February 28, 1996

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, February 28, 1996.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives, House
of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: | would like to inform
you that I am resigning from my committee
assignment on the House Agriculture Com-
mittee.

Thank you very much.

Sincerely,
CYNTHIA MCKINNEY,
Member of Congress.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the resignation is accepted.
There was no objection.

ELECTION OF MEMBERS TO SUN-
DRY STANDING COMMITTEES OF
THE HOUSE

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | offer a privileged resolution (H.
Res. 367) and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 367

Resolved, That the following named Mem-
bers be, and they are hereby, elected to the
following standing committees of the House
of Representatives:

To the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure, Tom Sawyer of Ohio, Gene
Taylor of Mississippi;

To the Committee on Science, Harold
Volkmer of Missouri, to rank directly below
Mr. Brown of California; Bart Gordon of Ten-
nessee, to rank directly below Mr. Hall of
Texas;

To the Committee on International Rela-
tions, Charlie Rose of North Carolina, Pat
Danner of Missouri;

To the Committee on Banking and Finan-
cial Services, Cynthia McKinney of Georgia.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
ANNOUNCEMENT OF INTENT TO

OFFER ON TOMORROW A MOTION
TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES ON
H.R. 956, COMMONSENSE PROD-
UCT LIABILITY AND LEGAL RE-
FORM ACT OF 1995

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to rule XXVIII, | hereby announce
my intention to offer a motion to in-
struct conferees on H.R. 956 tomorrow.

The form of the motion is as follows:

Mr. CONYERS moves that the managers on
the part of the House at the conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the Senate amendment to the bill H.R. 956 be
instructed to insist upon the provisions con-
tained in section 107 of the House bill.

ORDER OF AMENDMENTS ON H.R.
2854, AGRICULTURAL MARKET
TRANSITION ACT

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that my amend-
ment, which is in order to be the fourth
amendment to the farm bill, H.R. 2854,
be in order instead after the Solomon-
Dooley amendment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri?
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Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. VOLKMER] and |
have discussed this at length. | think
the gentleman has made a very reason-
able request.

Mr. Speaker, | withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

AGRICULTURAL MARKET
TRANSITION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 366 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2854.
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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 con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2854) to
modify the operation of certain agri-
cultural programs, with Mr. YouNG of
Florida in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] and the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZzA]
each will be recognized for 1 hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS].

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

Mr. Chairman, at long last the House
of Representatives will now consider a
farm bill, and in this regard | would
like to make some commentary as to
the reasons why we on the Republican
side adopted the policy approach that
we have.

In that regard | think, unfortunately,
during most of the debate in this re-
gard to this year’s farm bill, much of
the rhetoric has ignored several basic
facts. There are dramatic changes tak-
ing place that involve U.S. agriculture.
Farmers are competing for increased
demand in a growing global market-
place.

The Congress is serious, finally,
about a balanced budget. The political
climate will not permit any rubber-
stamped acceptance of status quo poli-
cies in agriculture or anywhere else.
Farmers and ranchers know, boy do
they know, the current farm program
is outdated and in need of reform.

So the question is, what kind of pol-
icy takes these givens into account and
makes sense? After conducting 19 hear-
ings, traveling over 60,000 miles, and
listening to over 10,000 farmers and
ranchers, agribusiness men and women,
and many others involved in agri-
culture, this is what farm country told
us: One, they are sick and tired of regu-
latory overkill and demand regulatory
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reform; two, they strongly support a
balanced budget. They know a balanced
budget will save agriculture and farm-
ers and ranchers $15 billion in lower
production costs. They also requested a
consistent and aggressive export pro-
gram, and they want more flexibility
and ability to respond to market sig-
nals and to make their own financial
decisions.

So taking all of these points into ac-
count, we have proposed an innovative
approach to farm program policy. It
has received the most debate of any
farm program proposal in modern his-
tory. It was originally called freedom
to farm, and is now before us as the Ag-
ricultural Market Transition Act.

Let me explain the policy rationale.
The original New Deal farm programs
over 60 years ago were based on prin-
ciples of supply management. If you
control supply, you raise prices. Over
the last 20 years, the principal jus-
tification for the programs has been
that farmers received Federal assist-
ance in return for setting aside a por-
tion of their wherewithal, that is, their
acreage.
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That assistance was largely in the
form of something we called deficiency
payments to compensate farmers for
prices below a Government-set target
price for their production. Today, un-
fortunately, that system has collapsed
as an effective way to deliver assist-
ance to farmers.

Worldwide agricultural competition
takes our markets when we reduce pro-
duction. The more we set aside, the
more our competitors overseas simply
increase their production by more than
we set aside. They steal our market
share. In short, the supply manage-
ment rationale not only fails under
close scrutiny by the many critics of
ag policy, it has enabled our competi-
tors to increase their production and
we lose the market share.

As | have indicated, the Freedom to
Farm Act, Agriculture Market Transi-
tion Act, was born of an effort to cre-
ate a new farm policy from an entirely
new perspective. Acknowledging that
budget cuts were inevitable, that we
must meet our budget responsibilities,
freedom to farm set up new goals and
new criteria for farm policy.

No. 1, get the Government out of
farmers’ fields. No longer do you put
the seed in the ground to protect your
acreage base to receive a Government
subsidy. Return to farmers the ability
to produce for the markets, not the
Government programs. And to provide
a predictable and guaranteed phasing
down of Federal financial assistance.

By removing Government controls on
land use, freedom to farm effectively
eliminates the No. 1 complaint of farm-
ers about the programs: bureaucratic
redtape, paperwork, all of the regula-
tions and the Government interference.
Endless waits at the county ASCS of-
fice or the SCS office will end. Hassles
over field sizes, whether the right crop
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was planted, or the correct amount of
acres would be a thing of the past. En-
vironmentalists should be pleased that
the Government no longer forces the
planting of surplus crops and what we
call monoculture agriculture. And a
producer who wants to introduce a ro-
tation on their farm for various envi-
ronmental or agronomic reasons would
be free of the current restrictions.

This bill builds on the conservation
compliance requirements, the environ-
mental requirements, if you will, of
1985 and 1990, of the 1985 and 1990 farm
bills, and positively impacts 300 mil-
lion acres.

This bill is the most environmentally
responsible farm program in 60 years.
We will have more to say about that in
the future debate. Under freedom to
farm, farmers can plant or idle all their
acres at their discretion. They are in
control. The restrictions on what they
can plant are greatly reduced. Re-
sponse to the market would assume a
larger role in our farmer planning. And
divorcing payments from production
and, by the way, we already started
that when yields were frozen in 1985
and we went to flex acres and we froze
target prices and we cut target prices,
that has already happened, that would
end any pressure from the Government
in choosing crops with which to pursue.
So all production incentives would
come from the marketplace and the in-
dividual farmer.

In return for this, we proposed a
guaranteed payment, the guarantee of
a fixed, albeit it declining, payment for
7 years would provide the predict-
ability and consistency that farmers
have wanted and provide certainty to
creditors as a basis for lending.

Listen up, Mr. and Mrs. American
farmer and your banker and your farm
credit troop, any other lending institu-
tion, sit down with your banker, your
lender, 7 years, you know what you are
going to get. You can plan on it. It is
a risk management account. You do
not have to wait on the Congress.

The current situation in wheat, corn,
and cotton country, under which our
prices are very high but we do not have
any crops but large numbers of produc-
ers have lost their crops due to weather
or pests, that would be corrected by
this kind of a payment system. These
producers this year cannot access the
high prices. They do not have a crop.
And instead of getting help when they
need it the most, the old system really
cuts off their deficiency payments and
even demands they pay back the ad-
vance deficiency payments. What a
time. We are blowing away in the
Great Plains. We are bone dry. We have
prairie fires. We do not have any crops.

The current farm program says pay
back advanced deficiency payments,
and we get no payment, no disaster
payments or no help. The freedom to
farm ensures that whatever financial
assistance is available will be delivered
regardless of the circumstances, be-
cause the producer signs a contract
with the Federal Government for the
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next 7 years. High prices, high pay-
ments, oh, we have heard a lot of criti-
cism about that. First, the payments
will not be high. You cannot cut an-
nual spending in half compared to the
last farm program bill over the last 5
years and have high payments. That
does not work.

No farmer, let me repeat this to all of
the critics and you will hear it in this
debate, no farmer is going to take his
market transition payment and retire.
Farmers will continue to farm.

Second, under freedom to farm, the
payments made to producers must be
looked at from a new perspective. It is
a transition to full farmer responsibil-
ity for his economic life, a risk man-
agement account.

Just as farmers will need to look to
the market for production and market-
ing signals, freedom to farm will re-
quire that farmers manage their fi-
nances to meet all the price swings. It
is true that when prices are high, farm-
ers will receive a full market transi-
tion payment. It is equally true that if
prices decline, farmers will receive no
more than the fixed market transition
payment. That means the farmer must
manage his income, both market and
Government, to account for weather
and price fluctuations.

But under this plan, he makes the de-
cision, not Washington, not Congress,
not the ASCS office, not the SCS of-
fice. He makes that decision.

In short, under freedom to farm, we
authorize the market transition pay-
ments to farmers as opposed to the cur-
rent program’s deficiency payments, to
serve as a form of compensation as we
move U.S. Agriculture from an econ-
omy heavily influenced by the Federal
Government to one in which our Gov-
ernment role is substantially reduced
and the primary influence is the mar-
ketplace.

The old program did provide market
insulation for each bushel of produc-
tion. But that system is collapsing
under the weight of budget cuts. You
have heard the former chairman of the
House Committee on Agriculture, the
gentleman from Texas, the Hon. KikA
DE LA GARZA, chairman emeritus of the
committee. You have heard the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM], a
leader in the farm community, a
spokesman for agriculture. You have
heard me, you have heard others talk
about how farmers have already given
at the office in regards to their budget
responsibilities and that $65 billion in
budget authority has already been cut
from farm programs over the last 10
years. True. Nobody knows that in
Washington, or very few know it in
Washington. Not many people in the
press understand that, that we have al-
ready cut ag spending 9 percent a year
for about the last 9 or 10 years.

Well, what is to prevent the contin-
ued slow asphyxiation in regards to
budget cuts and the amount of money
that we should have in regard to a re-
sponsible farm program? Under free-
dom to farm, we enhance the farmers’
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total economic situation. In fact, under
freedom to farm it results in the high-
est net farm income over the next 7
years of any of the proposals before
Congress. You represent farmers.
Under this plan you have more invest-
ment in production agriculture, more
farm income than any other plan. We
lock it up, and we still meet our budget
responsibilities.

Now, if you believe there will be no
more budget cuts and no more budget
reconciliations and no more budget
battles, freedom to farm is not for you.
If you believe that if farmers just hang
on a little longer, their prospects for
more Government support will improve
in this climate, freedom to farm is not
for you. If you believe that farm pro-
grams will not continue under the
budget gun, that we will not have our
fingers, our arms, our legs on the budg-
et chopping block, freedom to farm is
not for you.

If, however, you believe that there
will be more reconciliations, that the
heat on farm programs—and you will
hear amendments about that in the de-
bate on down the road during the
amendment process—if you think that
this heat on farm programs will only
increase and that Congress needs more
than deep budget cuts to present to
farmers and not so slow asphyxiation,
then freedom to farm makes sense.

Now, the severest, the severest crit-
ics of farm programs in the press, on
television, major newspapers, have
hailed the freedom to farm as the most
significant reform in ag policy since
the 1930°’s. We have received national
acclaim from our critics of farm pro-
gram policy that this is long-needed,
long-awaited reform. Our congressional
critics have also decided that our free-
dom to farm program represents the
kind of reform that they can support,
and they believe that it is the kind of
reform that is needed.

Nearly every agriculture economist
who has commented on freedom to
farm has supported its structure and
its probable effect on farmers in the ag
sector. We are at a crossroads now,
folks. We can either sink deeper into
Government controls and rapidly sag-
ging Government support and a lack of
investment in regards to our ability to
feed this Nation and the troubled and
hungry world, or we can strike out in a
new direction that at least holds out
the prospect of assisted transition to a
private marketplace, a market-ori-
ented agriculture.

The Freedom to Farm Act is that
new direction. We need to seize it. Now
is the time.

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

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, 1
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

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

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in opposition to H.R. 2854 as cur-
rently presented to the House, and in
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support of three en bloc amendments
which | will be offering. Let me preface
this by saying that my opposition is in
no way indicative of the actions of the
chairman of the committee but, rather,
Mr. Chairman, in past years we have
had the opportunity to prepare com-
prehensive farm policy in a deliberate,
all-inclusive manner. When we have
been required to comply with budget
reconciliation instructions, the House
Committee on Agriculture has com-
plied to the tune of $50 billion in sav-
ings from 1981 through 1993. However,
in this particular farm bill, if you call
it a farm bill, national farm policy for
the next 7 years was developed by the
Republican leadership.

Mr. Chairman, Americans are the
best fed people in the world. They have
a stable and abundant supply of nutri-
tious food and pay a lower percentage
of their disposable income for food
than any other of the industrialized na-
tions in the world.

I would like to think that the House
Committee on Agriculture, on a bipar-
tisan basis and in spite of what edi-
torial writers say, has played a con-
structive role in this success story. But
that is no more, unfortunately. For ex-
ample, last year Speaker GINGRICH, the
Republican leader, and the Republican
whip wrote a letter to the gentleman
from Kansas, Chairman ROBERTS. That
letter dictated to the Committee on
Agriculture, in no uncertain terms, the
specific policy option that the commit-
tee was to choose in order to meet its
reconciliation savings.

No room was left for the committee
to deliberate, for the committee to ob-
tain views of farmers, of consumer
groups, of the administration. That
leadership-dictated policy was the
foundation of what is now included in
H.R. 2854.

Mr. Chairman, the policy included by
decree of the gentleman from Georgia,
Speaker GINGRICH, in the bill now be-
fore the House was first introduced as
a bill in August. In a blatant rejection
of our sacred principles of open govern-
ment, our committee did not hold one
single hearing on this proposal and
still has not to this day. There were
other hearings held to gather informa-
tion, much before this time, but none
on the proposal itself.

Mr. Chairman, farmers in every re-
gion of this country have very grave
concerns about the agriculture provi-
sions before this House. They represent
a sudden and dramatic abandonment
by the Government of its role in shar-
ing the farmer’s risk. Farmers are par-
ticularly concerned that a sudden with-
drawal of the Federal Government may
make the difference in their fight to
stay on the farm. Yes, they may know
that each year they will get a cash
payment, but if prices collapse next
year, will that payment be enough? If
wheat prices fall to $2.50, how many
wheat farmers will be out of business
in Kansas, in the Dakotas, in Washing-
ton States? If cotton prices fall back
down to 45 cents, how many cotton
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growers spread out all over the South
and areas of the Southwest will sur-
vive? If corn prices are under $2, where
will the corn belt be? What if milk
prices fall to $9. How many of New Eng-
land’s dairy farmers make it?

Mr. Chairman, farmers will hope for
the best. But if the best does not mate-
rialize and a substantial base of our
food and fiber production capacity is
lost, will we feel that it was worth the
risk?

All these questions, Mr. Chairman,
and we have no answers; not even opin-
ions. All we had in the Committee on
Agriculture this year were a few votes.
No discussion. No consideration of the
views of farmers, the consumers, the
businesses that thrive on the products
of agriculture, those hearings on which
we have always heavily relied. The pol-
icy before the House was not aired out
in the Committee on Agriculture, it
was dictated by the Republican leader-
ship. When a bipartisan majority of our
committee defeated this bill last fall,
the Republican leadership nevertheless
packaged it with tax cuts and health
care program changes and forced it on
the floor.
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Mr. Chairman, it was inevitable that
the President would veto that bill and
he did, and | agree that it should have
been vetoed. Rather than acting quick-
ly to move farm policy forward, our
committee sat until the end of January
and did nothing. Only in the hours be-
fore a 3-week congressional break did
our committee finally act, and again I
respectively state this is through no
fault of the chairman of the commit-
tee. The actions were held in other
areas by other people.

Mr. Chairman, a further frustration
to us is that farm policy continues to
be driven by outdated decisions. The
Republican leadership continues to in-
sist on cutting over $13 billion from ag-
riculture programs. We know that
these cuts were not conceived in the
context of any consideration to good
farm policy. We were cutting acting
with numbers in a vacuum only. We
have to attach faces and places to leg-
islation. This has not been done to this
day. Rather, the decision to cut the
very heart out of farm programs was
integral to the radical Republican pol-
icy of cutting $270 billion out of the
rate of increase in Medicare and pro-
viding for a $245 billion tax cut. This
has fluctuated, it has changed up and
down, and the administration has be-
come involved in these overall consid-
erations, all of it outside of the realm
of the members of the Committee on
Agriculture.

Mr. Chairman, all parties have now
conceded that any tax cut will be for
less, as will reductions in health care
program spending as we move forward
to a balanced budget. No committee in
this House has provided more for a bal-
anced budget than the Committee on
Agriculture. Had every committee
done what we have done, we would not
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be worrying about a balanced budget at
this point in time. If the enormous tax
and Medicare cuts have been aban-
doned, is it not also time to recognize
that the size of the cuts ordered for ag-
riculture should be reexamined? Those
policies were after all the driving force
behind the Republican decision to cut
$13 billion from agriculture.

Mr. Chairman, we are in a difficult
position. Time is not available to fully
address the errors that have been com-
mitted in this flawed process. There
will be some who would say, well, there
will be a conference. Conference has
limitations, limitations that restrict
activity by members of the conference.
Farmers who should have already made
crucial farming decisions are kept
waiting. The very fact that we have
not acted yet has jeopardized agri-
culture. Action in farm policy for 1996
must be taken and taken quickly.

In that light, our No. 1 priority is to
make what changes we can in this
flawed bill to strengthen our farm
economy and its rural base.

Mr. Chairman, the bill is titled the
“Agriculture Market Transaction Pro-
gram,” and we believe that few have
escaped the meaning of the term ‘“‘tran-
sition”: That the Federal Government
will withdraw completely from its
partnership with the producer in pro-
viding for the food security of our Na-
tion. And | have just come back from
my district and other parts of Texas,
and they now say that ‘“‘this bill is not
what we were talking about.” We want
to reduce regulation; we want to re-
duce needless spending. We did not
want to say ‘‘take the Government
completely out as we act in unison, to-
gether, for the betterment of Amer-
ica.”

So they did not say that we should
withdraw completely from the partner-
ship with the producer in providing for
the food security of our Nation. How-
ever, if such a transition is to occur,
we believe that now is an appropriate
time for investments to be made with
the posttransition period in mind.

