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additional $100 million in Federal sup-
port will be financed through the sale
or swap of other federally held land in
Florida.

The farm bill provides a fund for
rural America. And $300 million is pro-
vided for the fund in the years 1997
through 1999. This was a request of the
President of the United States, and the
Secretary of Agriculture placed a high
priority on this fund. The Secretary is
required to spend at least one-third of
the amount on research and one-third
of the amount on rural development.
The other one-third of the money can
be allocated to either purpose at the
discretion of the Secretary. All of the
funding must be spent through existing
research and rural development pro-
grams.

The Agricultural Quarantine and In-
spection provision appears in the con-
ference report, which amends the Food,
Agriculture, Conservation and Trade
Act of 1990 to allow the Secretary to
collect and spend fees collected over
$100 million to cover the cost for pro-
viding quarantine and inspection serv-
ices for imports.

The Safe Meat and Poultry Inspec-
tion Panel is created in this farm bill.
The Panel of scientists within the Food
Safety and Inspection Service will be
charged with the responsibility of re-
viewing all inspection policies from a
scientific perspective. The Panel’s re-
port and the Secretary’s responses
must be published in the Federal Reg-
ister. State-inspected meat was dis-
cussed in our conference report. Within
90 days of enactment, the Secretary
shall report and recommend to the
Congress the steps necessary to achieve
interstate shipment of State-inspected
meat products.

Title VI of the conference report
deals with USDA Farm Lending Pro-
gram reforms. The conference report
redirects farm lending programs to
their original intent. Authority to
make loans for a variety of non-
agricultural purposes such as recre-
ation facilities and small business en-
terprises is repealed. The Secretary is
given authority to use collection agen-
cies to recover delinquent loans. The
agreement prohibits additional loans
to delinquent borrowers and stream-
lines procedures for disposal of inven-
tory property. A portion of loan fund-
ing is reserved for new and beginning
farmers.

I point out, Mr. President, that that
set of provisions comes after extensive
hearings by the Agriculture Committee
in which we found that borrowers
sometimes are already delinquent and
the Department was obligated, under
previous law, to lend money to them in
any event. Some of these obvious, glar-
ing deficiencies have been corrected. I
commend both committees and the
conference for that provision.

Title VII deals with rural develop-
ment. The Rural Community Advance-
ment Program is authorized, and the
Secretary may provide grants and di-
rect and guaranteed loans and other as-
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sistance to meet rural development
needs across the country. Funding
under the Rural Community Advanced
Program will be allocated to three
areas: First of all, rural community fa-
cilities; second, rural utilities; and,
third, a rural business and cooperative
development. The new program pro-
vides greater flexibility, State and
local decisionmaking, and a simplified
uniform application process.

The Water and Waste Water Systems.
Authorization for these systems is in-
creased from $500 million to $590 mil-
lion.

In telemedicine and distance learning
programs, the conference agreement
reauthorizes and streamlines these pro-
grams. Under the programs, the Sec-
retary can make grants and loans to
assist rural communities with con-
struction of facilities and services, to
provide distance learning and telemedi-
cine service. Funding is authorized at
$100 million annually.

Title VIII is the research title. The
conference agreement reauthorizes
Federal agricultural research, exten-
sion, and education programs for 2
years. This will allow Congress to con-
tinue ongoing review of these programs
and determine how best to use the $1.7
billion in annual agricultural research,
extension, and education spending. Ad-
ditional research dollars are made
available under this bill through the
fund for rural America that I discussed
earlier and which President Clinton
and Secretary Glickman have cham-
pioned.

Title IX, promotion, the generic com-
modity promotion program. The Sec-
retary is directed to establish such a
program. Under this program, inter-
ested industries could petition the De-
partment of Agriculture for the estab-
lishment of a promotion program. Cur-
rently, each commodity must receive
specific authorization from Congress to
have a promotion program. Recog-
nizing the generic program will not be
operational for some time, the con-
ference agreement authorizes new pro-
motion programs for popcorn, canola,
and kiwi fruit.

The full conference report was print-
ed, I point out, Mr. President, in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of Monday,
March 25, 1996, so that Senators have
had an opportunity to review this con-
ference report. The report came after
discussion of as many as 500 differences
between the House and the Senate
bills. During an extensive and con-
structive conference of the two bodies
last Wednesday and last Thursday, all
issues were resolved. It is in that spirit
that this conference report came to the
Senate last evening and for further de-
bate today.

