking member of
the subcommittee are on the floor.
H.R. 1976 provides funding of $3,000,000
for grants to certified State mediation
programs. Mediation is a proven effec-
tive tool in resolving disputes between
the Department of Agriculture and
America’s farmers and ranchers. And
as you know, mediation has been used
for quite some time with regard to
loans.

However, current law [7 U.S.C. sec-
tions 5101 through 5106] also directs
certified State mediation programs to
offer mediation in other areas of dis-
pute with the Department of Agri-
culture. These areas include wetlands
determinations, compliance with farm
programs, including conservation pro-
grams, agricultural credit, rural water
loan programs, grazing on National
Forest System lands, pesticides, and
other issues as the Secretary of Agri-
culture considers appropriate.

Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator is cor-
rect. The statute provides that cer-
tified State mediation programs are to
be used for a wide variety of disputes