Regretfully, the rule does not provide
for that. It is limited in scope, it is
limited as to how many amendments,
what type of amendments. Many of you
heard the chairman of the Committee
on Rules: We did this because we did
not want this many more amendments
from Wisconsin, and so on. Toward the
end, Mr. Chairman, we proposed to in-
crease the Department of Agriculture’s
authority to invest in the rural infra-
structure, water deliveries, sewage dis-
posal. We propose to increase this au-
thority to make investments that con-
serve and protect our natural re-
sources, and we propose to make cru-
cial investments in agriculture re-
search, education and extension.

Yesterday | was in my district, for a
meeting of rural housing representa-
tives and all you need to do is go down
there and you will see the immense
need in rural housing, and as | told
them and | repeat to you today, the
creature of G-d has a certain level of
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dignity mandated by laws beyond, be-
yond our country and beyond this
Chamber. The human dignity that
needs to be addressed includes decent
housing so that those of higher intel-
lect have a decent place to live. Only
within government can we form a part-
nership. Earning a minimum wage is
not going to allow someone to buy
housing for them and for their family,
and we have hundreds of thousands of
those people, but yet we are not ad-
dressing those areas.

We propose to ensure that our highly
productive oilseed industry, which will
receive no benefit from the bill’s con-
tract payments, is able to continue to
compete effectively in world markets.
We would delete the set level for the
oilseed market loan in the bill, which
is set at an arbitrary fixed amount,
dealing in a vacuum, and replace it
with a formula based on actual market
prices.

Finally, we believe that our agri-
culture sector is so important to our
Nation that we deserve a farm policy
debate in 2002. To ensure that debate,
we propose to retain permanent farm
support authority.

Therefore, on behalf of Democratic
members of the Committee on Agri-
culture, | will offer three amendments
en bloc, the first, authored by the gen-
tlewoman from North Carolina [Mrs.
CLAYTON]. The amendment would pro-
vide the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion with the authority to dispense $3.5
billion of its funds for rural develop-
ment conservation and research, edu-
cation and extension.

The second was written by the gen-
tleman from South Dakota [Mr. JOHN-
SON], who has been a tremendous inspi-
ration in this endeavor. It would set
the loan rate for oilseed marketing as-
sistance loans at 85 percent of the 5-
year average price for oilseeds, exclud-
ing the high and the low years.

The third would strike the provision
of the committee substitute which re-
peals the permanent farm law.

Mr. Chairman, | am dismayed over
this process. Our people deserve better
from this Congress. We have been the
partnership. The experts and the major
periodicals in New York and San Fran-
cisco and Orange County; | keep read-
ing editorials form Orange County
about the farm, farm products, farm
process, farm policy. We have in my
family seven grandchildren who know
more about farm policy that the edi-
torial writers from Orange County, CA,
Mr. Chairman.

Also, | ask the committee and the
Members to stay with us on the amend-
ments that we will be opposing. Many
of those amendments that were grant-
ed are aimed at satisfying the needs of
major media. They have not spoken to
agriculture. They have not spoken to
rural America. They have not spoken
to the people. They are looking at that
headline in the major periodical. Would
you trust a newspaper in New York
City to set the policy for the farmers
and ranchers of America? And, needless
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to say, Mr. Chairman, of all of the mat-
ters involving the budget, we have met
our commitment.

Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, let me
say that everything that we do as far
as production in this country, manu-
facturing, industrial production, every-
thing is in deficit as far as inter-
national trade is concerned. Every-
thing is deficit. That is the free mar-
ket. It is in deficit. Dollars are flowing
out, dollars we do not have. The only
thing that is bringing money back,
green back, green dollars back, is agri-
culture. The only thing that is positive
is agriculture. And yet they say sub-
sidy, subsidy, subsidy. Look at this
chart. You cannot see the line at the
bottom. That is how much of an impact
we make on the budget, seven-tenths of
1 percent is agricultures share of the
trillions of dollars we spent on the
budget.

And then here is a major one. The
green is agriculture. The red is every-
thing else. The red is in deficit, has
been. Except for selling a few high tech
items and airplanes, agriculture is the
only one bringing money back from
abroad.

So saying we need a new direction,
we need another this, another that,
what we need is, with the help of the
good Lord, a little more rain here and
less rain there, and a policy that man-
ages, | do not care how you slice it.
Every company, every industry man-
ages, manages, and we cannot go and
face the world because all other coun-
tries, most of them camouflage support
of their agriculture and we would be
the only one that does not support ag-
riculture under the guise of satisfying
our New York newspaper who says the
free market.

The free market has never existed.
There has always been some manipula-
tion. There will be more manipulation,
and we are shooting ourselves in the
foot when we yield to those pleas for
liberators so that we can be eaten by
those that camouflage their intentions
and their agriculture.

We need strong agriculture, we need
to have a program where the govern-
ment participates, and this program
unfortunately phases out. Yes, you will
get a little money. If somebody goes to
Las Vegas and they win the first thing
on the machine and second thing on
the machine, they say we got it. Stay
there long enough and you have lost it
all. This is what this is going to do,
show a little money, show a little
candy up front. Eventually, 7 years, we
are off and away and we will be as loose
as that satellite that broke from the
tether up in the skies the other day. It
is loose out there and heaven knows
where it is going to be. We do not want
American agriculture to be in that con-
dition.

So | urge Members to support those
amendments that might make this a
little better, oppose those that try and
destroy programs that have worked.
We are the best fed people in the world,
we spend less money than everyone
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else in the world, and, oh, the sugar,
sugar, sugar. We are talking about
jobs, jobs for Americans, and if you
open up and the world unloads all the
sugar, we are not going to have a sugar
program and the people are not going
to have lower prices in sugar. Even now
when we did not have a sugar program
the prices skyrocketed, skyrocketed to
the consumer. When we have held it
down to a level, when we have reduced,
the product at the retail store did not
come down, the product that they talk
about the consumer as being gouged,
that did not come down at all, the soft
drinks, all of the cookies, all of the
candies. They did not come down at all.
We kept paying the same. But yet they
blame it all on the program.

So, Mr. Chairman, | hope that the
Members that have listened will agree
with us also that we need stability.
Stability can only be done in a partner-
ship. That partnership has worked and
is working, and | hope that we con-
tinue it.

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

Mr. Chairman, | would like to make
the observation to my dear friend and
colleague from Texas that the New
York Times editorial board did not sit
in our offices when we constructed the
Freedom To Farm Act, and we would
not want them to sit there, but at least
in terms of their opinion, it would be
helpful if they would not perjure agri-
culture as he has indicated.

Let me also say that the gentleman
from Texas is affectionately called the
chairman emeritus of the House Agri-
culture Committee for good reason. He
has been a champion of agriculture, he
has furnished us outstanding leader-
ship, he is regarded all over the world
as a Secretary of State of Agriculture.
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Mr. Chairman, | checked with his
seven grandchildren, who have men-
tioned they are going to have an appre-
ciation night for KikA, pardon me, the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA
GARzA], as of tomorrow in his home
State of Texas. Of the seven grand-
children, four have endorsed the free-
dom-to-farm concept.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
LEwWIS].

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise today in support of the
farm bill, and am proud to say | was
one of the nine original sponsors of the
first freedom-to-farm bill.

Last year, Mr. Clinton killed freedom
to farm when he vetoed the Balanced
Budget Act of 1995.

But make no mistake about it. To-
day’s bill still lives up to that nick-
name.

It still lets the folks who actually
grow crops decide what to plant—and
how much. They know their own soil
better than all the Washington Bureau-
crats combined. It cuts Government in-
trusive paperwork and provides the
needed safety net for farmers.
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In less than 2 years of representing
Kentucky’s Second District, I’'ve spo-
ken with hundreds of farmers. From
the Second District alone, more than 45
members of the Kentucky Farm Bu-
reau are here today, waiting for us to
pass this bill.

If there’s one thing nearly all of
them agree on, it’s that they’d rather
spend time planting and harvesting
crops than filling out Government pa-
perwork. Or drawing lines on maps.

I think they may be even more ex-
cited about our crop insurance reform.
After the President signs this bill,
farmers won’t be forced to buy crop in-
surance just to participate in Govern-
ment programs.

I think many of them will continue
to but it, but these businessmen and
women didn’t appreciate being told to
do so.

They’re pretty independent folks,
and they’re looking forward to getting
some of the burden of big government
off their backs.

They’re also pretty conservative
folks. They care about the future of
their children, and grandchildren. And
they’ve told me they’re happy to help
balance the budget if they can spend
more time in the fields and less at the
ASCS office.

They’re still looking for further regu-
latory reform, and tax cuts that will
help them stay in business, or pass on
the family farm. We need to continue
to pursue these farmer- and family-
friendly measures.

Mr. Chairman, today we begin to
overhaul our Nation’s 60-year-old agri-
cultural policy. | congratulate Chair-
man ROBERTS’ courage and vision on
this matter.

This is truly the most sweeping
change in farm policy since the New
Deal.

It’s good for farmers, it helps us
move toward a balanced budget and it
doesn’t pull the rug out from under the
people who feed our Nation.

Mr. Chairman, let’s continue to lead,
let’s pass the farm bill.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. VOLK-
MER].

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

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in strong opposition to what has been
called by the author of this bill as free-
dom to farm. | call it freedom not to
farm, because if anybody reads this
bill, they will find that farmers are
able to get payments, and they are not
little payments, able to get payments
and they do not even have to farm.

That is right. 1 will repeat it. Farm-
ers get payments and they do not even
have to farm. It is not just 1 year, it is
for 7 years. It is not for a few dollars,
like a recipient of AFDC or food
stamps gets. We are talking about
$80,000 to some farmers. We are talking
about some farmers over a period of 7
years getting well over a quarter of a
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million dollars, and they do not have
to farm.

Many of those farmers are not the
little farmers. These are medium-size
farmers, but they have a lot of farm-
land. The amount of farmland they
have gives them the number of acreage
that they have been farming, at least 1
out of the last 5 years, the amount of
payment. They can get $80,000, and
then if they have cotton and a market-
ing loan program, they can get another
$150,000. That is $230,000 in 1 year. They
can also make a half a million on the
farm operation and still get the
$230,000.

There is something wrong here, folks.
This is not getting government off
your backs. This is high-priced welfare.
This is not cheap welfare. This is real
high-priced welfare. This is not a little
$300 a month AFDC or an $80 a month
Food Stamp Program, these are thou-
sands of dollars, and over a period of
years, over $1 million to some farmers,
over $1 million to a farmer.

What is going on? | thought we had a
budget crisis. I though we had prob-
lems with money. We are going to give
$36 billion away in the next 7 years,
and farmers do not have to do a thing
if they do not want to. If they want to,
that is fine, but they do not have to.

Instead of calling it freedom to farm,
I would call it freedom not to farm. |
do not know why they object. | had an
amendment that | asked to be put in
order, but the Committee on Rules did
not permit it. It said at least you have
to plant some crops in order to get a
payment. | think that is reasonable. |
think most people would think that is
reasonable. But the Committee on
Rules no, you cannot have that amend-
ment; we are not going to permit that
because we do not want farmers to
have to plant crops in order to get
these payments.

I think it is terrible that this House
would even consider making these
kinds of payments to a very few num-
ber, about 28,000 people throughout the
United States, out of 250 million in
order to pass freedom not to farm.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, it is
with personal pleasure that | yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. LucAs], a
very viable member of the committee.
The gentleman not only brings exper-
tise to the Committee on Agriculture,
but he is a real, live farmer and cattle-
man.

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

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of H.R. 2854, the Agri-
culture Market Transition Act of 1996.
It is the agriculture policy that will
shape rural America as we head into
the 21st century.

This new farm policy is based on four
basic themes: The current program is
flawed and must be reformed; the Gov-
ernment must get out of the farmer’s
fields; farmers must have the ability to
produce for the markets, not Govern-
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ment programs; and finally, we must
provide a predictable and guaranteed
phasing down, but not out, of Federal
financial assistance in farm country.

Taking these basic themes into ac-
count, we on the Agriculture Commit-
tee formulated the Agriculture Market
Transition Act.

To those who will say that this bill
does not contain true reform, | would
encourage you to wake up and smell
the coffee. This bill is the biggest
change in farm policy that we have
seen since 1949. This includes peanuts,
sugar, and dairy.

Many during this debate will cite
high commodity prices as a reason for
sinking this reform. This argument has
no merit. High prices are a result of a
short harvest last year and another dis-
mal crop projection this year. Sure my
producers would enjoy $5 wheat if they
had a crop to sell. But the reality is
that the High Plains from west Texas
to the Canadian border are in financial
turmoil.

At the time of my producers greatest
need, Uncle Sam’s current assistance
program is no help. For in a time of
short crops and high prices, the current
program asks for money back. It is
truly senseless.

Colleagues, in short, the current pro-
gram doesn’t work. Our job on the
committee and in this Congress is to
construct a program that will stop this
bleeding. 1 believe the Agriculture
Market Transition Act is the best way
to do this.

My friends, agriculture is truly at a
crossroads. It is time we break the
bonds of the old and ring in a market
oriented program that will guide us
into the next century. | urge my col-
leagues to support H.R. 2854 without
significant amendment. The future of
rural America depends on its passage.
We must have a farm bill.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. DOOLEY].

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

Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong opposition to the freedom to
farm proposal. | think all of us would
agree that there is an appropriate role
for Government in farm policy. That is
to provide a safety net for farmers in
those years of a price collapse. It is to
provide for assistance in breaking down
unfair trade barriers that prevent our
U.S. farmers from being competitive in
the international marketplace, and
also to provide assistance in the re-
search that can ensure that our farm-
ers will have the technology to be the
low-cost competitors in the world. But
it is not an appropriate role of the Fed-
eral Government to ensure that tax-
payers of this country are going to be
making $36.5 billion in payments to
farmers over the next 7 years, regard-
less of what commodity prices may be.

Today if Members would go into any
of the commodity markets on the
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major farm programs, they could for-
ward contract in December 1996 on cot-
ton, corn, wheat, barley, and oats, at a
price that is higher than the target
price today, on which our subsidies are
based.

On corn and cotton, you can forward
contract into December 1997, covering 2
crop years, at a higher price than the
target price. Under the current farm
programs, the taxpayers of this coun-
try will be making minimal outlays to
farmers. But under freedom to farm,
what happens? We are asking the tax-
payers of this country to lay out $5.6
billion in this next year, and $5.4 bil-
lion in the following year. This is just
not good policy, and it lacks all com-
mon sense.

In fact, we can be thankful that the
same people that put together this ag-
riculture reform were not the ones that
devised our welfare reform, for if they
were, we would be ensuring that any-
body who received a welfare payment
in 1 out of the last 5 years, that we
would give them a welfare payment,
guaranteed, for the next 7 years regard-
less of what happened to their income.
They could win the lottery and the tax-
payers of this country would still be
obligated to write them a check for 7
years.

This is bad policy. It does not ensure
that farmers in the future will have
that safety net; not a safety net that
guarantees them a profit, but a safety
net that ensures that when we have a
price collapse, when income is low,
that the Federal Government will be
there to ensure that we do not have
widespread bankruptcies throughout
this land.

Oftentimes people have contended
that this freedom to farm is a transi-
tion to an era without subsidies. The
gentleman, the Republican from Okla-
homa, just recently responded that he
hopes we look at this as a transition,
not to transition out of programs, but
to move into a new era. He is still hop-
ing we have some financial obligations
or money going into the agriculture
sector post-freedom to farm.

What we ought to be doing is devis-
ing a farm policy in this country that
ensures that our farmers are going to
have the tools to be competitive in the
international marketplace. Freedom to
farm does not provide that.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, | am
very happy to yield 1% minutes to the
gentleman from lowa [Mr. LIGHTFOOT],
a good friend and a good champion for
the farmer.

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

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

Mr. Chairman, | rise today to offer
my strong support for H.R. 2845, the
Agriculture Market Transition Act in-
troduced by the gentleman from Kan-
sas, [Mr. RoBerTs]. This legislation
gives farmers what they want and what
they need. It is a simple, consistent,
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and flexible farm bill to ensure success-
ful family farming operations.

I do not come to this floor totally
out of touch with this issue. 1 was
raised on a farm. My folks still farm. |
spent 16 years as a farm editor before
getting involved in politics some 12
years ago. | think this bill represents
true reform for agricultural programs.

Let us look at the reality of the situ-
ation. This body has become more
urban as the years have gone by. We
cannot get the votes out of this body to
put together the kind of programs that
have been put together in the past. It
is just not there. Farmers are becom-
ing almost like the eagle on my tie, an
endangered species. There are not
many of them left. Yet, if you ask the
average person on the street what hap-
pens if we lose the farmers, their re-
sponse is, ‘It does not make any dif-
ference. | have Safeway.”” They just do
not understand what is involved in the
food chain. So this is the one piece of
legislation that can rescue farmers.

I guess it boils down to where do you
put your faith? Do you trust farmers,
or do you trust bureaucrats and politi-
cal appointees? | am going to go with
the farmers. The farmers want the li-
ability to produce for the market in-
stead of a Government program. They
want the ability to manage their land
in a resourceful type fashion, without
burdensome controls and regulations.
This legislation must be passed now.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentlewoman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK].

(Mrs. MINK of Hawaii asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)
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Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I thank by colleague, the ranking
member of the Committee on Agri-
culture, for yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, this debate today will
include an amendment that is to be of-
fered regarding the sugar program. |
rise to take my precious 3 minutes to
address this amendment. Of all the
Members who have sugar growers, as
far as | can see in the statistics, it is
grown to a much larger extent in my
district than in any other Member’s
district. There are about 65 Members
who have producers of sugar, both cane
and beet, and we have a very, very
large stake depending upon the out-
come of this amendment.

The Miller-Schumer amendment ba-
sically will eliminate U.S. domestic
sugar production. All the market
economists and specialists that | have
spoken to indicate that if this amend-
ment should pass today and should be-
come law, it will virtually eliminate
the U.S. sugar production. For myself
and my district, it will mean about
6,000 jobs. So | ask the Members of this
Chamber today in debating the farm
bill to not talk about this abstract no-
tion of commodities. We are talking
about jobs.

Listen to the Republican Presidential
debates and you will see that the
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American people are concerned about
jobs. When we talk about reforms, cer-
tainly, there must be reforms. We talk
about cuts in the budget; of course,
there must be cuts in the budget.

But when you look at the sugar pro-
gram, there is not one penny of tax
subsidy going into this program, so
why are we targeting this particular
industry that is so essential? Are not
farmers working Americans like any
other workers anywhere else in our in-
dustries? What is the difference? These
are hard-working people working under
the standards that have been estab-
lished by Congress, whether it is envi-
ronmental, labor or health or what-
ever, and we want to shut them down
in place of foreign sugar where there
are no environmental concerns, no
workers’ standards, no environmental
standards, no safety standards, and
give a preference to foreign sugar so
that a few of our mega corporations
can make millions and millions of dol-
lars at the expense of 420,000 jobs in
America that are related to the sugar
industry? It is mind-boggling.