Mr. President, let me simply review
the fact that the time limit covering
this report is 6 hours. Three of those
hours are controlled by the distin-
guished Democratic leader, Senator
DASCHLE, an hour by the ranking
Democratic member of the Agriculture
Committee, and 2 hours by myself. Ap-
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proximately an hour and a quarter of
debate occurred last evening. The re-
mainder of the debate lies ahead of us.
Hopefully, Senators who are control-
ling that time would be prepared to
yield back that time to expedite the
work of the Senate.

——
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Patrick
Sweeney, an employee of the General
Accounting Office who has been de-
tailed to the Agriculture Committee,
be granted privilege of the floor during
the pendency of consideration of the
farm bill conference report.

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

Mr. LUGAR. Noting no other Sen-
ators prepared to debate the issue, I
suggest the absence of a quorum, with
the time to be equally charged against
the time allocated to the three Sen-
ators controlling time in this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll. The assistant
legislative clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask to
take time that has been allotted to me
under the unanimous consent agree-
ment.

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

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, we spent
a lot of months of very, very hard work
to craft this farm bill. Today, we are
completing the final legislative step in
the farm bill process. I am glad that
Secretary Glickman has said that he
will recommend that the bill be signed.

The Secretary is one of the most
knowledgeable Secretaries of Agri-
culture with which I have ever worked.
He has been a Member of the Congress.
He has worked on many farm bills. He
knows, as I do, that nobody ever gets
everything they want in a farm bill.
You have to bring in a number of com-
peting interests and ultimately make a
judgment of whether the bill should be
signed or not. I believe it should be
signed. I concur with his judgment.

I am also pleased that the President
said he would sign the farm bill. In my
discussions with the White House and
with the Secretary, I have told them
this is a good bipartisan bill that
proves we can work together.

We were in a situation, Mr. Presi-
dent, where we were not going to be
able to pass a Democratic or a Repub-
lican farm bill. However, if we worked
as we have in the past in a bipartisan
fashion, we could pass a very good farm
bill.

There are many who had a hand in
this legislation. First and foremost of
those is the chairman of the Senate
Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry
Committee, the senior Senator from
Indiana, Senator LUGAR.
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Had it not been for his energy, fore-
sight and perseverance, we would not
be on the floor today with a completed
conference report. The Agriculture
Committee is made up of members
with very diverse and, I might say, oc-
casionally conflicting interests. For
those who know the Agriculture Com-
mittee as Senator LUGAR and I do, that
is probably considered an understate-
ment. The Senate has some commit-
tees that divide along ideological lines
and one can almost predict how a vote
might go.

That is not the case in the Senate
Agriculture Committee. Conservatives
join with liberals on various issues;
conservatives break with conserv-
atives; liberals break with Iliberals;
moderates oftentimes have a balance of
power; regions have interests that con-
flict with other regions. This is not a
case of ideological balances. This is a
case of trying to balance the different
needs of different parts of our great
and wonderful Nation.

Throughout the year, Chairman
LUGAR worked closely with members to
craft a bill that provides us with the
basic road map for agriculture policy. I
appreciate both his leadership and his
friendship. The bill recognizes that
farm policy has changed. It cannot be
just about the production side of agri-
culture. It is about the consumption
side of agriculture, too.

The bill provides important protec-
tion to consumers in Kkey environ-
mental conservation issues. The focus
is on providing incentives to get farm-
ers to voluntarily do the right thing
for the environment, their commu-
nities, and their neighbors.

It is a major step away from the old
focus of mandatory, detailed regula-
tions. The conservation provisions
break with the past. They will provide
cash payments to farmers for improve-
ments that make sense for their farms.
The bill will help farmers do those
things that farmers know should be
done. The bill contains the Environ-
mental Quality Incentives Program,
EQUIP, to assist farmers in solving
critical water quality problems, for
those farmers who want to protect
lakes, rivers, and the ground water im-
portant to both them and their neigh-
bors. This means that farmers will get
funds to protect the groundwater that
their neighbor’s children drink.

There is $300 million in new spending
to restore the Florida Everglades
which is one of America’s national
treasures.

All of us should agree, whether we
are from Florida or not, that we need
to restore the Florida Everglades to its
full glory.

There is a $35 million initiative to
buy easements sold by willing sellers,
on farmland threatened by develop-
ment. This voluntary program, called
Farms for the Future in Vermont, al-
lows farm families to save their farm-
land for their children.

The bill contains a conservation farm
option that will encourage farmers to
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use good conservation methods. I am
pleased that, despite efforts to phase
out the Conservation Reserve Program,
we were able to save it. It is the Na-
tion’s largest, and most successful, pri-
vate land conservation program.