We are committed to the preserva-
tion of jobs in this country. We are not
for shutting down businesses. Cer-
tainly, we are for balancing the budget,
but no one can show me that there is
one penny of taxpayers’ money going
into the sugar program. On the con-
trary, we are paying into the Treasury,
and this bill that is coming up is going
to add more money.

| ask the Members of the House to
think carefully about this amendment.
Are we eliminating jobs and Killing an
entire industry?

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentlewoman for her com-
ments.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the distinguished gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. CHAMBLISS], a valued
member of the committee.

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

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, |
wish to say to the chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture how much |
appreciate his leadership through what
has been a very difficult year with ag
policy. We have stepped into a situa-
tion where we have had to meet budget
constraints and agriculture has always
been called on, even in years when we
were not trying to balance the budget,
to make cuts in our programs. The
chairman of the committee has been a
very valued asset to me personally, and
| thank him for that leadership.

Also to my subcommittee chairmen,
the gentleman from |Illinois [Mr.
EwING] and the gentleman from Ne-
braska [Mr. BARRETT], who have just
done a super job in bringing us forward.
And | thank the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. EMERSON] and the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. CoMmBEST] for their val-
ued friendship and leadership. I cannot
leave out the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. GUNDERSON]. He has just
worked so diligently, the particularly
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in the area of dairy. To my friend, the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA
GARzA], we on the other side of the
aisle have had our disagreements cer-
tainly, but it has always been in a very
professional and a very courteous man-
ner, and | commend him for his leader-
ship over there.

Agriculture has always been the
backbone of the economy of this coun-
try. | come from the largest agri-
culture county in the State of Georgia.
Agriculture drives our State, and cer-
tainly agriculture drives my home
county and the people there. Less than
2 percent of the people of this country
feed 100 percent of the people of this
country. We provide the safest, finest
quality of food products on the shelves
of our grocery stores of anybody in the
world. We spend less than 10 cents out
of every dollar on food products, where-
as other industrialized countries like
Japan spend over 20 cents out of every
single dollar for food products. We are
able to do that because of strong agri-
culture programs that we have in this
country that provided those safe, high-
quality products and we have been able
to stabilize the retail cost of agricul-
tural products over the years. But
times are changing. We are moving
into the 21st century. The Agricultural
Marketing Transition Act moves us in
the direction. I commend the chair-
man, and | urge the support of that
bill.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from California [Mr. FARR].

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me the time.

Mr. Chairman, | just heard some stu-
dents out in the hallway saying, oh,
they are just talking about agriculture
and that is boring. The difficulty with
this debate is, it is everything but bor-
ing because it is really the engine that
drives the American economy and it is
wonderful history and it is great cul-
ture and to understand what agri-
culture is, is really to listen to this de-
bate.

I happen to represent just one State
that is very diverse in agriculture in
California, and California farmers in
my district, | think, are the most pro-
ductive farmers in the world when they
grow specialty crops. These are big
crops in our area, but in agriculture
language here in Washington, they are
known as minor crops. Specialty crops
produce 2.5 billion dollars’ worth of
fresh fruits, vegetables, and horti-
culture crops without any Federal
price supports, without any other di-
rect Federal support, including water.
We grow lettuce and artichokes and
strawberries and flowers and over 100
different crops. That is just in two,
three counties in California.

They have succeeded by embracing
the full benefits of potential risks and
of great market. They are models for
American agriculture, and | believe
that American agriculture must move
in that direction to remain viable into
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the next century. But even market-
driven agriculture needs a national
farm policy. It needs conservation, it
needs research, it needs rural develop-
ment, it needs market promotion.
These are all really crucial to our fu-
ture success and sustainability. | think
the issue about agriculture in America
is to sustain it so that our grand-
children and great-grandchildren can
still move into the same lands, hope-
fully not covered by shopping centers,
and allow those great-grandchildren to
be able to farm in this great country.

The Federal Government has a deep
responsibility to make sure that these
programs help all of rural America.
H.R. 2854 has some problems because it
ignores some of the crucial goals of the
American farm policy. While | do not
like the transition program that is in
the bill, I think it is too expensive and
makes payments regardless of the
farmer’s production or market prices,
it still moves agriculture toward the
market, and | can support that. But |
cannot support the bill if it also does
not address the conservation issues,
the research, and the rural develop-
ment and | am particularly concerned
that it does not address the loss of
farmland to urban sprawl.

I have coauthorized legislation with
my good friend, the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. GILCHREST], to help
States address the troubling loss of
farmland to urbanization, over a mil-
lion acres last year at current rates.
The States have taken the lead in help-
ing farmers keep this land in agri-
culture and out of the grasp of urban
sprawl, and the Federal Government
should help these States with their ef-
forts, and so far they are not. A version
of our bill was added to the Senate
farm bill by Senator SANTORUM. Unfor-
tunately, neither this bill nor the con-
servation amendment allowed by the
rule includes any farmland protection
measures.

Mr. Chairman, | cannot support the
bill without adequate funding for con-
servation, research, and rural develop-
ment.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. EwWING] and commend him for
the outstanding job that he has done as
an excellent subcommittee chairman
in addressing reform in many of our
farm programs, particularly in regard
to sugar and peanuts, the programs
that probably come under the most
criticism.

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

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, this is
crunch time for this Congress. It is
time for us to act on the farm bill. This
will be the first important rewrite of
the depression-era farm programs that
have been on the books for decades.

There is some very good news in the
rewrite that is being proposed here
today. The good news includes that
American farmers should be better off
and better able to decide what they are
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going to plant under this proposal that
is before us today. It also is good news
that it brings an end to Government
control of farm markets and artifi-
cially inflated prices and limited food
supplies. The environment is also
helped by the legislation we will con-
sider here today by removing current
farm policy, which in some cases has
been a disincentive to natural crop ro-
tation, maybe to overuse of fertilizer.

Taxpayers | think should also rejoice
because there is savings in the billions
in this bill for agriculture. Some crit-
ics carp that the reforms do not go far
enough, and yet others say the reforms
go too far. The Democratic leadership
in the House says that the reforms go
too far, while the administration says
this bill is going to cost too much and
it does not go far enough. But | think
that means that this is a pretty good
middle-ground reform measure.

The legislation holds potential for
far-reaching reforms in agricultural
policies and will reverse several dec-
ades of farm policy. Congress should
not miss the opportunity today to pass
this bill because it includes less Gov-
ernment, less cost to the taxpayers,
more production safety net for Amer-
ican agriculture, and market orienta-
tion. American farmers, American
farm organizations know this is a good
bill and there is opportunity in here for
American farmers to prosper, certainly
something this Congress should be for.

Mr. Chairman, let me say in closing
that the bill includes portions for pea-
nuts, for sugar, for cotton, for dairy,
for feed grains. The bill is a package.
We cannot just pass part of this pack-
age. We must pass the package for
American agriculture. Vote ‘‘yes’” on
this bill and vote ‘“‘no’” on those amend-
ments that would gut this package.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, 1
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. TEJEDA].

Mr. TEJEDA. Mr. Chairman, | rise
now to highlight a gaping hole in this
farm bill. Missing is the Emergency
Livestock Feed Assistance Program.

For more than 50 years, this crucial
program provided a vital safety net for
livestock ranchers in times of severe
drought. This farm bill eliminates that
protection.

When a severe drought hits, ranchers
need assistance to maintain their live-
stock. The alternative for many ranch-
ers is financial disaster.

Ranchers must feed their livestock
whether it rains or not—whether feed
is plentiful or scarce. The Emergency
Feed Assistance Program provides
short-term help during such a crisis.

Some of my colleagues who returned
home to huge snow drifts may find this
hard to believe. But right now, today,
ranchers in south Texas face a sus-
tained drought.

Formerly productive pastures are
turned into dust, with no end in sight.
Rainfall since October is 9 inches below
normal. With cattle prices low, the cur-
rent drought may force many ranchers
in my district to lose everything.
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The Federal Government should pro-
vide a reliable program when ranchers
need help preserving their livestock.
Hard-working ranchers depend on us,
American consumers depend on us, this
program provides stability in difficult
times.

More than 1,000 ranchers in my dis-
trict used this Emergency Feed Assist-
ance Program last year alone. Without
it, ranchers will have nowhere to turn
in times of severe need.

Ranchers look for all possible options
during a drought, and turn to this pro-
gram as a last resort. Under this farm
bill, their last option will be gone.
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Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. THORNBERRY], a distinguished
champion of agriculture.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, |
want to commend the chairman of the
committee and all the members for the
good job they have done in very dif-
ficult circumstances.

Mr. Chairman, there are three things
the agricultural economy in my dis-
trict desperately needs. First is a good
gain. No matter how important we
think we are, | do not think we can do
much about that. We need better cattle
prices. I am not sure we can do any-
thing about that today. Third, we need
a farm bill. We are the only ones that
can do something about that.

It is too late now. We have got farm-
ers, we have got bankers, fertilizer
dealers, all sorts of people in the rural
economies who are trying to make de-
cisions, and we need a farm bill now so
they can know what the rules of the
game are going to be.

I may not be thrilled with every nook
and cranny of this bill, but it is some-
thing rural America can live with. It is
something that will continue to pro-
vide an abundant, cheap source of food
and fiber for this country that | think
all too often we take for granted, and
it is something that should not be bro-
ken up piece by piece, because I am
concerned the whole thing would un-
ravel at that point.

Mr. Chairman, | think this is a good
bill. 1t ought to be passed. It should
not be broken up, and farmers need to
be able to get on about their business.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, 1
yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, | wish that we could
put the debate in context in that one
would not go from one end and one
would not go to the other.

My distinguished colleague and
friend from Texas just mentioned, ‘‘Got
to act now.” We had all of last year to
act. But you were doing some contract
business of some kind and forgot the
contract with American farmers and
agriculture. And also that we are forc-
ing. No one has to join the program.
Any farmer anywhere in the United
States is free to do what he or she
wants. They do not have to join the
program. They can do the free market.

I know agriculture, fruit and vegeta-
bles, they do the free market and do
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not rely to any extent on Government.
But their costs keep escalating. The
costs of seed goes up. The cost of fer-
tilizer goes up, and you do not know
what the market is going to be, up or
down.

So, Mr. Chairman, we must remem-
ber this as one Member comes on the
floor, says his thing, the one that is
not here comes and say another thing;
I wish we could keep it all in context.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from lowa
[Mr. LATHAM], another real-life farmer
and a very valued member of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

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

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, | want
to thank the chairman, the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS], for the op-
portunity to speak here today and
thank him also for the tremendous
amount of work and effort that he has
put into this excellent bill, and the
subcommittee chairs, the gentleman
from Nebraska [Mr. BARRETT], the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. EwWING], the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. GUN-
DERSON], the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. EMERSON], who have shown such
great leadership all through this de-
bate.

This debate has gone on, | believe,
too long. There has been a lot of ob-
struction set up. We could have had
this bill done several weeks ago except
for some Members in the minority
stopped it through a procedural move,
but it has been very, very difficult. We
have had, | think, 19 hearings. We have
had thousands of people give us input.
Farmers, real live farmers, themselves
tell us that finally we need to break
the central control that Washington
has on agriculture, to finally let the
farmers themselves make some of their
own decisions and to really respond to
the market that we have today.

This debate has gone on and on, and
through the committee process, and |
am very pleased that we did come up
with a bill that had bipartisan support
from the committee to really free up
agriculture once and finally after 60
years, to allow individuals to actually
produce on their farms what they want
rather than what some bureaucrat here
in Washington tells them.

If you look at what happened last
year in lowa, we had two disasters, es-
pecially in southern lowa. One was a
flood that went through, and the sec-
ond was the farm program did not
work, and the catastrophic insurance
did not work for those farmers.

What we are asking those people
from last year to do right now, if we
would continue the current central
Washington control program, is to pay
back deficiency payments because mar-
kets are high even though they did not
have a crop, and it is going to break
those people. We have got to reform
this program. We have got to pass the
bill today and pass it intact, and | ap-
preciate the chance to speak.
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Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, 1
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
BARCIA].

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
limited support of H.R. 2854—the Agri-
cultural Market Transition Act. | say
limited support because the inclusion
of the sugar and dairy provisions of
this bill are essential to key compo-
nents of production agriculture in my
district and in my State. Without
them, | find little to support in this
bill.

Farm programs have already been
cut by 50 percent in the last 10 years. |
continue to tell my colleagues that if
other programs had only done half as
much as agriculture, we probably
would be spending time trying to deal
with the budget surplus. But to con-
tinue to demand that farmers endure
greater and greater cuts is a tremen-
dous disservice to the most productive
people in our economic arsenal. It is an
insult to individuals who year after
year generate the most positive re-
turns on our balance of payments.

Representations have been made that
this sugar program is the same as it
has been for the past several years.
That is false. There are already signifi-
cant changes proposed in the sugar pro-
gram by this bill that I know many
growers would prefer to avoid. The fact
is that some changes have to be made
to continue the program and some
changes are being made.

However, Mr. Chairman, there are
some who dislike the sugar program
because it makes sugar cost more.
American consumers have been the
beneficiaries of some of the most stable
prices on sugar of any consumer in the
world. Every other country in the
world has a sugar price support pro-
gram, so the constant reference to the
alleged “‘world price” of sugar is a
farce. That price represents the resid-
ual supply that is left over for trade
when all of the other sugar supplied
under profitguaranteeing contracts has
been sold, and when domestic needs
have been met.

A smart businessman knows that if he
makes a huge profit on 75 to 90 percent of his
production, he will still make a large overall
profit if he sells the remainder even at a loss.
That is exactly what is happening with sugar.
How else can one explain that sugar is being
sold for between 10 and 12 cents per pound—
excluding delivery costs so don't even buy in
to the price you hear quoted—when average
production costs are over 15 cents per pound
as demonstrated in study after study?

In my 3 years in Congress, | have yet
to receive a single letter from a con-
stituent saying that the price of sugar
is too high. So who are these supposed
consumers who would save if the sugar
program were gutted as some propose?
Bakers, candy manufacturers, food
processors, and soft drink manufactur-
ers, that is who they are. The amount
of sugar contained in a consumer pack-
age of their products is usually minor.
When was the last time any of us saw
a manufacturer drop the price of a
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candy bar, a box of cereal, a soft drink,
a bottle of ketchup, or any other prod-
uct by a penny or less? Certainly if
those pennies are multiplied by the
millions of units of production it turns
into significant dollars.

But the point is the consumer never
has and never will see a price reduction
due to minor changes in the price of an
ingredient of a food product.

Our support program guarantees im-
ports of foreign sugar, and those im-
ports are expanding. Our producers are
forced to remain competitive and they
have done so. The sugar program must
stay in this bill to have my support.

Our dairy farmers have also been sin-
gled out for mistreatment by some who
believe that large corporate operations
should be allowed to drive smaller pro-
ducers. Dairy marketing orders have
allowed reasonable competition with-
out destruction of productive capacity.
They should continue.

Dairy farmers have been forced to
pay assessments long enough. It is
time to stop treating them differently
than any other producer. This bill ends
assessments.

And the bill properly moves strongly
toward greater exports of dairy prod-
ucts because we know that we need to
have greater presence in export mar-
kets to take full advantage of the pro-
ductive capacity of our dairy farmers.
This bill does this as well.

Mr. Chairman, I know some truly be-
lieve in the idea of transitional pay-
ments to end farm price supports, with
the belief that now at a period of high-
er farm prices is the best time to do it.
It is true that it is the best time from
the standpoint of not putting producers
in a precarious position this year.

But | remain concerned about the fu-
ture. If it is anything that a farmer
knows it is that farm prices do not stay
high. I am concerned about people who
will change what they plant, because
they do not have the production his-
tory to qualify for as large a payment
as do other growers. | am concerned
about young farmers who have not es-
tablished any history, because the full
brunt of this program falls on them.
They will be producing for market
price alone, and these are the farmers
that we cannot afford to lose. If the
young farmer disappears, so does our
ability to have a stable food supply for
the future.

Mr. Chairman, | know all programs
should be reviewed and many need
modifications. Farm programs are not
exempt. New paths are being forged
here today that | hope will be in the
farmer—and the consumer’s—best in-
terest for years to come. For that rea-
son, | will support final passage assum-
ing the bill in the end still contains the
sugar and dairy provisions | have de-
scribed.

Our farmers are vital. They support
their communities. They believe in and
support their country. Most of the
military academy appointees in my
district come from rural areas. Our
farmers deserve our support, and this is
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one Member that is going to give his to
them.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
4 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. LAHoOD], a
very valuable member of the commit-
tee.

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

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Chairman, it is a
thrill for me to come down on this
floor and speak on this bill because I
think it is a very good bill. A lot of
hard work has gone into it.

Before | say anything further, | want
to pay special compliments to the
chairman of the committee. This will
be his last farm bill in this House. I
know that he will be working on many
more farm bills in the other body when
he goes over there, but you have done
great work, Chairman ROBERTS, in cob-
bling together all of the different inter-
ests.

I also want to pay my respects to the
ranking member, who has added so
much to farm policy in America over a
long period of time, who is also retir-
ing, not to the other body but back to
Texas. And you have contributed
mightily to farm policy in America,
and | think | speak for Members on
both sides who say we are in your debt
to both of you for what you have done.

We have a good bill. This bill was not
put together on the spur of the mo-
ment. There were 19 hearings held
around the country, one in central Illi-
nois, where we had 500 people show up
and talked to us about what they
thought was important about farm pol-
icy; 60,000 miles were traveled. This
committee has worked hard to put to-
gether a farm bill.

The Agricultural Market Transition
Act, formerly known as Freedom to
Farm, is a very, very good bill. It will
save the taxpayers of America, In
round numbers, $13 billion over 7 years.
It will cost somewhere in the neighbor-
hood of $40-plus billion, but it will save
an enormous amount, and it will make
the reform that is necessary and is
needed in farm country and also with
relationship to food policy.

This bill has the support of every
major farm organization in America,
and that is something that | think is
also very, very important, because
when you look at the diverse group of
farm organizations in this country,
they represent many different points of
view. This bill has bipartisan support.
Three Democrats on our committee
voted for this bill, as well as all of the
Republicans.

In the Senate, a similar bill was
passed with 20 Democrats. It is not
identical, but it is similar to. It makes
the reform that is needed.

When we talk about reforming every-
thing else in Government, we are also
talking about reforming agriculture,
decoupling agriculture from Govern-
ment, getting the rules and regulations
off the backs of farmers, giving them
the flexibility to do what they know
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how to do best, which is plant and grow
crops and provide the food and fiber for
our country and for the world.

It makes an awful lot of sense for
every Member of this Chamber to sup-
port this bill, and for those who had
heartburn about certain provisions,
they have been allowed to offer their
amendments and will offer amend-
ments later on.
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| think that the Committee on Rules
has been very fair in allowing many
different points of view to be offered in
their amendments.