I also want to mention dairy. Let me
speak not as the ranking member of
the committee, but as a Vermonter.

I know the farmers in Vermont. They
work very, very hard. They rise early
every morning and work late into the
night just to get their milk into the
market. I have sat in the kitchens of
farm houses throughout Vermont and
talked with the farmers, the women
and men, and their sons and daughters,
who run these dairy farms. I have got-
ten up with them at 4 o’clock in the
morning and gone into the barns and
helped them do their chores and milk-
ing. One farmer said I probably made a
better Senator than I did a hired hand.

I was helping Bob Howrigan bring a
couple different herds in different
fields. As I helped him bring one of the
herds across to the milking shed, I
said, ‘“Bob, I got that herd in for you,
and I probably only lost a couple cows
on the way over.”

He said, ‘“‘PAT, I appreciate it. If I
keep you around a few weeks I can get
out of farming altogether.”

That is the kind of humor that goes
on. These are people who work harder
than anybody else I know. These are
small family farms. They dot the New
England countryside. They are a beau-
tiful part of our heritage. But they
exist only if they work hard and effi-
ciently.

So I am pleased this bill includes an
issue very important to my region, the
Northeast Interstate Dairy Compact.
Farmers in my State are not looking
for handouts.

All they want is a farm bill that
gives them a fair price for an honest
day’s work. They will work harder than
anybody else, but they ought to be rec-
ompensed for that work. I am tired of
the person in the middle getting all the
profits and the typical Vermont farmer
going almost 15 years without any kind
of a price increase.

This compact is the last best hope of
preserving Vermont’s heritage. Dairy
farmers work harder than anyone I
know. Cows have to be milked 7 days a
week. It does not make a difference
whether it is 25 degrees below zero, as
it is often in Vermont, or 5 o’clock in
the morning. It makes no difference.
The cows have to be milked.

I commend Chairman LUGAR for his
help on the dairy compact. I commend
the other members of the Vermont del-
egation. Interestingly enough, we are a
State where one-third of our delegation
is independent, one-third is Repub-
lican, and the remaining third is me.
We came together, all three of us, to
work for this. Chairman LUGAR talked
to farmers in Vermont. He knew how
important it was. After years of debate
in Congress, we finally have a farm bill
that gives them the dairy compact.

I want to remind everyone that while
retail prices for dairy products have in-
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creased 30 percent, farm prices have ac-
tually decreased 5 percent. I want to
also point out that although the price
of a half gallon of milk has gone from
$1.19 to $1.59 over the past 15 years, the
farmer’s share has remained at just 59
cents.

The dairy compact establishes a sys-
tem which gives the States and local
farmers control over their lives.

It will ensure that New England con-
sumers can find milk in their super-
markets at fair prices.

It will also provide family farmers
throughout the region with a decent
living, so that they will be able to pass
on their farms to their children and
their children’s children.

Instead of a national standard im-
posed by the Federal Government, the
dairy compact allows local citizens,
farmers and officials to make local de-
cisions on milk. That is good for dairy
farmers, good for Vermont and good for
America.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a resolution in support of the
compact from the New England Gov-
ernors, letters in support of the com-
pact from various groups in Vermont,
the vote totals in each of the State leg-
islatures be printed in the RECORD.

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

NEW ENGLAND GOVERNORS’
CONFERENCE, INC.,
Boston, MA, February 13, 1995.
Hon. PATRICK J. LEAHY,
Russell Senate Office Building,
DC.

DEAR SENATOR LEAHY: I understand the
Northeast Interstate Dairy Compact awaits
action by the full Senate. On behalf of the
New England Governors’ Conference, Inc., I
write to ask your help in moving the Com-
pact bill forward as quickly as possible.

The attached Resolution of the New Eng-
land Governors’ Conference, Inc. was adopted
unanimously at our recent meeting in Wash-
ington, D.C.

The Dairy Compact has been enacted into
law by the six New England states. We hope
you will support this unique experiment in
cooperative federalism. The Compact is a bi-
partisan, state-sponsored, regional response
to the chronic problem of low dairy farm
prices. If successfully implemented, the
Compact will stabilize our region’s dairy in-
dustry and reinvigorate this crucial segment
of our rural economy, without cost to the
federal government or adverse impact on the
national industry.

Thank you for your consideration of this
matter.

Very truly yours,
WILLIAM A. GILDEA,
Executive Director.
RESOLUTION 127—NORTHEAST DAIRY COMPACT

A Resolution of the New England Gov-
ernors’ Conference, Inc. in support of con-
gressional enactment of the Northeast Dairy
Compact.

Whereas, the six New England states have
enacted the Northeast Interstate Dairy Com-
pact to address the alarming loss of dairy
farms in the region; and

Whereas, the Compact is a unique partner-
ship of the region’s governments and the
dairy industry supported by a broad and ac-
tive coalition of organizations and people
committed to maintaining the vitality of the
region’s diary industry, including con-
sumers, processors, bankers, equipment deal-
ers.

Washington,
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veterinarians, the tourist and travel indus-
try, environmentalists, land conservationists
and recreational users of open land; and

Whereas, the Compact would not harm but
instead complement the existing federal
structure for milk pricing, nor adversely af-
fect the competitive position of any dairy
farmer, processor or other market partici-
pant in the nation’s air industry; and

Whereas, the limited and relatively iso-
lated market position of the New England
dairy industry makes it an appropriate local-
ity in which to assess the effectiveness of re-
gional regulation of milk pricing, and

Whereas, the Constitution of the United
States expressly authorizes states to enter
into interstate compacts with the approval
of Congress and government at all levels in-
creasingly recognizes the need to promote
cooperative, federalist solutions to local and
regional problems; and

Whereas, the Northeast Interstate Dairy
Compact has been submitted to Congress for
approval as required by the Constitution;
Now therefore be it Resolved, That the New
England Governors’ Conference, Inc. requests
that Congress approve the Northeast Inter-
state Dairy Compact; and be it further Re-
solved, That, a copy of this resolution be sent
to the leadership of the Senate and the
House of Representatives, the Chairs of the
appropriate legislative committees, and the
Secretary of the United States Department
of Agriculture.

Adoption certified by the New England
Governors’ Conference, Inc. on January 31,
1995.

STEPHEN MERRILL,
Governor of New Hampshire,
Chairman.
VERMONT PUBLIC INTEREST
RESEARCH GROUP,
Montpelier, VT, March 29, 1995.
Re Support for the Northeast Interstate
Dairy Compact.

Hon. PATRICK LEAHY,
87 State Street,
Montpelier, VT.

DEAR SENATOR LEAHY: Thank you for your
efforts last year to move the Northeast
Interstate Dairy Compact through the Sen-
ate. VPIRG appreciates that those efforts
fell prey to gridlock in Congress. Notwith-
standing, we strongly support the Compact—
we see it as a means to sustain family farms
and agriculture in Vermont. We were thus
heartened to see your co-sponsorship of Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 28 on March 2nd, and
ask you to help accelerate its movement
through Congress.

We know that passage will not be easy. But
the time is right for a strong push. We need
your help more than ever. The mood of Con-
gress is to return power to the states and, in
the case of the Compact, allow states greater
power to manage their own affairs collec-
tively. Please take advantage of this oppor-
tunity to promote passage of the Compact at
the earliest time possible.

Time is of the essence—Vermont dairy
farmers are in trouble. We read that the
Vermont Department of Agriculture re-
ported a loss of 50 more dairy farms in Janu-
ary and February alone, bring the total to
below 2,000 farms. If anything, the rate of
loss seems to be increasing, and this is of
great concern to our club members.

In addition to their direct input into the
economy. Vermont dairy farms add to the
aesthetic quality of the state. And finan-
cially stable farms are better able to deal
with agricultural run-off problems and im-
portant regulations to deal with non-point
pollution. Family-owned dairy farms are
also a significant part of Vermont’s heritage
and it is important that they continue to op-
erate here.
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Again, thank you for your efforts in sup-
porting the Compact. We are behind you
100%!

Sincerely,
KATHERINE M. VOSE,
Ezxecutive Director.
VERMONT FEDERATION OF
SPORTSMEN’S CLUBS, INC.,
April 13, 1995.
Senator PATRICK LEAHY,
87 State Street,
Montpelier, VT.

DEAR SENATOR LEAHY: Thank you for your
efforts last year to move the Northeast
Interstate Dairy Compact through the Con-
gress. We appreciate that those efforts fell
prey to gridlock. Notwithstanding, the
Vermont Federation of Sportsmen Clubs,
Inc. continues to strongly support the Com-
pact—we see it as a reintroduction of Sen-
ator Joint Resolution 28 on March 2nd, and
ask you to help accelerate its movement
through Congress.

We know that passage will not be easy. But
the time is right for a strong push. The mood
of Congress is to return power to the states
and, in the case of the Compact, allow states
greater power to manage their own affairs
collectively. Please take advantage of this
opportunity to promote passage of the Com-
pact at the earliest time possible.