So in the final analysis, | think it is
incumbent upon all Members of this
Chamber, both Republicans and Demo-
crats, to support this bill. It is a good
bill. It makes sense. For those who
think we have taken all too long, at
one time you were saying we have not
taken enough time. Some say we have
taken too much time. The time is now
for foreign policy to be set so our farm-
ers and ranchers across the country
will know what the policy will be.

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill. The
gentleman from Kansas, Chairman
ROBERTS, deserves a lot of credit for
the work he has done. | congratulate
the gentleman, and encourage all Mem-
bers in this body to support this bill.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in support of H.R.
2854, the Agricultural Market Transition Act.
But, first, Mr. Chairman, | want to personally
commend the distinguished chairman of the
House Agriculture Committee, PAT ROBERTS.
PAT, you have done a remarkable job. Your
efforts are monumental and revolutionary. |
wish you well in the future. Kansas will cer-
tainly benefit from your wisdom and tireless ef-
forts for many years to come.

Mr. Chairman, the Agriculture Market Tran-
sition Act is a culmination of voices from
around the country. Chairman ROBERTS took
the committee on the road to gather input from
real farmers. The committee traveled over
10,000 miles and heard from 300 witnesses
on what farmers and ranchers wanted in Fed-
eral farm policy. The central lllinois men and
women, who testified, all first, second, and
third generation family farmers, were unani-
mous in their call for less regulation from
Washington and a more market-oriented pro-
gram, which allows producers to grow accord-
ing to market signals, and not edicts from
Washington. The message was clear, Mr.
Chairman: give the family farmer a break. “Let
us decide what to plant, rather than bureau-
crats in Washington™.

The Agriculture Market Transition Act, with
its 7-year guaranteed payments, does just
that. It removes burdensome regulation and
allows producers to get more of their income
from the marketplace. It frees production agri-
culture to meet the food demands of emerging
economies around the world, as more and
more countries embrace democratic ideas and
principles. This bill, Mr. Chairman, takes
American agriculture into the 21st century to
meet those demands.

Mr. Chairman, the American public will not
stand for the status quo. They want reform.
This bill is reform. | urge my colleagues to
support the bill.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, 1
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
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gentleman from North Dakota [Mr.
POMEROY].

Mr. POMEROQY. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the ranking member for yielding
me the time.

Mr. Chairman, | want to take issue
with a couple of things the preceding
speaker, a gentleman for whom | have
great respect, just said. First of all, he
indicated this bill is essentially like
the Senate bill. In fact, 1 have major
problems with the Senate bill, but it is
a huge improvement over the bill be-
fore us. Such an improvement, in fact,
that some of us sought to have it of-
fered as an amendment today so we
could vote for the Senate version in-
stead of the House version.

I am surprised that the rule just
passed does not allow us to even vote
on the Senate version, but | think it
underscores the fact that this is not
the Senate version of the farm bill be-
fore us.

The gentleman observed the process
has been terrific, wonderful, fair. | do
not know what Committee on Agri-
culture he has been on, but it has not
been the House Committee on Agri-
culture | have been serving on. In fact,
there has not been one hearing, not one
hearing, of the freedom to farm bill
that is before us today. Can you imag-
ine, the most significant overhaul of
agriculture policy in decades, and on
the actual bill the chairman does not
schedule a hearing? That is what we
have had to endure.

Amendments, the gentleman said if
they had problems with the bill they
could just offer an amendment. Well, |
should tell the gentleman, he is abso-
lutely incorrect. | had a problem with
this bill, a huge problem. I will explain
it to you in a moment. but | tried to
offer an amendment, and the Commit-
tee on Rules did not make it in order.

Unlike prior farm bills that offered
much less a radical overhaul of farm
programs and were considered under
open rules allowing free flowing debate
and give and take, this is under a
closed rule. The amendments offered
make the bill worse. But if you have an
amendment that made it better, they
did not allow it.

Here is where the bill falls apart. Its
fatal flaw is that it fails to recognize
the fundamental economics of family
farming. Family farmers invest and ex-
pose hundreds of thousands of dollars
every crop year.

I do not care how good you are, there
are two risks you cannot do much
about: Production loss or market price
collapse. Those are exposures that you
just have to deal with. It has been the
role of past farm programs to help fam-
ily farmers deal with those risks. This
bill does not help family farmers deal
with those risks. This bill eliminates
the protections formerly offered, pro-
tections which | and others call a safe-
ty net for family farmers.

They have eliminated the safety net,
but offered instead some up front pay-
ments, payments that look pretty good
in 1996 and 1997, but ultimately elimi-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

nate the protections family farmers
need to stay in business. That is where
this bill is absolutely wrong and abso-
lutely against the interests of every
farmer, every community dependent
upon farming, right across the country.

I urge the Members of this body to
reject this bill. It has been deeply
flawed in process, but it is even more
fatally flawed in substance.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, it is a
pleasure to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Wyoming [Mrs. CUBIN],
a valuable member of the Republican
Task Force on Agriculture.

Mrs. CUBIN. Mr. Chairman, | do have
to take exception with the previous
speaker. As it was pointed out earlier,
there were 19 hearings held in order to
put this bill together, so there was
plenty of input, there was plenty of ne-
gotiation. This is a result of hours and
hours of tough negotiations.

As far as taking the safety net out
from under American farmers, there
are no better producers in the world
than American farmers. What the role
of the United States should be is to
create a level playing field so that our
producers can compete. Then they
should see that the regulations for that
level playing field are enforced. Amer-
ican farmers can compete every time.

While this bill may not be perfect, it
is a complete package. To attack or
separate out one program is to threat-
en the cohesive hold of the negotiated
package. This is a negotiated package.
If the bill is ripped apart, there will be
fewer benefits than if the complete
package is adopted.

I do not know of any person involved
in agriculture that wants to remain
under the thumb of the Federal Gov-
ernment. Again, what the Federal Gov-
ernment’s role should be is to see that
our agriculture producers are allowed
to compete on a level playing field.

Let me give an example. The sugar
program is part of this bill. It has been
greatly reformed, and yet it still re-
mains under attack. The loss of the re-
formed sugar program will devastate
the domestic industry. The domestic
industry has taken part in these nego-
tiations. They have given everything
they can give and still try to keep this
industry alive. There is nothing more
that they can give.

I commend the chairman and the
committee for their work on this, and
I urge that everyone vote in favor of
the entire package and against the
amendments.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, | wish to clarify what
the gentlewoman just mentioned who
just spoke and the colleague from
North Dakota, Mr. PoMEROY, felt that
his word had been challenged. | agree
with the gentleman. One, the only
thing that | agree with the gentle-
woman is this is not a perfect bill, pe-
riod.

A negotiated package: | do not know
who they negotiated with, because |
was not a party. Any member of the
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minority was not a party. So | do not
know who they negotiated with. | will
state here and now that there was no
hearing on the introduced bill which
we are discussing now, no hearings.

Now, they rambled all over the Unit-
ed States prior to the session, but basi-
cally all of that was lost because of
this contract business that we wasted
all of last year on.

So the gentleman from North Dakota
[Mr. POMEROY] was correct, and | back
him. There was no hearing at all on the
introduced bill. It was a negotiated
package? | do not know who they nego-
tiated with, unless it was the majority
with their leadership.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, it is a
personal privilege and pleasure to yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. EMERSON], a close friend and
colleague and esteemed subcommittee
chairman, the gentleman who knows
more about nutrition and food stamps
than perhaps anybody else in the Con-
gress, a valued member of the commit-
tee.

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

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the distinguished chairman for
yielding me time. Mr. Chairman, |
want to commend the distinguished
chairman of the committee for the out-
standing leadership that he has dis-
played in putting together a farm bill
in very, very difficult circumstances as
they relate particularly to the budget.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of
H.R. 2854, the Agricultural Market
Transition Act. A definitive farm pro-
gram plan is anxiously awaited by pro-
ducers throughout the country as they
begin planting the 1996 crop and pre-
pare for a new crop marketing year.
This bill provides the definitive farm
program that farmers need while deliv-
ering the U.S. taxpayer a program that
represents budgetary savings over the
next 7 years.

For many years now, the American
consumer has enjoyed the most abun-
dant and affordable supply of food and
fiber in the world. Our Nation’s Federal
agricultural policy is responsible, in
part, for this success and it is on that
foundation that we must work toward
the future.

The world around us has evolved over
the past 5 years and now our agricul-
tural livelihood must evolve in re-
sponse to those changes. As we prepare
for the next millennium of American
agriculture, we will look to the future
and see a global market that is more
critical to the American producer than
ever before. Moreover, in some reaches
of the globe, the outlook has never
looked so promising.

The bill before us today is a step for-
ward in the evolution of farm policy.
H.R. 2854, the Agricultural Market
Transition Act, mirrors the conference
report of title I of the Balanced Budget
Act of 1995. It represents sweeping
change in farm policy by presenting
farm producers with greater flexibility
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to pursue profits from the market-
place, but retains elements of the pol-
icy that has served us so well over the
years such as the nonrecourse market-
ing loans.

This measure represents com-
promises made to help ensure that pro-
ducers in all regions of the country will
make a smooth transition to a more
market oriented program. It also offers
the regulatory reform and flexibility
that farmers have been seeking to help
them plant for the world market rather
than the U.S. Government. Moreover,
H.R. 2854 moves future farming genera-
tions toward a more secure financial
future by helping attain our respon-
sible balanced Federal budget goals.

I regret that, through the adminis-
tration’s veto of the Balanced Budget
Act of 1995, the White House chose to
disregard the principles and fundamen-
tal goals of a balanced Federal budget.
At the same time this lapse in farm
policy has stymied the cropping and fi-
nancing efforts of farmers across the
Nation. However, today we have the
opportunity to get fiscal policy and
farm legislation back on the right
track through the passage of this bill
and | urge its adoption, without signifi-
cant amendments.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, 1
yield myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, | do so to commend
the gentleman from Missouri, who just
spoke. Unfortunately we do not have
the nutrition part in this bill, but the
gentleman has been a leader and has
worked diligently in that area. Hope-
fully, we might soon get on to farm bill
Il so that we might cover those areas
that our distinguished colleague from
Missouri has worked so hard on. We
thank the gentleman for his interests
and for what the gentleman has done.

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

Mr. DE LA GARZA. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Missouri.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, |
would like to thank the distinguished
chairman emeritus for his very kind re-
marks.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. PETERSON].

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, | thank the gentleman from
Texas for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is not perfect,
and the process probably could have
been a lot better and a lot different
than it was, but | think we lose sight
that there are some good things in this
bill. We are reforming the sugar pro-
gram and extending it, something that
a lot of people did not think we were
going to get done, but we got accom-
plished in this bill.

There have been, in certain areas, a
lot of work done within the committee.
I just want to talk about the dairy pro-
visions. | wanted to commend the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin, Chairman
STEVE GUNDERSON, and his committee
for all the work that they have done in
this area. The gentleman and | and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

others traveled to every part of this
country to put together these dairy
changes.

People need to understand that this
is the most significant reform in the
dairy program that has been offered up
in 50 years. Most of it is reform. We do
some things to help the farmer. We get
rid of the budget assessments. We do a
lot of things that a couple of years ago
would have been very controversial
with farmers and people did not want
to do. We discontinue the price sup-
ports on butter and powder imme-
diately. We reduce price supports over
time on cheese and make a number of
reforms that frankly a lot of people
thought we were never going to be able
to accomplish.

There are going to be alternatives
put forward here that claim to be re-
form, but if one looks into them, one
will find out that they are phasing this
out over a long period of time. Histori-
cally, when we tried to get the order
system changed and when the depart-
ment even had testimony in their hear-
ings that they ought to change the
order system, it has not happened. In
this bill we have order system reform
mandated. There is a hammer. If it
does not happen, the class 1 price dif-
ferentials that are written into the
statutes are going to be repealed.

There is significant reform in the
dairy area in this legislation. The com-
mittee, at least in that part of the
process, did its work. We traveled all
over the country. We worked on a bi-
partisan basis. We have come up with a
bill here that | think we can all be
proud of and support. | just hope that
the people will not lose sight of the
fact that there has been a lot of good
work put into this bill just because
there are a couple of areas that are
controversial and we are divided on.

So | voted for this bill in committee,
and | encourage the support of my col-
leagues if we keep the dairy part of
this bill in the bill.
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Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from lIdaho
[Mr. CrRAPO], another valued member of
the House Committee on Agriculture.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. Chairman, it is a
pleasure for me to stand in support of
this legislation today. There has been a
lot of talk about whether we really are
reforming and whether the right re-
forms have been made. The bottom line
is that the big debate here is another
playout of some of the big debates we
have had over the last year. It is
whether we want Government control
of the agriculture industry or whether
we want to start freeing up our agricul-
tural producers so they can farm to
market principles rather than for the
Government.

I think it is very critical to point out
that we have heard a lot of talk in
America for the last 4 or 5 weeks about
the critical crisis we face in agri-
culture because Congress has not got a
farm bill out. Our farm producers do
not know what crops to plant.
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They do. Their lenders do not know
whether they can lend to them and on
what basis they can lend to them. It is
a signal point that we have gotten to
the point in this country when Amer-
ican agriculture producers have to wait
for Congress to tell them what they
can plant before they can make their
planting decisions. That is what this
reform battle is all about.

There are a lot of people who will try
to say, well, we should not have this
kind of a freedom to farm approach be-
cause it does not connect with crop
prices or we should not have this type
of reform. But the real battle here, the
battle we are fighting in this Congress
on this issue as so many others is
whether we should have the ability in
the agricultural community, the agri-
cultural industry in this country to
make decisions about what to plant,
when to plant, how much to plant, and
all of the other decisions that have to
be made based on market principles
and market decisions rather than on a
Government, a Federal statute.

I held farm meetings in my district,
26 counties, and talked to those who
produce the food supply for the people
of our Nation. They told me that if we
do anything in terms of reform, they
want us to get the Federal Government
out of the business of running agri-
culture. That is what this bill does.
That is why we ought to support it.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, 1
yield myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, no farmer is forced to
use the program. Letting farmers plant
what they want, when they want it,
how they want it, they can do that
now. We were ratcheting down. We
were reforming. We were changing. We
are taking regulation down. We were
doing that in a systematic manner, at
the same time saving $50 billion. The
previous gentleman, he would not lis-
ten when we mentioned and said the
farmer wants Government out of his
hair. Government can be out of his hair
today and continues to be.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 4 minutes to
the gentlewoman from North Carolina
[Mrs. CLAYTON].

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, |1
thank the gentleman from Texas for
yielding time to me and also to rise
and say, yes, farmers do indeed want a
farm bill. They are complaining that
they have no guidance from us. But |
am not sure they are asking for this
farm bill, and if we were sincere in
wanting to respond to the urgency and
to the emergency of the lack of a farm
bill, we would have easily put on this
floor the Senate farm bill as flawed as
that is.

So this is not really about responding
to the urgency of it. This is indeed
about changing how we respond to
farmers in our communities. Tradition-
ally, we have provided what we called a
safety net, not necessarily any guaran-
teed payment. This proposal says over
the next 7 years we will guarantee pay-
ment that will be coupled from produc-
tion and that will not ever guarantee
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people, even if they do not indeed plant
their individual crops.

We should have a safety net. A safety
net recognizes that reasonable food,
safe food is in the interest of America.
We will not let our small farmers go
down without having that safety net to
retrieve when they need that. That is
what this is about.

Let us speak about what is not in
this proposal. There are no funds in
this proposal about rural development.
What happened to all of our citizens,
their opportunity for clean water, for
sewerage, for housing, for the things
that make it livable in our commu-
nities? We do not find that in this farm
bill. And if we are talking about going
to a market system, why are we not
putting more moneys in development
to enhance our farmers’ new tech-
nology and new research so they can
compete? There are no moneys in this
particular farm bill for that.

Again, we do not want to have food
stamps, where we are feeding the poor.
We want to take that out. Again, we
want to decouple any relationship to
the larger community to the farm bill.
So this farm bill is not only deficient
in what it has, but it also is deficient
in what it does not have.

This is a bad farm bill, either way
you look at it. Perhaps more devastat-
ing, however, than what it contains
and what it does not contain is how we
derived this farm bill. This farm bill,
we had no hearings on this floor or in
our committee as an organization to
really consider this. We went to some
field hearings, yes, and | participated
in some. But we would not take that
collective information, bring it to-
gether so we could deliberate. That
perhaps is the most detrimental part of
this process. It is flawed in how we de-
rived it. It is flawed as to what we are
going to do to the poor farmers who are
not going to have opportunities. Why
would we be paying cotton farmers now
high prices and cotton now is at a high
price? It makes no sense, makes no
sense.

If we related the farm bill to the wel-
fare reform, we really would be paying
welfare mothers for the next 7 years at
the rate they are getting for the last 5
years.

If we made that comparison, we
would see that what we are doing is
guaranteeing paying our farmers in a
welfare farm. Farmers do not want to
be treated that way. They want to be
treated with respect. They only want
the Government money when they need
it. Here we are guaranteeing it at a
fixed rate, although we are sliding it
down over the next 7 years, and then
we drop them altogether.

| think that is unreasonable. It is un-
fair and this bill should be rejected on
the face of it.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair advises
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. RoB-
ERTS] that he has 22 minutes remain-
ing, and the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DE LA GARzA] has 12 minutes re-
maining.
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Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, it is a
privilege to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. TAuzIN].

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the chairman for the time and for his
excellent work on behalf of reforming
this agricultural program for America.

Most programs in this bill that are
being debated are subsidized American
farm commodities. Sugar is not. Sugar
is not subsidized currently under the
farm programs. Sugar is the one com-
modity that is an import problem, not
an export problem. Sugar is an import
problem because across the oceans the
sugar cartel exists that in many cases
subsidizes the production of sugar in
many countries and then has the ca-
pacity to dump undercost surplus sugar
into our market unless we do some-
thing about it.

The farm program has traditionally
done something about it. It sets a limit
on how much of this cheap subsidized
foreign sugar can be dumped into the
U.S. market. | can tell my colleagues
what would happen if the proponents of
the amendment to eliminate the sugar
program succeed. They may or may not
believe me. But | can tell my col-
leagues what really happened in the
1970’s when the sugar program was not
around for a 5-year period. What hap-
pened was for the first year, the
dumped cheap sugar came in, American
consumers were so happy. The price of
sugar dropped about 8 cents a pound.
Thirty-some-odd mills shut down in
Louisiana. Sugar family farmers
dropped out of business in Louisiana. |
have got 20,000 families in the business
in my district. They went out of busi-
ness in the end.

The bottom line is that after this
awful destruction in the sugar farm
economy, the price of sugar to the
American consumer went up to 70 cents
a pound, a tenfold increase. That is
what we are in for if we yield to those
folks who want to end the sugar pro-
gram and allow cheap, subsidized, for-
eign, dumped sugar to come in at un-
limited rates.

I urge my colleagues to defeat that
amendment. The current program
guarantees stability of prices for Amer-
icans at about half the price most
other people are paying in most na-
tions in the world. It guarantees the
farmer a chance to make a living, a
chance to survive, a chance to produce
sugar for Americans made in America.
Without the sugar program, that
chance ends; 20,000 sugar families in
my district are likely out of business,
420,000 Americans out of business, a $26
billion loss of business for America.
That does not make sense.

We need to defeat this amendment
aimed at Killing the sugar program, be-
cause that is what it does.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM], our distin-
guished colleague and a great leader in
this effort.

(Mr. STENHOLM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, |
would say in the beginning that | agree
with those that have characterized the
bill before us as not a perfect bill. |
would also agree with those that have
characterized the process which brings
us today as being deficient in many,
many areas. But we are here.

Now | would say, | think it is time to
put in a good word for agriculture.
There were some 74 amendments that
were to be offered today, but under the
moderately closed rule we only have 14.
Many of those 14 are very harmful, ex-
tremely harmful to an already defi-
cient bill. I would hope that my col-
leagues could rally and to keep some of
these additional bills from passing or
the amendments to the bill.

Much has been said about market
orientation. Let me point out to the
House that since 1981, the 1981, 1985,
and 1990 farm bills have moved us into
the international marketplace. We
have been quite successful because this
year the expected exports of agri-
culture commodities are running at $60
billion. The trade surplus is running at
$22 to $24 billion. We are told that for
every $1 billion there are 20,000 jobs
that are created, so this bill today is a
giant job creator.

We will hear a lot about subsidies
and expenditures and budgets today.
Let us make sure we start the debate
with a solid base, not the baseline but
a solid base. The 1990 farm bill spent
$56.9 billion. The bill before us proposes
to spend $42.96 billion over 7 years. The
previous was 5 years. The bill before us
cuts not rate of increase but cuts ex-
penditure on agriculture by 46 percent.
Some of us feel that is too extreme for
an industry as important as agri-
culture is. We fought that fight, but we
have lost because we are a minority
voice.

There will be a lot said, as my pre-
vious speaker, my colleague from Lou-
isiana did an excellent job of talking
about the sugar industry. We can say
the same about almost any industry.
The only justification that any of us
can stand on this floor and suggest
that subsidies for agriculture or any
other business are justified, is to pro-
vide a level playing field for our pro-
ducers in the international market-
place. That is the only justification
that we can have today.

Let me point out that the European
Union will spend $40 billion this year
and $40 billion next year and $40 billion
the year after, and yet we expect our
producers to compete with that kind of
subsidy. We are being outspent six to
one. Yet it seems that the majority
wants to see us phase those out and
have our producers go cold turkey in
this international marketplace. That is
why some of us believe that is not the
best policy.

We had this a few years ago, three to
be exact, those that suggested that the
elimination of farm programs should
be the direction we have already suc-
ceeded in wool and mohair. And every-
body rejoiced. The editorial boards, the
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TV commentators, everyone rejoiced
that we Kkilled the wool and mohair
program. What has been the result for
the United States? U.S. sheep breeding
herds have dropped 21.6 percent. Six-
teen thousand American families have
quit the sheep industry. Lamb imports
have increased by 50 percent, wool im-
ports by 11 percent. Four of the Na-
tion’s lamb packing plants have closed,
including the only plants in Texas, the
only plant in Minnesota, and the only
producer-owned plant in California.
The Nation’s largest wool textile com-
pany has filed for bankruptcy.

I chose to use my 5 minutes to talk
about the state of agriculture as it is
and the importance of taking a bill
that many of us believe is extremely
deficient in many, many areas. But for
heaven’s sake, let us not make it worse
by pursuing the idea that somehow,
some way our producers can compete
in the international marketplace with
our Government not standing shoulder
to shoulder with them, and that is fool-
ish.
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That is the debate that we have
heard, and | want to concur with the
ranking member who said when we
talk about hearings on freedom to
farm, there have been no hearings on
freedom to farm, and my colleagues
know it. We have had hearings on the
farm program and the direction it
ought to go; that is true. But at no
time did we ever have any discussions
of the specifics of what this particular
legislation will do for us, to us, or any
other way.

So as we go into this debate now, in
many areas | hope that we can con-
centrate on the fact that agriculture is
a rather important industry and needs
to be supported to the best of our abil-
ity.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. FoLEY], an-
other valued member of the House
Committee on Agriculture.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
today in strong support of H.R. 2854.

As a freshman Member of Congress, |
came here to reform this process, and
in the ag bill we have done just that. It
amazes me to look at the amendments
that have been filed, people that have
the best intentions but do not under-
stand rural America. They do not un-
derstand supply management. They do
not understand cost to the consumer;
sugar, for one.

Yes, | am here to talk about reforms
because they are in the bill. Retail
prices of sugar, lower than most any-
where else in the world, here in the
United States; 40-plus thousand jobs
here in the United States.

As my colleagues know, this Con-
gress has passed NAFTA, it has passed
GATT, promised great things for the
American consumer. Do we get a price
break from any of those benefits? Abso-
lutely not. And what we are talking
about today is not a phaseout program

rise
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as described by the gentleman from
California [Mr. MILLER] and the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SCHUMER].
It is death and elimination of a pro-
gram; it is death and elimination of
jobs. It will be an increase in price to
the consumer.

Sugar is blamed for a lot of things on
this House floor. Coca Cola, Diet Coke,
Regular Coke, priced the same. Cereal;
5 cents worth of sugar in a box of ce-
real costs 4 bucks. Is sugar the culprit?
Absolutely not.

My colleagues, we are ushering in a
new era of ag policy in this Nation, but
let us remember those that have jobs
that are supporting their families. In
my community | have families, white,
black, Hispanics, feeding their children
through their hard labor working for
the sugar industry. They are not on
welfare; they have proud jobs. Do not
succumb to the temptation of those
that indicate that their amendments
are reform. Their amendments are de-
struction for the U.S. ag policy, for the
abundant supply of food that we now
have, and it is, in fact, for the elimi-
nation of thousands of jobs.

I stand here today proudly backing
the chairman’s efforts to reform our
farm programs.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. SMITH], who is yet an-
other valued member of the House
Committee on Agriculture.

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

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, as my colleagues well know, we
are all valued members in that com-
mittee now.

I think the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. STENHOLM] made a point that
should be recognized, and that is that
major cuts in programs of this budget,
there are two major cuts when we look
at what has happened in the last 7
years and the next 7 years. One is an
actual dollar cut in defense spending;
one is an actual dollar cut in agricul-
tural spending.

As | talked to my colleagues, there is
an impression that farmers are rich
and therefore do not need any help. |
think it would be good if | just covered
how some of the farmers in my district
live. Most of the farmers average 320
acres, a lot of dairy farmers. That
means they get up at 5 o’clock in the
morning since cows have to be milked
roughly 12 hours apart. They get up at
5 o’clock in the morning. Sometimes
the water is frozen. It is tough to get
out of that bed. They get home at
night after doing chores in the evening
at about 7:30.

These farmers live on very meager
incomes, often having to take their
kids out of music lessons because their
income from farming is not that good.
We look at some farmers that have
maybe thousands of acres of land and
maybe end up being millionaires, but
that is not the norm.

What is keeping this industry the
strongest in the world are the individ-
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ual owners that are putting in those 14-
hour days and producing the food and
fiber that has allowed this country to
grow. We now produce food and fiber
for only 11 percent of our take home
dollar. That compares to about 20 per-
cent in Europe, and if we get into the
Asian countries, 50 and 60 and 70 per-
cent. We have the highest quality food
and fiber at the lower price of any
place in the world, and it is because
farmers spend a tremendous amount of
time working.

As we make this transition to the
marketplace, it is important that we
do it gradually. | would hope that most
of these amendments could be defeated.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. NETHERCUTT]. When the
Republican Party wished to set up a
Republican task force on agriculture,
made up of a preponderance of our new
freshmen Members, the choice for the
chairman of the task force was obvi-
ous, and so | am delighted to yield him
2 minutes to speak in regards to this
general debate.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Chairman, it
is my honor to be chairing the Repub-
lican task force on agriculture, thanks
to his input, and the gentleman is due
an awful lot of congratulations on this
bill, Mr. Chairman. The gentleman has
made me and those of us who are not
members of the Committee on Agri-
culture, but who care about agri-
culture, feel very much a part of the
Committee on Agriculture, and at
times, frankly, Mr. Chairman, it has
been nice not to be a member of the
committee, be a member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations ag sub-
committee, given the hard challenges
my colleagues have had this year.

But he is to be congratulated, and I
am happy to rise in support this really
revolutionary bill. It is the Agriculture
Market Transition Act. It is a new look
for American agriculture, one that is
not overnight change for farmers in
this country, but one that is a program
that is phased in, that will be delib-
erately and sensibly imposed upon the
farmers of America, giving them the
ultimate opportunity to adjust to a
market economy and farm for the mar-
ket, not farm for the Government pro-
grams that exist. It is easing them into
the very challenging efforts to compete
in a world market, and it is something
that is appropriate that we do for
American agriculture.

I want to remind my colleagues that
this is not the only time we will look
at changes in agriculture policy by this
Federal Government. We will take a
look back in the next year and two and
three and four to make sure that this
approach to agriculture reform is
working. We will also be looking at a
farm bill, too, a chance for this Con-
gress to have an opportunity to revise
and make regulatory reform and tax
reform to assist the American farmer.
That is what Government should and
should seriously be doing as we move
into the next century of agriculture.
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This is revolutionary change for agri-
culture. It is difficult for everybody to
accept all at once. That is why we are
phasing it in. It is good for the Amer-
ican farmer, and |1 urge my colleagues
to support it.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, 1
yield myself the remainder of my time.

Mr. Chairman, 1 appreciate all of
those that have participated in the de-
bate. | may not have agreed with all
that has been said. | have taken and
would take exception to some of the
areas that have been addressed, | think
incorrectly, but nonetheless | would
not challenge any Member’s preroga-
tive to say what she or he might want
to.

But | do want to again say that when
there was mention that it was nego-
tiated, it was not negotiated with the
minority, certainly not with the rank-
ing member of the minority. | now sus-
pect that it was negotiated with this
task force led by the gentleman from
Washington and not with the minority,
so it was a negotiation within the ma-
jority and their leadership, and that is
a flawed process.

This is a people’s House; this is where
people are supposed to, through their
elected Representatives, have input
into the legislative process. We had
none. Those of us that happen to be in
the minority had no opportunity to
represent our people, to represent our
constituencies. We were not given that
opportunity, and this is the flawed
process that I am objecting to.

At the Committee on Rules, the same
thing. We have been told, well, that is
how the Democrats did it. It is here
and now, and | am not here to argue
how or when or what. All | know is
that we are effectively told this is how
it is going to be done, we are in charge
and we are sorry if you do not like it,
that is too bad.

Mr. Chairman, | yield such time as he
may consume to my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. BISHOP].

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Chairman, | appre-
ciate the gentleman’s courtesy in al-
lowing me to be heard on this. This
farm bill is something that is tremen-
dously important to the people of the
district that | represent.

As many of my colleagues already
know, | represent the largest peanut
growing district anywhere in the Unit-
ed States. Peanuts are a very, very im-
portant industry in south Georgia. |
represent those very proudly, and I am
here to talk about this farm bill be-
cause my farmers are anxious.

The people in middle and south Geor-
gia are concerned that we are here al-
most at the end of February with no
farm bill. They do not know how much
to plant, when they can plant. They do
not know how much rent to pay, they
do not know how much rent to charge.
They do not know whether or not they
will be able to get loans in order to fi-
nance their crop for the 1996 year.

Time is of the essence. We cannot
stop the calendar. We cannot stop na-
ture. This farm bill must go forward.
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There is a lot that | do not like about
this farm bill. The direction that we
are taking our farm policy is not nec-
essarily a good direction. Yet we have
worked very hard to reform the peanut
provisions in this bill. |1 believe that
the peanut program has been very
thoroughly and soundly reformed and
that it will represent market orienta-
tion and a low net cost to taxpayers.
There are some things we do not par-
ticularly care for, but at this point we
must get a farm bill and we must get it
passed now.

I urge this House and my colleague
to think seriously about what this
farm bill will mean to all the farmers
who are now waiting anxiously to get
their crops in the ground, to make
their financial arrangements, and to
get a crop for 1996.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself the remainder of my time.

Mr. Chairman, let me at this point
thank the Democratic leadership in the
House, for they have in no way, in any
way negative, interfered with the proc-
ess. They have allowed us to make the
decisions; they have allowed us to work
toward setting the policy. The unfortu-
nate part is that we have not been al-
lowed by the majority, but we have had
a free hand from our leadership to do
what we as a committee, members of
the Committee on Agriculture, saw
best for American agriculture. And it
is not only American agriculture. It is
out there, the infrastructure, roads,
water, housing, electricity, all of those
areas that encompass living in rural
America. We have the same right as
urban and as other areas to expect as-
sistance in areas where there is need.

The farm family has the same right
to have a light out there in the coun-
tryside, to have telephones out there in
the countryside, to have roads out
there in the countryside, to have as-
sistance for their children at the
schools. We have not discussed this;
this has not been a part. This has come
down, down, down, and we find our-
selves here frustrated to the end. After
32 years here, this is a first time that
I have had to direct input through the
committee process on the final version
that we are discussing.
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Mr. Chairman, | would say to the
chairman of the committee, he may
share some of his frustration because
he might have been on that side of it,
but not because of the leadership of the
Committee on Agriculture. Always,
every ranking member that | had when
| was chairman was consulted. Every-
thing was done together. Our leader-
ship did not interfere. If 1 made a deal
with, God rest his soul, Mr. Madigan as
ranking member, our leadership agreed
and supported us in those agreements.
Unfortunately, the willingness of this
committee chairman personally has
not in any way helped us in that re-
spect because he has not had that free-
dom and that ability.

I do not know if this will make prob-
lems for him or not, but this is a fact,
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that he has been most willing to co-
operate at all times, but the guidance
and the substance has come from other
directions. The timing has come from
another direction. We have not been
part.

The only experience | have had this
session with a conference committee
was when we were told by the senior
Senator, chairman of the conference:
““We are not going to give you any time
to speak. | am going to have my say. |
am walking out of here. You can stay if
you want to. We do not care. We are
going to treat you like you treated
us.” We never treated them in the
Committee on Agriculture in that re-
spect.

| say again, | thank the chairman for
his interest in communicating with us,
but 1 am in despair about the process
that has been forced on us and has been
forced on him. Unless there is an abil-
ity to change to make this bill better,
I do not see how | can support it. How-
ever, | am here to try, and even though
the process is limited, the time is lim-
ited, the amendments that we can dis-
cuss are limited, how some of the
amendments got here, because we were
still trying to get more funds for rural
America. We were not able to. They
have been allotted to someone else
through another process, not with our
participation.

For now, I am hoping we can make
this a better bill. If not, | will be reluc-
tantly forced to vote against it.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, | am
pleased to yield 4 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Nebraska
[Mr. BARRETT]. Through his leadership
we have crafted an outstanding piece of
legislation that deals with the con-
servation reserve program. He has been
working very diligently in regard to
trade and other matters, in regard to
his subcommittee chairmanship.

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr.
Chairman, | thank the distinguished
gentleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, | though that | might
discuss for 3 or 4 minutes the merits of
the market transition act. My mind
goes back to a year ago, more than a
year ago, when the chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture, the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS],
and | began discussing the concept of
freedom to farm. From those conversa-
tions and from those hearings, of
course, developed that concept which
we are discussing essentially today as
the Agriculture Marketing Transition
Act.

I wanted to discuss the merits of the
transition act, because there are many.
But instead, as | listened to the con-
versation on the floor this afternoon
about welfare and about the eventual
outcome of the program and whether
or not it would be eliminated, |
thought about a letter which I received
just this afternoon about 2 hours ago
from the largest farm organization in
my State, Nebraska; as a matter of
fact, the largest farm organization in
America: the Farm Bureau. | thought
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the gentleman who authored the letter
made some very thoughtful, inform-
ative remarks about some questions
and some concerns that many Members
of this body have had.

Let me share a couple of them, and |
will not begin to quote the entire let-
ter, but some of the concerns regarding
the welfare payment issue | quote at
this point:

For quite some time, farm policy critics
have labeled farm programs as welfare, and
will probably continue their attack into the
future.

Those who claim that freedom to farm
amounts to welfare should also explain why
price support programs based on artificially
set prices are not welfare. The Agriculture
Marketing Transition Act provides income
stability and a safety net for producers to as-
sure a secure food system while they move to
a more market-oriented agriculture. It is a
fallacy to compare farm program recipients
to welfare recipients. The public policy in-
volved with welfare payments is to support
individuals who are in need. The public pol-
icy involved with farm program payments is
to support the agricultural economy—in the
macro sense—to assure that this country has
a safe and abundant supply of food.

In addition, opponents who state that it is
wrong to give farmers payments in years
when the crop prices are good, such as this
year, may not have a realistic picture as it
relates to a producer’s financial situation.
Just because the prices are good does not
mean the farmers are making a profit. Typi-
cally, the reason crop prices are good is that
there is only a small number of bushels for
the farm to sell. A producer’s bottom line is
often worse under those conditions than in a
year with lower prices and higher yields.

In light of these points, it is obvious that
debate could continue for a long time on the
public’s perception of the farm program as
welfare. In particular, the question becomes,
how much would the freedom to farm ap-
proach affect that perception? The bottom
line is that the worries about public reaction
are far outweighed by the benefits received
by the historic leap that the freedom to farm
approach takes in moving a farm policy in
the direction that will allow farmers to plant
for the marketplace—not for the govern-
ment.

With regard to a comment made ear-
lier about the future of farm policy
after 7 years, one additional point the
gentleman makes, and here | quote: “It
is important to keep in mind that
there are no provisions in the bill that
require farm programs to be eliminated
after 7 years.” | think that is most ap-
propriate.

Mr. Chairman, at the appropriate
time, | will include this letter in the
RECORD. | thank the chairman again
for his leadership in bringing this to
the floor, and | would urge the body to
support H.R. 2854.

The letter referred to is as follows:

NEBRASKA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION,

Lincoln, NE, February 28, 1996.
Hon. BiLL BARRETT,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR BiLL: As the farm bill is debated this
week in the House, the Nebraska Farm Bu-
reau Federation urges your support for im-
mediate passage of a farm bill that is similar
to the ““freedom to farm’ approach.

First of all, I would like to extend our ap-
preciation to you for all your work and sup-
port for pushing a true market-oriented farm
bill as contained in the Agriculture Market-
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ing Transition Act. For your review and con-
sideration, | would like to share with you
some of the factors we considered as our pol-
icy position evolved in support of the “‘free-
dom to farm’ concept.

The first and probably the most important
factor for NFBF’s support was the urgency of
passing a farm bill in time for spring plant-
ing. Along with the urgency of the situation,
political realities forced us to examine the
alternatives if Congress does not adopt some-
thing similar to “‘freedom to farm.”’

If the USDA is forced to implement the
permanent agriculture law, the Act of 1949,
costs to the federal government would great-
ly increase and plantings of wheat, corn, and
feed grains could be reduced at a time of low
reserves and increased world demand. In ad-
dition, this would send the message to our
foreign competitors that U.S. agriculture
policy is in disarray. Secondly, a simple ex-
tension to the 1990 Act or failure to finalize
a farm bill as quickly as possible could also
significantly reduce the funding available for
commodity programs as the agricultural
baseline is projected to be revised downward
by the Congressional Budget Office.

In my view, concerns about the ‘“‘freedom
to farm’ approach have centered on two
points. First, opponents are concerned that
the contract payments will be viewed as wel-
fare payments to farmers. Secondly, some
are concerned that there will not be any
farm program after the seventh year of the
bill. These issues were also to some members
of Farm Bureau but the following points
were used as a part of our policy determina-
tion.

In regard to the welfare payment issue,
Farm Bureau has always been concerned
about the public’s perception of farm pro-
grams. Those concerns will not be any dif-
ferent under a ‘‘freedom to farm’’ proposal.
For quite some time, farm policy critics
have labeled farm programs as welfare and
will probably continue their attack into the
future.

Those who claim that ‘“‘freedom to farm’’
amounts to welfare should also explain why
price support programs based on artificially
set prices are not welfare. The Agriculture
Marketing Transition Act provides income
stability and a safety net for producers to as-
sure a secure food system while they move to
a more market-oriented agriculture. It is a
fallacy to compare farm program recipients
to welfare recipients. The public policy in-
volved with welfare payments is to support
individuals who are in need. The public pol-
icy involved with farm program payments is
to support the agriculture economy—in the
macro sense—to assure that this country has
a safe and abudant supply of food.

In addition, opponents who state that it is
wrong to give farmers payments in years
when the crop prices are good (such as this
year), may not have a realistic picture as it
relates to a producer’s financial situation.
Just because the prices are good does not
mean the farmers are making a profit. Typi-
cally, the reason crop prices are good is that
there is only a small number of bushels for
the farmer to sell. a producer’s bottomline is
often worse under those conditions than in a
year with lower prices and higher yields.

In light of these points, it is obvious that
debate could continue for a long time on the
public’s perception of farm programs as wel-
fare. In particular, the question becomes
““how much would the ““freedom to farm’’ ap-
proach affect that perception?”” The
bottomline is that the worries about public
reaction are far outweighed by the benefits
received by the historic leap the ““freedom to
farm’ approach takes in moving farm policy
in the direction that will allow farmers to
plant for the marketplace—not for the gov-
ernment.
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In regard to future farm policy after seven
years, it is important to keep in mind that
there are no provisions in the bill that re-
quire farm programs to be eliminated after
seven years. In fact, it is our view that pub-
lic policymakers should actively debate
what future farm policy should be after the
year 2002 while considering such issues as
supply and demand factors, international
trade barriers, financial condition of agri-
culture, monetary policy and trade policy
and other issues important to our farmers
and ranchers.

Future farm policy and the degree in which
government is involved should depend on the
uncontrollable impact worldwide policies
and events may have on U.S. agriculture and
it’s ability to develop markets and sell his/
her products. Producers and policymakers
alike should continue to assess the need and
structure of future farm programs through-
out the entire duration of the seven year
bill.

Thank you for your consideration of Farm
Bureau’s viewpoint on the farm bill and
again thank you for all your support and rep-
resentation for Nebraska farmers.

Sincerely,
RoB J. ROBERTSON,
Vice President/Governmental Relations.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. GOODLATTE], a member of
the committee, and a most valued
member.

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

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

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong sup-
port of the Agriculture Marketing
Transition Act. | also rise to congratu-
late my chairman for the fight he has
waged against the advocates of big gov-
ernment, and the Washington knows
best mindset.

One of the most unfortunate results
of the veto of the Balanced Budget Act
was its negative impact on farmers.
That legislation included the most
sweeping reform of farm programs in 60
years.

After coming so far on agriculture re-
form last year, it would be a shame to
retreat from much needed change that
will save taxpayers billions of dollars
and expand opportunities for our hard-
working farmers.

If this bill is not passed and signed
into law, then the Department of Agri-
culture will be forced to implement
outmoded depression era farm laws
that do more harm than good.

I was proud the Agriculture Market
Transition Program, enjoyed quick, bi-
partisan support from the House Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

Passing this bill means true reform.
Farmers will finally be able to produce
for the market instead of for the Gov-
ernment.

This legislation is preferable to ex-
tending current law because folks are
fed up with complicated farm pro-
grams. These programs require farmers
to count, measure, certify, and docu-
ment every acre and crop on the farm.
The Agriculture Market Transition
Program eliminates nearly all of this
needless paperwork burden.
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More importantly, this program also
strengthens our export potential and
ability to compete with foreign farm-
ers. It ends the annual acreage idling
program that hurts competitiveness
and has forever stigmatized federal
farm programs by paying farmers not
to plant.

Farmers get the Government off
their fields and out of their business.
That’s why the Farm Bureau and many
other agricultural organizations sup-
port our approach.

Without Government
farmers will

interference,
be able to make more
money by increasing production to
meet world demand that is rapidly
growing. Increased grain production
could mean lower feed prices for the
hard pressed livestock, poultry and
dairy farmers in my district.

Now is not the time to retreat on market re-
forms. We must support and strengthen Amer-
ica’s position as the most reliable and impor-
tant supplier of food in the world.

By signing this farm reform bill, the Presi-
dent can prove that he meant it when he said
that the “era of big government” is over.

With spring on the way, farmers and their
families cannot afford to wait. We have a solid
bipartisan solution that brings real reform to
our farm programs. It makes sure that our
farmers have the opportunity to do what they
do best—provide the safest and most abun-
dant food supply at affordable prices.

Mr. Chairman, | urge support for this
taxpayer-saving, farmer-friendly bill.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, it is
my pleasure to yield 3 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. GUNDERSON]. The gentleman
from Wisconsin has worked harder and
longer, with more criticism, and yet
should have received more credit than
any other member of the Committee on
Agriculture. His service to the House
as the designated expert, having more
expertise in dairy, has been simply out-
standing.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman very much for
yielding time to me, and | thank him
and commend him for his leadership
under what | think him and commend
him for his leadership under what I
think have been the most difficult cir-
cumstances ever to try to deal with
farm legislation.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very different
time. This is a very different cir-
cumstances. This is the first farm bill
we have ever put together in the post-
balanced budget era. This is the first
farm bill we have ever put together in
the post-GATT era. This is not going to
be business as usual. This is totally
changing the way agriculture has oper-
ated in this country. As a result of
that, we bring you today, on behalf of
the Committee on Agriculture, the
most comprehensive reform in agricul-
tural policy in the history of most of
these programs.

As the chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Livestock, Dairy, and Poultry, |
can tell the Members, we bring the
most comprehensive reform in the 45-
year history of the dairy program; and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

it is time we do, because we are not
only balancing the budget, we are not
only preparing for that post-GATT
world era economy, we are doing so in
a decade in which we have seen 125,000
dairy farmers go out of business. So let
us understand what we are trying to do
here today.

We are trying to reform this pro-
gram. We are eliminating butter and
powder price supports. We are telling
USDA to come up with comprehensive
reform of the pricing system. We are
telling them to consolidate the orders.
We are telling them to bring everybody
under the same rules and regulations.
We are telling them to prepare this in-
dustry to succeed and compete success-
fully in a world dairy economy. We are
doing all of that and, Mr. Chairman, we
are still saving the taxpayers over $700
million in the cost of the dairy pro-
gram.

Mr. Chairman, this has not been
easy, the chairman of the committee is
right. This has been compromise.
Every region of the country, from Cali-
fornia to the Northwest, from the
Southeast to the Northeast to the Mid-
west, every region has given. We have
reached a consensus, probably a bigger
consensus among producers than we
have ever had in the history of dairy
debates in this country.

If Members look at the attacks that
are coming, there are some high-funded
lobby campaigns by the large manufac-
turers in this country, spending mil-
lions of dollars in disinformation and
frankly, blatant propaganda, trying to
suggest to you that somehow we are
going to rape the American consumer.

I invite you to listen to the debate as
we move on, because we will show you,
according to USDA standards, accord-
ing to CBO standards, according to
CRS standards, this is nothing but a
blatant misinformation campaign by
those who are trying to keep the dairy
industry from competing in the mar-
ket-oriented economy at home and
abroad. They do not want us to trade.
The reason they do not want us to
trade dairy products is because if we
trade dairy products, there might be
some competition for the cheap milk
they want to buy today. So they are
doing everything in their power, de-
spite their rhetoric about committing
us to free markets, to make sure it
does not happen.

Support the bill, oppose the amend-
ments, and pass it in the end.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself the balance of the time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] is recog-
nized for 4 minutes.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, | have
been keeping notes of some of the com-
ments made by my colleagues and
friends across the aisle who have been
making wild-eyed speeches. While | am
sure this is not the best bill possible, |
may vote for it, and some of those con-
cerns | think certainly ring true in
terms of just this gentleman’s concern
and frustration; but | would like the
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opportunity to, if not set the record
straight, to at least play the record
that | want to hear and let people
make up their minds.

No hearings, no hearings, no hear-
ings, never had any hearings other
than the 60,000 miles, the 19 hearings,
and the 10,000 farmers and ranchers we
visited with.

Now it is true that the subject of
those hearings was not a specific bill
labeled ‘““Freedom to Farm,” but those
hearings certainly served as a backdrop
and a blueprint for that. No hearings?
Well, we had a budget task force. We
have tried to work together to try to
reach our budget responsibilities in the
past, and it became obvious that that
was going to be very, very difficult for
several reasons, No. 1, the budget num-
ber was really tough on the Republican
side, but we were going to reach a bal-
anced budget.
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That is the thing that really drove
this debate, that is, to get to a bal-
anced budget, save the farmer and
rancher $15 billion. During the budget
task force hearings, we asked the mi-
nority which way do you want to go?
Do you want to keep the current sys-
tem, current structure? | said no, |
think we are going to die. | think we
are going to have policy rubble. | think
we are going to lose $8 billion in the
baseline, fancy word for how much
money is available in agriculture. Then
another $6 billion, then budget cuts,
then another appropriations process,
then future budget cuts, and you add it
all up, it is $20, $25 billion; you end up
with rubble.

I think we need a different approach.
We settled on freedom to farm, which
locks up more farm income, more
money for production and agriculture
than any other. Then we had two
markups in committee that went on
for hours. Started at 9, 10, 11, 12, 1, 2, 3,
4, 5, clear into the morning, one or two,
same people on the floor doing the
criticizing said they have not had any
say in this with regards to this. Who
were those people in the committee
hearing, the markup that offered the
amendments? Pros and cons debated?

This chairman tried to be very fair in
regards to offering ample time to each
and every member. It was not a hear-
ing, no, but it was a markup, and ev-
erybody certainly knew the pros and
cons of the legislation, and every farm
organization in America has had this
and they have had it back to the coun-
ty organizations, and guess what. Most
of them are for it and they penciled it
out. I mean the farmer. I mean the pro-
ducer finally figured out that he was
going to get a payment this year, next
year, did not have to pay back the ad-
vanced deficiency payments.

Yes, we have had hearings all
throughout farm country. Every econo-
mist that has taken a look at this has
said there is more farm income in this
than any other program. Yes, all the
Nation’s press have weighed in. No, |
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really do not check with the New York
Times and the San Francisco paper. |
might check the Dodge City Globe.
They are for it. But yes, they say yes,
this is the best reform and the best
program we can put together, and pub-
lic opinion does count.

Now, this has been the most dis-
cussed and, quite frankly, I understand
the concern of my dear friends across
the aisle, cussed farm program reform
we have ever had. Let us not talk any-
more in regards to the hearings.

Not enough money? | usually do a
glasses show. | take glasses and | pour
out all the water in regards to losing
the baseline in the next budget appro-
priations, factor when we get cut and
cut and cut again, and then we say
guess what, the glass that has the most
water is freedom to farm. Too much
money? First there is not enough
money, then there is too much money.

Can we please quit referring to farm
programs as welfare programs? The
payment that we are now providing is
significantly less than the last 5 years
when the then-majority did not do any
complaining about farm programs. Too
much money? They are complaining
about when the farmer receives it. The
real issue is that the farmer, in receiv-
ing this payment, will have a risk man-
agement account. He makes that deci-
sion, not when prices are high and the
farmer has no crop.

So consequently in regards to what
we are trying to accomplish here, and
we will continue the tap dance in re-
gards to setting the record during the
amendment process.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, | rise in sup-
port of the Agricultural Market Transition Act.
| thank Mr. ROBERTS for his efforts to ensure
the preservation of America’s farmers.

Mr. Chairman, briefly, | would like to pay
tribute to Mr. DE LA GARZzA for his many years
of exemplary, bipartisan leadership as chair-
man of the Agriculture Committee. KIikA, you
will be missed. | wish you the best.

It is often said on this floor, in reference to
a particular bill, “that bill is not a perfect bill”.
This can certainly be said for this bill as well.
| seriously question the process used, or lack
thereof, to formulate vital farm policy for our
Nation.

Nevertheless, farmers in my north Alabama
district and farmers all over this great country
can not be made to suffer any longer as hos-
tages of the budget debate. It is past due for
farmers to make financial arrangements for
spring and summer crops. The uncertainty
surrounding the program is making it difficult
for them to obtain production loans. We owe
them this much-needed security by voting to
pass this bill.

| rise in strong opposition to the Shays-
Lowey peanut amendment. The amendment
would result in the loss of thousands of Amer-
ican jobs and put most peanut farmers com-
pletely out of business.

The 16,194 peanut farms in this country are
small, family-owned farms averaging only 98
acres of peanut production, according to the
U.S. Census of Agriculture. Seventy-seven
percent of the counties in the heart of Ameri-
ca’'s peanut-producing region already have a
20 percent poverty rate or higher.
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In addition, eliminating the bill's peanut pro-
gram could increase Government spending by
eliminating the $83 million in budgetary reduc-
tion assessments. A $190 million forfeiture
and crushing of all peanut inventories in area
marketing pools could also result.

Mr. Chairman, the United States has en-
joyed a safe, stable supply of the best quality
peanuts in the world for many decades. It is
imperative we preserve our farmers’ ability to
compete while providing top quality peanuts.

As it now stands, the Agricultural Marketing
Transition Act does this while making signifi-
cant reforms in the program: cutting the sup-
port price dramatically, shifting more produc-
tion to family farmers, and ensuring the peanut
program operates as a no-cost program to the
Federal Government.

| urge my colleagues to oppose the Shays-
Lowey amendment which is both unnecessary
and highly damaging to all Americans.

Mr. Chairman, | also rise in strong opposi-
tion to the Kennedy amendment to eliminate
cotton’s marketing loan program.

Elimination of the marketing loan program
as proposed by Representatives CHABOT and
KENNEDY would seriously threaten the stability
of our cotton farmers and our textile industry.
This amendment would give subsidized for-
eign countries a competitive advantage impos-
sible to overcome, result in minimal budget
savings and deny U.S. trade negotiators lever-
age to convince other countries to discontinue
subsidies.

U.S. cotton competes in a world market re-
plete with subsidies. Prior to implementation of
the marketing loan, our cotton industry experi-
enced dramatic declines in exports as well as
loan forfeitures to the Government.

In addition, the strength of the U.S. textile
industry is extremely important to my district in
north Alabama. This industry must have ac-
cess to market priced raw-materials if it is to
remain a force in an incredibly competitive
international textile trading environment.

Mr. Chairman, the U.S. cotton marketing
loan program is a market-oriented, competitive
agricultural program. It has achieved tremen-
dous policy success. The program assures an
adequate supply of cotton at a globally com-
petitive price, advances domestic mill use and
increases both raw cotton and cotton textile
exports.

Other commodities are provided marketing
loans. To discriminate against cotton is both
unsound and unjustifiable policy.

| urge my colleagues to support America’s
competitiveness by opposing the Chabot-Ken-
nedy amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, the farm bill
before the House today represents an aban-
donment of the economic security that has as-
sisted farmers in Montana and the Nation in
times of low prices for farm commodities.

The bill undermines long-standing, tradi-
tional income-protection measures such as
target prices and deficiency payments. It also
torpedoes recent farm-policy reforms made in
the 103d Congress, taking the easy way out
and avoiding the difficult and necessary work
such as the long-overdue revamping of the
Federal Crop Insurance program now in its in-
fancy.

And it dismisses the need for improvements
in the Federal Conservation Reserve Program,
limiting CRP to existing contracts at a time
when many Montanans realize that CRP
needs to be more precisely targeted to the
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most highly erodible lands, with an eye toward
enhancing wildlife habitat, water quality, and
other environmental benefits.

Frankly, in an effort to sell CRP in the first
year or so of bidding, many highly productive,
less erodible lands were accepted in an effort
to get the program on its feet. Other lands that
would benefit more, and are more suitable to
permanent vegetation than to annual crops,
have been excluded.

If H.R. 2854 becomes the law of the land,
farmers who have participated in farm pro-
grams in the past would be fools not to sign
up in the new program, which guarantees
them a Government check whether they farm
or not. Landowners may even elect to evict
tenants so that they need not share those
Government checks with those actually farm-
ing the land.

Freedom to farm in the 1996 Entitlement
Program.

At least in other entitlement programs, ben-
efits are based upon need. When a recipient’s
income rises, benefits are reduced or can-
celed altogether.

This farm bill does just the opposite, and it
destroys individual initiative, incentive, and in-
novation.

If a farmer chose to think independently, be
an entrepreneur and operate outside the farm
program, the Government has no check for
that farmer if things go bad.

A farmer or agribusiness with a habit of bur-
rowing the snout deeply into the Government
trough by growing program crops, maximizing
crop bases, and otherwise farming the Gov-
ernment program is the very operator we now
will reward. This is cynical repudiation of every
argument we've used to gather support for
farm programs in my 17 years in the House.

It is disturbing that many freedom to farm
advocates who advocate this windfall for the
largest, most government-entangled mega-
farms of this Nation are arguing for decreases
in aid for America’s most vulnerable—whose
need for Federal assistance is based on their
current economic condition, not their past suc-
cesses in obtaining Government aid.

Mr. POMEROQY. Mr. Chairman, | am very
disappointed at the rule under consideration
for the farm bill debate. The rule has allowed
16 amendments but none of them address the
central flaw in this bill: the elimination of the
safety-net for family farms.

The choice we are left with is either accept
freedom to farm and the phaseout of farm pro-
gram as is, or eliminate individual components
of the farm program. Amendments to phase
out the program entirely and eliminate the
sugar and peanut and dairy support programs
individually were allowed, but we cannot offer
amendments to the basic freedom-to-farm
concept. How can we adequately debate the
merits of this bill when we are not allowed to
amend the central policy problem?

Farmers in North Dakota need a farm bill.
Now that market prices are high enough to
make a decent living, they want to know what
the new rules will be so they can take maxi-
mum advantage of the favorable market condi-
tions in making their planting decisions. This
Congress has delayed action on the farm bill
longer than any in history. The continual
delays are irresponsible and incomprehensible
to farmers across the country.

North Dakota producers have also suffered
through several years of disastrous crops and
low prices. The generous checks that freedom
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to farm promises over the next few years will
help farmers in the short term, but in the long
run, the safety net for producers is eliminated.
Marketing loans are capped at 1995 levels
and permanent authority for farm programs is
repealed. If prices were to collapse in the fu-
ture as they have in the past, family farmers
would be left with no support and will likely go
out of business. The loss of those farmers
would send a devastating ripple effect through
the small towns and communities across North
Dakota and the Nation.

In the Rules Committee, | spoke on behalf
of an amendment that would have guaranteed
payments to farmers for 2 years to help them
with the difficulties of the last few years. After
those initial 2 years the contract payments are
reduced to half and a 90-percent marketing
loan is in place to protect family farms from
price collapse. This amendment would have
addressed the fundamental flaw of this bill
while providing producers financial relief.

Unfortunately this reasonable alternative to
freedom to farm will not be allowed for consid-
eration before the full House. It is an amend-
ment that would have preserved the best as-
pects of the chairman’s bill and still protected
producers into the future. The people of this
Nation, both urban and rural, deserve to have
the best agricultural policy possible, and we
cannot give it to them without a free and open
debate.

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, | rise in sup-
port of the amendment offered by my col-
league from Connecticut, CHRIS SHAYS, which
would phase out the peanut program over 7
years.

| have long been an opponent of unneces-
sary agriculture subsidies such as the peanut,
sugar, and honey programs. Pure and simple,
these subsidy programs are agriculture wel-
fare. The current system, which favors the
children of farmers who farmed in the 1940’s,
keeps domestic peanut prices artificially high.

Who really pays the unnecessarily high
costs of the peanut subsidy program? It is the
taxpayers, Mr. Chairman. According to the
General Accounting Office [GAO], consumers
pay as much as $513 million annually as a re-
sult of the peanut program. The peanut pro-
gram cost taxpayers at least $119 million in
fiscal year 1995 and is projected to cost an-
other $91 million in fiscal year 1996. It is esti-
mated that a jar of peanut butter costs at least
an additional 40 cents due to the program.

Some defenders of the peanut subsidy have
asserted that the program costs taxpayers
nothing. | would like to point out that surely it
takes money to make the program run. Some-
one pays for Government bureaucrats and
agents to administer the program. In addition,
the Government pays higher prices when pur-
chasing peanut butter for the military and
bears higher food stamp costs—all due to
peanuts subsidies.

Mr. Chairman, | urge all of my colleagues to
support passage of the Shays amendment
which will phase out this antiquated and
antimarket Government subsidy program.

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in strong opposition to H.R. 2854,
the Agricultural Market Transition Act, formerly
referred to as the freedom-to-farm legislation.
My objections are both procedural and sub-
stantive.

First, Mr. Chairman, it is outrageous that 5
months after it was due, we are still on this
floor debating a farm bill. There simply is no
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good excuse for this delay. The Republican
leadership in this House insisted on discharg-
ing the House Agriculture Committee from its
duty to formulate a 1995 farm bill and rolled
the freedom-to-farm provisions into the mas-
sive budget reconciliation bill. To few observ-
ers’ surprise, the key farm legislation for this
last half decade of the 20th century lan-
guished while heated controversy over the fu-
ture of Medicare, Medicaid, welfare, and other
issues bogged down the reconciliation effort.
When the majority leadership finally agreed to
extricate the farm bill from the rest of its politi-
cal agenda, it recessed for a 3-week vacation
rather than complete the long-overdue debate.

Mr. Chairman, if this process had not been
distorted enough, we now find that contrary to
long tradition in this House, only a limited
number of amendments approved by the
Speaker will be permitted. This substantially
closed rule is an afront to the democratic proc-
ess and is especially wrong headed given the
minimal committee hearings on the workings
or the consequences of this legislation.

Second, Mr. Chairman, | am very concerned
about the substance of this bill. An economist
at South Dakota State University has already
written that this bill is a recipe for lower grain
prices in my State, and may lead to significant
reductions in land values and local tax reve-
nues. Only if you think that the solution to low
farm income is low grain prices, should a leg-
islator support this bill.

It is not necessary to travel down the free-
dom-to-farm road in order to lighten the Fed-
eral regulatory load or to allow farmers far
greater flexibility and simplicity in their planting
decisions. It is not necessary to enact this
type of radical legislation in order to promote
a far more market oriented agriculture. This
bill ends the farmer owned reserve [FOR] and
it leaves a marketing loan mechanism in place
that is wholly inadequate to serve as a useful
marketing tool. This legislation pays farmers a
payment unrelated to anything they plant or
price they receive, but after 7 years, termi-
nates all sense of a safety net in family agri-
culture. In the meantime, 2 percent of Amer-
ican farmers will receive 22 percent of the
transition payments.

This transition legislation is a transition to
ruin for many family owned farming oper-
ations. While doing nothing to provide farmers
with the long-term marketing tools they need,
it expects our farmers to compete in a global
economy that features heavily subsidized agri-
culture in many foreign lands. Our farmers are
competitive and becoming more efficient every
year—but it is unfair to ask any sector of our
Nation’s economy to compete against the na-
tional treasuries of foreign competitors.

Mr. Chairman, the United States is currently
the best fed and most cheaply fed nation on
Earth. We spend has than 1 percent of the
Federal budget on supporting farm incomes.
While we can no doubt find still more savings
in the USDA budget, and while we can cer-
tainly impose more simplicity and common
sense on our agricultural programs, it is abso-
lutely a disastrous mistake to pass this farm
bill. Our farmers and our consumers deserve
better than legislation which hands out checks
unrelated to labor or risk for a few years, and
then turns the Federal Government’s back on
family agriculture forever after.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-

February 28, 1996

stitute printed in the bill is considered
as an original bill for purposes of
amendment and is considered read.

The text of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute is as
follows:

H.R. 2854

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(@) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ““Agricultural Market Transition Act”’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

TITLE I—AGRICULTURAL MARKET
TRANSITION PROGRAM

Purpose.

Definitions.

Production flexibility contracts.

Nonrecourse  marketing assistance
loans and loan deficiency pay-
ments.

Payment limitations.

Peanut program.

Sugar program.

Administration.

Elimination of permanent price sup-
port authority.

Effect of amendments.
TITLE II—DAIRY

Subtitle A—Milk Price Support and Other
Activities

101.
102.
103.
104.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

105.
106.
107.
108.
109.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 110.

Sec. 201. Milk price support program.

Sec. 202. Recourse loans for commercial proc-
essors of dairy products.

Sec. 203. Dairy export incentive program.

Sec. 204. Dairy promotion program.

Sec. 205. Fluid milk standards under milk mar-
keting orders.

Sec. 206. Manufacturing allowance.

Sec. 207. Establishment of temporary Class |
price and temporary Class |
equalization pools.

Sec. 208. Establishment of temporary Class IV
price and temporary Class IV
equalization pool.

Sec. 209. Authority for establishment of standby
pools.

Subtitle B—Reform of Federal Milk Marketing

Orders

Sec. 221. Issuance or amendment of Federal
milk marketing orders to imple-
ment certain reforms.

Sec. 222. Reform process.

Sec. 223. Effect of failure to comply with reform

process requirements.
TITLE 111I—CONSERVATION
Sec. 301. Conservation.

TITLE IV—AGRICULTURAL PROMOTION
AND EXPORT PROGRAMS

Sec. 401. Market promotion program.
Sec. 402. Export enhancement program.
TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS

Sec. 501. Crop insurance.

Sec. 502. Collection and wuse of agricultural
quarantine and inspection fees.

Sec. 503. Commodity Credit Corporation interest
rate.

Sec. 504. Establishment of Office of Risk Man-
agement.

Sec. 505. Business Interruption Insurance Pro-
gram.

Sec. 506. Continuation of options pilot program.

TITLE VI—COMMISSION ON 21ST CENTURY
PRODUCTION AGRICULTURE
601. Establishment.
602. Composition.
603. Comprehensive review of past and fu-
ture of production agriculture.
Reports.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 604.
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Sec. 605. Powers.

Sec. 606. Commission procedures.
Sec. 607. Personnel matters.

Sec. 608. Termination of Commission.

TITLE VII—EXTENSION OF CERTAIN
AUTHORITIES

Sec. 701. Extension of authority under Public
Law 480.
Sec. 702. Extension of food for progress pro-
gram.
TITLE I—AGRICULTURAL MARKET
TRANSITION PROGRAM
SEC. 101. PURPOSE.

It is the purpose of this title—

(1) to authorize the use of binding production
flexibility contracts between the United States
and agricultural producers to support farming
certainty and flexibility while ensuring contin-
ued compliance with farm conservation compli-
ance plans and wetland protection require-
ments;

(2) to make nonrecourse marketing assistance
loans and loan deficiency available for certain
crops;

(3) to improve the operation of farm programs
for peanuts and sugar; and

(4) to terminate price support authority under
the Agricultural Act of 1949.

SEC. 102. DEFINITIONS.

In this title:

(1) CONSIDERED PLANTED.—The term ‘‘consid-
ered planted’”” means acreage that is considered
planted under title V of the Agricultural Act of
1949 (7 U.S.C. 1461 et seq.) (as in effect prior to
the amendment made by section 109(b)(2)).

(2) CONTRACT.—The term ‘‘contract’” means a
production flexibility contract entered into
under section 103.

(3) CONTRACT ACREAGE.—The term ‘‘contract
acreage’” means 1 or more crop acreage bases es-
tablished for contract commodities under title V
of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (as in effect prior
to the amendment made by section 109(b)(2))
that would have been in effect for the 1996 crop
(but for the amendment made by section
109(b)(2)).

(4) CONTRACT COMMODITY.—The term ‘‘con-
tract commodity’’ means wheat, corn, grain sor-
ghum, barley, oats, upland cotton, and rice.

(5) CONTRACT PAYMENT.—The term ‘‘contract
payment’’ means a payment made under section
103 pursuant to a contract.

(6) CORN.—The term ‘‘corn’” means field corn.

(7) DEPARTMENT.—The term ‘‘Department”
means the United States Department of Agri-
culture.

(8) FARM PROGRAM PAYMENT YIELD.—The term
“farm program payment yield”” means the farm
program payment yield established for the 1995
crop of a contract commodity under title V of
the Agricultural Act of 1949 (as in effect prior to
the amendment made by section 109(b)(2)).

(9) LOAN cOMMODITY.—The term ‘‘loan com-
modity’” means each contract commodity, extra
long staple cotton, and oilseeds.

(10) OILSEED.—The term ‘‘oilseed’” means a
crop of soybeans, sunflower seed, rapeseed,
canola, safflower, flaxseed, mustard seed, or, if
designated by the Secretary, other oilseeds.

(11) PERSON.—The term ‘‘person’ means an
individual, partnership, firm, joint-stock com-
pany, corporation, association, trust, estate, or
State agency.

(12) PRODUCER.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘“‘producer’” means
a person who, as owner, landlord, tenant, or
sharecropper, shares in the risk of producing a
crop, and is entitled to share in the crop avail-
able for marketing from the farm, or would have
shared had the crop been produced.

(B) HYBRID SEED.—The term “‘producer’ in-
cludes a person growing hybrid seed under con-
tract. In determining the interest of a grower of
hybrid seed in a crop, the Secretary shall not
take into consideration the existence of a hybrid
seed contract.
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(13) PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘program’ means
the agricultural market transition program es-
tablished under this title.

(14) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ means
the Secretary of Agriculture.

(15) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’” means each of
the several States of the United States, the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, and any other territory or possession of
the United States.

(16) UNITED STATES.—The term ‘‘United
States’’, when used in a geographical sense,
means all of the States.

SEC. 103. PRODUCTION FLEXIBILITY CONTRACTS.

(a) CONTRACTS AUTHORIZED.—

(1) OFFER AND TERMS.—Beginning as soon as
practicable after the date of the enactment of
this title, the Secretary shall offer to enter into
a contract with an eligible owner or operator de-
scribed in paragraph (2) on a farm containing
eligible farmland. Under the terms of a contract,
the owner or operator shall agree, in exchange
for annual contract payments, to comply with—

(A) the conservation plan for the farm pre-
pared in accordance with section 1212 of the
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3812);

(B) wetland protection requirements applica-
ble to the farm under subtitle C of title XII of
the Act (16 U.S.C. 3821 et seq.); and

(C) the planting flexibility requirements of
subsection (j).

(2) ELIGIBLE OWNERS AND OPERATORS DE-
SCRIBED.—The following persons shall be con-
sidered to be an owner or operator eligible to
enter into a contract:

(A) An owner of eligible farmland who as-
sumes all of the risk of producing a crop.

(B) An owner of eligible farmland who shares
in the risk of producing a crop.

(C) An operator of eligible farmland with a
share-rent lease of the eligible farmland, regard-
less of the length of the lease, if the owner en-
ters into the same contract.

(D) An operator of eligible farmland who cash
rents the eligible farmland under a lease expir-
ing on or after September 30, 2002, in which case
the consent of the owner is not required.

(E) An operator of eligible farmland who cash
rents the eligible farmland under a lease expir-
ing before September 30, 2002, if the owner con-
sents to the contract.

(F) An owner of eligible farmland who cash
rents the eligible farmland and the lease term
expires before September 30, 2002, but only if the
actual operator of the farm declines to enter
into a contract. In the case of an owner covered
by this subparagraph, contract payments shall
not begin under a contract until the fiscal year
following the fiscal year in which the lease held
by the nonparticipating operator expires.

(G) An owner or operator described in any
preceding subparagraph of this paragraph re-
gardless of whether the owner or operator pur-
chased catastrophic risk protection for a fall-
planted 1996 crop under section 508(b) of the
Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(b)).

(3) TENANTS AND SHARECROPPERS.—In carry-
ing out this section, the Secretary shall provide
adequate safeguards to protect the interests of
operators who are tenants and sharecroppers.

(b) ELEMENTS.—

(1) TIME FOR CONTRACTING.—

(A) DEADLINE.—Except as provided in sub-
paragraph (B), the Secretary may not enter into
a contract after April 15, 1996.

(B) CONSERVATION RESERVE LANDS.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—ALt the beginning of each fis-
cal year, the Secretary shall allow an eligible
owner or operator on a farm covered by a con-
servation reserve contract entered into under
section 1231 of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16
U.S.C. 3831) that terminates after the date speci-
fied in subparagraph (A) to enter into or expand
a production flexibility contract to cover the
contract acreage of the farm that was subject to
the former conservation reserve contract.

(ii) AMOUNT.—Contract payments made for
contract acreage under this subparagraph shall
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be made at the rate and amount applicable to
the annual contract payment level for the appli-
cable crop.

(2) DURATION OF CONTRACT.—

(A) BEGINNING DATE.—A contract shall begin
with—

(i) the 1996 crop of a contract commodity; or

(ii) in the case of acreage that was subject to
a conservation reserve contract described in
paragraph (1)(B), the date the production flexi-
bility contract was entered into or expanded to
cover the acreage.

(B) ENDING DATE.—A contract shall extend
through the 2002 crop.

(3) ESTIMATION OF CONTRACT PAYMENTS.—At
the time the Secretary enters into a contract, the
Secretary shall provide an estimate of the mini-
mum contract payments anticipated to be made
during at least the first fiscal year for which
contract payments will be made.

(c) ELIGIBLE FARMLAND DESCRIBED.—Land
shall be considered to be farmland eligible for
coverage under a contract only if the land has
contract acreage attributable to the land and—

(1) for at least 1 of the 1991 through 1995
crops, at least a portion of the land was enrolled
in the acreage reduction program authorized for
a crop of a contract commodity under section
101B, 103B, 105B, or 107B of the Agricultural
Act of 1949 (as in effect prior to the amendment
made by section 109(b)(2)) or was considered
planted;

(2) was subject to a conservation reserve con-
tract under section 1231 of the Food Security
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831) whose term expired,
or was voluntarily terminated, on or after Janu-
ary 1, 1995; or

(3) is released from coverage under a con-
servation reserve contract by the Secretary dur-
ing the period beginning on January 1, 1995,
and ending on the date specified in subsection
OYDA).

(d) TIME FOR PAYMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—AN annual contract payment
shall be made not later than September 30 of
each of fiscal years 1996 through 2002.

(2) ADVANCE PAYMENTS.—

(A) FIscAL YEAR 1996.—At the option of the
owner or operator, 50 percent of the contract
payment for fiscal year 1996 shall be made not
later than June 15, 1996.

(B) SUBSEQUENT FISCAL YEARS.—At the option
of the owner or operator for fiscal year 1997 and
each subsequent fiscal year, 50 percent of the
annual contract payment shall be made on De-
cember 15.

(e) AMOUNTS AVAILABLE FOR CONTRACT PAY-
MENTS FOR EACH FISCAL YEAR.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall, to the
maximum extent practicable, expend on a fiscal
year basis the following amounts to satisfy the
obligations of the Secretary under all contracts:

(A) For fiscal year 1996, $5,570,000,000.

(B) For fiscal year 1997, $5,385,000,000.

(C) For fiscal year 1998, $5,800,000,000.

(D) For fiscal year 1999, $5,603,000,000.

(E) For fiscal year 2000, $5,130,000,000.

(F) For fiscal year 2001, $4,130,000,000.

(G) For fiscal year 2002, $4,008,000,000.

(2) ALLOCATION.—The amount made available
for a fiscal year under paragraph (1) shall be al-
located as follows:

(A) For wheat, 26.26 percent.

(B) For corn, 46.22 percent.

(C) For grain sorghum, 5.11 percent.

(D) For barley, 2.16 percent.

(E) For oats, 0.15 percent.

(F) For upland cotton, 11.63 percent.

(G) For rice, 8.47 percent.

(3) ADJUSTMENT.—The Secretary shall adjust
the amounts allocated for each contract com-
modity under paragraph (2) for a particular fis-
cal year by—

(A) adding an amount equal to the sum of all
repayments of deficiency payments received
under section 114(a)(2) of the Agricultural Act
of 1949 (as in effect prior to the amendment
made by section 109(b)(2)) for the commodity;
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(B) to the maximum extent practicable, adding
an amount equal to the sum of all contract pay-
ments withheld by the Secretary, at the request
of an owner or operator subject to a contract, as
an offset against repayments of deficiency pay-
ments otherwise required under section 114(a)(2)
of the Act (as so in effect) for the commodity;

(C) adding an amount equal to the sum of all
refunds of contract payments received during
the preceding fiscal year under subsection (h) of
this section for the commodity; and

(D) subtracting an amount equal to the
amount, if any, necessary during that fiscal
year to satisfy payment requirements for the
commodity under sections 103B, 105B, or 107B of
the Agricultural Act of 1949 (as in effect prior to
the amendment made by section 109(b)(2)) for
the 1994 and 1995 crop years.

(4) SPECIAL ADJUSTMENT TO COVER EXISTING
RICE PAYMENT REQUIREMENTS.—AS soon as pos-
sible after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary shall determine the amount, if
any, necessary to satisfy remaining payment re-
quirements under section 101B of the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949 (as in effect prior to the
amendment made by section 109(b)(2)) for the
1994 and 1995 crops of rice. The total amount de-
termined under this paragraph shall be de-
ducted, in equal amounts each fiscal year, from
the amount allocated for rice under paragraph
(2)(G) for fiscal years after the fiscal year in
which the final remaining payments are made
for rice.

(f) DETERMINATION OF
MENTS.—

(1) INDIVIDUAL PAYMENT QUANTITY OF CON-
TRACT COMMODITIES.—For each contract, the
payment quantity of a contract commodity for
each fiscal year shall be equal to the product
of—

(A) 85 percent of the contract acreage; and

(B) the farm program payment yield.

(2) ANNUAL PAYMENT QUANTITY OF CONTRACT
COMMODITIES.—The payment quantity of each
contract commodity covered by all contracts for
each fiscal year shall equal the sum of the
amounts calculated under paragraph (1) for
each individual contract.

(3) ANNUAL PAYMENT RATE.—The payment
rate for a contract commodity for each fiscal
year shall be equal to—

(A) the amount made available under sub-
section (e) for the contract commodity for the
fiscal year; divided by

(B) the amount determined under paragraph
(2) for the fiscal year.

(4) ANNUAL PAYMENT AMOUNT.—The amount
to be paid under a contract in effect for each
fiscal year with respect to a contract commodity
shall be equal to the product of—

(A) the payment quantity determined under
paragraph (1) with respect to the contract; and

(B) the payment rate in effect under para-
graph (3).

(5) ASSIGNMENT OF CONTRACT PAYMENTS.—The
provisions of section 8(g) of the Soil Conserva-
tion and Domestic Allotment Act (16 U.S.C.
590h(g)) (relating to assignment of payments)
shall apply to contract payments under this
subsection. The owner or operator making the
assignment, or the assignee, shall provide the
Secretary with notice, in such manner as the
Secretary may require in the contract, of any
assignment made under this paragraph.

(6) SHARING OF CONTRACT PAYMENTS.—The
Secretary shall provide for the sharing of con-
tract payments among the owners and operators
subject to the contract on a fair and equitable
basis.

(g9) PAYMENT LIMITATION.—The total amount
of contract payments made to a person under a
contract during any fiscal year may not exceed
the payment limitations established under sec-
tions 1001 through 1001C of the Food Security
Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308 through 1308-3).

(h) EFFECT OF VIOLATION.—

(1) TERMINATION OF CONTRACT.—Except as
provided in paragraph (2), if an owner or opera-
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tor subject to a contract violates the conserva-
tion plan for the farm containing eligible farm-
land under the contract, wetland protection re-
quirements applicable to the farm, or the plant-
ing flexibility requirements of subsection (j), the
Secretary shall terminate the contract with re-
spect to the owner or operator on each farm in
which the owner or operator has an interest. On
the termination, the owner or operator shall for-
feit all rights to receive future contract pay-
ments on each farm in which the owner or oper-
ator has an interest and shall refund to the Sec-
retary all contract payments received by the
owner or operator during the period of the vio-
lation, together with interest on the contract
payments as determined by the Secretary.

(2) REFUND OR ADJUSTMENT.—If the Secretary
determines that a violation does not warrant
termination of the contract under paragraph
(1), the Secretary may require the owner or op-
erator subject to the contract—

(A) to refund to the Secretary that part of the
contract payments received by the owner or op-
erator during the period of the violation, to-
gether with interest on the contract payments as
determined by the Secretary; or

(B) to accept a reduction in the amount of fu-
ture contract payments that is proportionate to
the severity of the violation, as determined by
the Secretary.

(3) FORECLOSURE.—AnN owner or operator sub-
ject to a contract may not be required to make
repayments to the Secretary of amounts received
under the contract if the contract acreage has
been foreclosed on and the Secretary determines
that forgiving the repayments is appropriate in
order to provide fair and equitable treatment.
This paragraph shall not void the responsibil-
ities of such an owner or operator under the
contract if the owner or operator continues or
resumes operation, or control, of the contract
acreage. On the resumption of operation or con-
trol over the contract acreage by the owner or
operator, the provisions of the contract in effect
on the date of the foreclosure shall apply.

(4) REVIEW.—A determination of the Secretary
under this subsection shall be considered to be
an adverse decision for purposes of the avail-
ability of administrative review of the deter-
mination.

(i) TRANSFER OF INTEREST IN LANDS SUBJECT
TO CONTRACT.—

(1) EFFECT OF TRANSFER.—Except as provided
in paragraph (2), the transfer by an owner or
operator subject to a contract of the right and
interest of the owner or operator in the contract
acreage shall result in the termination of the
contract with respect to the acreage, effective on
the date of the transfer, unless the transferee of
the acreage agrees with the Secretary to assume
all obligations of the contract. At the request of
the transferee, the Secretary may modify the
contract if the modifications are consistent with
the objectives of this section as determined by
the Secretary.

(2) EXCEPTION.—If an owner or operator who
is entitled to a contract payment dies, becomes
incompetent, or is otherwise unable to receive
the contract payment, the Secretary shall make
the payment, in accordance with regulations
prescribed by the Secretary.

(j) PLANTING FLEXIBILITY.—

(1) PERMITTED CROPS.—Subject to paragraph
(2), any commodity or crop may be planted on
contract acreage on a farm.

(2) LIMITATIONS.—

(A) HAYING AND GRAZING.—

(i) TIME LIMITATIONS.—Haying and grazing
on land exceeding 15 percent of the contract
acreage on a farm as provided in clause (iii)
shall be permitted, except during any consecu-
tive 5-month period between April 1 and October
31 that is determined by the State committee es-
tablished under section 8(b) of the Soil Con-
servation and Domestic Allotment Act (6 U.S.C.
590h(b)) for a State. In the case of a natural dis-
aster, the Secretary may permit unlimited
haying and grazing on the contract acreage of
a farm.
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(i) CONTRACT COMMODITIES.—Contract acre-
age planted to a contract commodity for harvest
may be hayed or grazed at any time without
limitation.

(iii) HAYING AND GRAZING LIMITATION ON POR-
TION OR CONTRACT ACREAGE.—Unlimited haying
and grazing shall be permitted on not more than
15 percent of the contract acreage on a farm.

(B) ALFALFA.—AIfalfa may be grown on con-
tract acreage in excess of the acreage limitation
in subparagraph (A)(iii) and without regard to
the time limitation in subparagraph (A)(i), ex-
cept that each contract acre on a farm that is
planted for harvest to alfalfa in excess of 15 per-
cent of the total contract acreage on the farm
shall be ineligible for contract payments.

(C) FRUITS AND VEGETABLES.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—The planting for harvest of
fruits and vegetables shall be prohibited on con-
tract acreage, except in any region in which
there is a history of double-cropping, as deter-
mined by the Secretary.

(ii) UNRESTRICTED VEGETABLES.—Notwith-
standing clause (i), lentils, mung beans, and dry
peas may be planted for harvest without limita-
tion on contract acreage.

SEC. 104. NONRECOURSE MARKETING ASSIST-
ANCE LOANS AND LOAN DEFICIENCY
PAYMENTS.

(a) AVAILABILITY OF MARKETING ASSISTANCE
LOANS.—

(1) NONRECOURSE LOANS AVAILABLE.—For
each of the 1996 through 2002 crops of each loan
commodity, the Secretary shall make available
to producers on a farm nonrecourse marketing
assistance loans for loan commodities produced
on the farm. The loans shall be made under
terms and conditions that are prescribed by the
Secretary and at the loan rate established under
subsection (b) for the loan commodity.

(2) ELIGIBLE PRODUCTION.—The following pro-
duction shall be eligible for a marketing assist-
ance loan under paragraph (1):

(A) In the case of a marketing assistance loan
for a contract commodity, any production by a
producer who has entered into a production
flexibility contract.

(B) In the case of a marketing assistance loan
for extra long staple cotton and oilseeds, any
production.

(3) RECOURSE LOANS FOR HIGH MOISTURE FEED
GRAINS.—

(A) RECOURSE LOANS AVAILABLE.—For each of
the 1996 through 2002 crops of corn and grain
sorghum, the Secretary shall make available re-
course loans, as determined by the Secretary, to
producers on a farm who—

(i) normally harvest all or a portion of their
crop of corn or grain sorghum in a high mois-
ture state;

(ii) present—

() certified scale tickets from an inspected,
certified commercial scale, including licensed
warehouses, feedlots, feed mills, distilleries, or
other similar entities approved by the Secretary,
pursuant to regulations issued by the Secretary;
or

(I1) present field or other physical measure-
ments of the standing or stored crop in regions
of the country, as determined by the Secretary,
that do not have certified commercial scales
from which certified scale tickets may be ob-
tained within reasonable proximity of harvest
operation;

(iii) certify that they were the owners of the
feed grain at the time of delivery to, and that
the quantity to be placed under loan under this
paragraph was in fact harvested on the farm
and delivered to, a feedlot, feed mill, or commer-
cial or on-farm high-moisture storage facility, or
to such facilities maintained by the users of
corn and grain sorghum in a high moisture
state; and

(iv) comply with deadlines established by the
Secretary for harvesting the corn or grain sor-
ghum and submit applications for loans under
this paragraph within deadlines established by
the Secretary.
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(B) ELIGIBILITY OF ACQUIRED FEED GRAINS.—
Loans under this paragraph shall be made on a
quantity of corn or grain sorghum of the same
crop acquired by the producer equivalent to a
guantity determined by multiplying—

(i) the acreage of the corn or grain sorghum in
a high moisture state harvested on the produc-
er’s farm; by

(ii) the lower of the farm program payment
yield or the actual yield on a field, as deter-
mined by the Secretary, that is similar to the
field from which the corn or grain sorghum was
obtained.

(C) HIGH MOISTURE STATE DEFINED.—In this
paragraph, the term ‘‘high moisture state”
means corn or grain sorghum having a moisture
content in excess of Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion standards for marketing assistance loans
made by the Secretary under paragraph (1).

(b) LOAN RATES.—

(1) WHEAT.—

(A) LOAN RATE.—Subject to subparagraph (B),
the loan rate for a marketing assistance loan
under subsection (a)(1) for wheat shall be—

(i) not less than 85 percent of the simple aver-
age price received by producers of wheat, as de-
termined by the Secretary, during the marketing
years for the immediately preceding 5 crops of
wheat, excluding the year in which the average
price was the highest and the year in which the
average price was the lowest in the period; but

(ii) not more than $2.58 per bushel.

(B) STOCKS TO USE RATIO ADJUSTMENT.—If the
Secretary estimates for any marketing year that
the ratio of ending stocks of wheat to total use
for the marketing year will be—

(i) equal to or greater than 30 percent, the
Secretary may reduce the loan rate for wheat
for the corresponding crop by an amount not to
exceed 10 percent in any year;

(ii) less than 30 percent but not less than 15
percent, the Secretary may reduce the loan rate
for wheat for the corresponding crop by an
amount not to exceed 5 percent in any year; or

(iii) less than 15 percent, the Secretary may
not reduce the loan rate for wheat for the cor-
responding crop.

(C) NO EFFECT ON FUTURE YEARS.—AnNy reduc-
tion in the loan rate for wheat under subpara-
graph (B) shall not be considered in determining
the loan rate for wheat for subsequent years.

(2) FEED GRAINS.—

(A) LOAN RATE FOR CORN.—Subject to sub-
paragraph (B), the loan rate for a marketing as-
sistance loan under subsection (a)(1) for corn
shall be—

(i) not less than 85 percent of the simple aver-
age price received by producers of corn, as de-
termined by the Secretary, during the marketing
years for the immediately preceding 5 crops of
corn, excluding the year in which the average
price was the highest and the year in which the
average price was the lowest in the period; but

(ii) not more than $1.89 per bushel.

(B) STOCKS TO USE RATIO ADJUSTMENT.—If the
Secretary estimates for any marketing year that
the ratio of ending stocks of corn to total use for
the marketing year will be—

(i) equal to or greater than 25 percent, the
Secretary may reduce the loan rate for corn for
the corresponding crop by an amount not to ex-
ceed 10 percent in any year;

(ii) less than 25 percent but not less than 12.5
percent, the Secretary may reduce the loan rate
for corn for the corresponding crop by an
amount not to exceed 5 percent in any year; or

(iii) less than 12.5 percent the Secretary may
not reduce the loan rate for corn for the cor-
responding crop.

(C) NO EFFECT ON FUTURE YEARS.—AnNYy reduc-
tion in the loan rate for corn under subpara-
graph (B) shall not be considered in determining
the loan rate for corn for subsequent years.

(D) OTHER FEED GRAINS.—The loan rate for a
marketing assistance loan under subsection
(a)(1) for grain sorghum, barley, and oats, re-
spectively, shall be established at such level as
the Secretary determines is fair and reasonable
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in relation to the rate that loans are made avail-
able for corn, taking into consideration the feed-
ing value of the commodity in relation to corn.

(3) UPLAND COTTON.—

(A) LOAN RATE.—Subject to subparagraph (B),
the loan rate for a marketing assistance loan
under subsection (a)(1) for upland cotton shall
be established by the Secretary at such loan
rate, per pound, as will reflect for the base qual-
ity of upland cotton, as determined by the Sec-
retary, at average locations in the United States
a rate that is not less than the smaller of—

(i) 85 percent of the average price (weighted
by market and month) of the base quality of cot-
ton as quoted in the designated United States
spot markets during 3 years of the 5-year period
ending July 31 in the year in which the loan
rate is announced, excluding the year in which
the average price was the highest and the year
in which the average price was the lowest in the
period; or

(ii) 90 percent of the average, for the 15-week
period beginning July 1 of the year in which the
loan rate is announced, of the 5 lowest-priced
growths of the growths quoted for Middling
1%s2-inch cotton C.l1.F. Northern Europe (ad-
justed downward by the average difference dur-
ing the period April 15 through October 15 of the
year in which the loan is announced between
the average Northern European price quotation
of such quality of cotton and the market
quotations in the designated United States spot
markets for the base quality of upland cotton),
as determined by the Secretary.

(B) LIMITATIONS.—The loan rate for a market-
ing assistance loan for upland cotton shall not
be less than $0.50 per pound or more than
$0.5192 per pound.

(4) EXTRA LONG STAPLE COTTON.—The loan
rate for a marketing assistance loan under sub-
section (a)(1) for extra long staple cotton shall
be—

(A) not less than 85 percent of the simple aver-
age price received by producers of extra long
staple cotton, as determined by the Secretary,
during 3 years of the 5 previous marketing
years, excluding the year in which the average
price was the highest and the year in which the
average price was the lowest in the period; but

(B) not more than $0.7965 per pound.

(5) RICE.—The loan rate for a marketing as-
sistance loan under subsection (a)(1) for rice
shall be $6.50 per hundredweight.

(6) OILSEEDS.—

(A) SoYBEANS.—The loan rate for a marketing
assistance loan under subsection (a)(1) for soy-
beans shall be $4.92 per bushel.

(B) SUNFLOWER SEED, CANOLA, RAPESEED, SAF-
FLOWER, MUSTARD SEED, AND FLAXSEED.—The
loan rates for a marketing assistance loan under
subsection (a)(1) for sunflower seed, canola,
rapeseed, safflower, mustard seed, and flaxseed,
individually, shall be $0.087 per pound.

(C) OTHER OILSEEDS.—The loan rates for a
marketing assistance loan under subsection
(a)(1) for other oilseeds shall be established at
such level as the Secretary determines is fair
and reasonable in relation to the loan rate
available for soybeans, except in no event shall
the rate for the oilseeds (other than cottonseed)
be less than the rate established for soybeans on
a per-pound basis for the same crop.

(c) TERM OF LOAN.—InN the case of each loan
commodity (other than upland cotton or extra
long staple cotton), a marketing assistance loan
under subsection (a)(1) shall have a term of 9
months beginning on the first day of the first
month after the month in which the loan is
made. A marketing assistance loan for upland
cotton or extra long staple cotton shall have a
term of 10 months beginning on the first day of
the first month after the month in which the
loan is made. The Secretary may not extend the
term of a marketing assistance loan for any loan
commodity.

(d) REPAYMENT.—

(1) REPAYMENT RATES GENERALLY.—The Sec-
retary shall permit producers to repay a market-
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ing assistance loan under subsection (a)(1) for a
loan commodity (other than extra long staple
cotton) at a level that is the lesser of—

(A) the loan rate established for the commod-
ity under subsection (b); or

(B) the prevailing world market price for the
commodity (adjusted to United States quality
and location), as determined by the Secretary.

(2) ADDITIONAL REPAYMENT RATES FOR WHEAT,
FEED GRAINS, AND OILSEEDS.—In the case of a
marketing assistance loan under subsection
(a)(1) for wheat, corn, grain sorghum, barley,
oats, or oilseeds, the Secretary shall also permit
a producer to repay the loan at such level as the
Secretary determines will—

(A) minimize potential loan forfeitures;

(B) minimize the accumulation of stocks of the
commodity by the Federal Government;

(C) minimize the cost incurred by the Federal
Government in storing the commodity; and

(D) allow the commodity produced in the
United States to be marketed freely and competi-
tively, both domestically and internationally.

(3) REPAYMENT RATES FOR EXTRA LONG STAPLE
COTTON.—Repayment of a marketing assistance
loan for extra long staple cotton shall be at the
loan rate established for the commodity under
subsection (b), plus interest (as determined by
the Secretary).

(4) PREVAILING WORLD MARKET PRICE.—For
purposes of paragraph (1) and subsection (f),
the Secretary shall prescribe by regulation—

(A) a formula to determine the prevailing
world market price for 