Time is of essence for an even more crit-
ical reason—Vermont dairy farmers are in
trouble. We read that the Vermont Depart-
ment of Agriculture reported a loss of 50
more dairy farms in January and February
alone, bring the total to below 2000 farms. If
anything, the rate of loss seems to be in-
creasing, and this is of great concern to our
club members.

In addition to their direct input into the
economy. Vermont dairy farms add to the
aesthetic quality of the state. Tourism and
recreational opportunities are enhanced by
the open space provided by farms, Family
owned dairy farms are a significant part of
Vermont’s heritage and it is important that
they continue to operate here.

Again, thank you for your efforts in sup-
porting the Compact. We are behind you
100%!

Yours in Sportsmanship,
RALPH BUCHANAN,
Secretary, VFSC.
BOURDEAU BROS., INC.,
Champlain, NY.
Re Support for the Northeast Interstate
Dairy Compact.

Senator PATRICK LEAHY,
87 State Street,
Montpelier, VT.

DEAR SENATOR LEAHY: Thank you for your
efforts last year to move the Northeast
Interstate Dairy Company through the Sen-
ate. We appreciate that those efforts fell
prey to gridlock in Congress. Notwith-
standing, Bourdeau Brothers, Inc. continues
to strongly support the Compact—we see it
as a means to sustain family farms and agri-
culture in Vermont and the Northeast. A
substantial part of our feed and fertilizer
business is with Vermont farmers and they
need help! We were thus heartened to see the
reintroduction of Senate Joint Resolution 28
on March 2nd, and ask you to help accelerate
its movement through Congress.

We know that passage will not be easy. But
the time is right for a strong push. The mood
of Congress is to return power to the states
and, in the case of the Compact, allow states
greater power to manage their own affairs
collectively. Please take advantage of this
opportunity to promote passage of the Com-
pact at the earliest time possible.

The Compact is a unique piece of legisla-
tion and is clearly a regional solution to a
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regional problem. In the long-run, it benefits
both consumers and producers. It com-
plements the existing federal program, and
even has a provision to discourage over-
production. It’s a work of art.

Again, thank you for your efforts in sup-
porting the Compact. We are behind you
100%!

Sincerely,
GERMAIN BOURDEAU,
President.
VERMONT HOUSING AND
CONSERVATION COALITION,
Montpelier, VT, April 13, 1995.
Senator PATRICK LEAHY,
87 State Street,
Montpelier, VT.

DEAR PAT: I am writing on behalf of the
Vermont Housing and Conservation Coali-
tion to support passage of the Northeast
Interstate Dairy Compact legislation. The
Coalition is a group of land conservation and
affordable housing organizations, including
the Vermont Land Trust, that have been in-
strumental in the creation of the Vermont
Housing & Conservation Trust Fund and in
the implementation of its program. In less
than eight years, that program has perma-
nently protected more than 125 operating
farms in Vermont through the acquisition of
conservation easements, and the momentum
is growing. Over a third of the transactions
have involved the transfer of the farm from
one generation of owners to the next, which
is a key element in maintaining the long-
term viability of the agricultural industry in
this state.

But that is not the only key element, as
you well know. What is also critically impor-
tant, especially with dairy farming con-
tinuing to be the largest sector of Vermont
agriculture, is that farmers receive a fair
price for their product. If milk prices con-
tinue at their present disastrously low lev-
els, Vermont may see a drastic shrinkage in
its number of family farms. Even if much of
that land is absorbed into other stronger
farm operations, Vermont will have lost
some of the fabric which makes this state so
special.

Congress has been moving in the direction
of returning more control to the States. It is
therefore highly significant that the six New
England States have all adopted the legisla-
tion endorsing the compact. The only barrier
to returning some sense of fairness and con-
trol over milk prices is Congress’ authoriza-
tion.

I understand that the Joint Resolution has
been reintroduced in the House and Senate. I
hope you will do all you can to push for its
passage by Congress at the earliest possible
time. Time is short. An officer at the Farm
Credit Association, who works with many
farmers and is a strong advocate of
Vermont’s program to purchase development
rights on farmland, recently told me that
Vermont may lose as many as 800 farms in
the next five years. He felt that the next 12—
18 months will be the most difficult. We can-
not afford to wait for the Compact legisla-
tion.

Thank you for your support. With best
wishes.

Sincerely,
DARBY BRADLEY,
Co-Chair.
VERMONT SKI AREAS ASSOCIATION,
Montpelier, VT, April 11, 1995.
Re Northeast Interstate Dairy Compact.

Senator PATRICK LEAHY,
87 State Street,
Montpelier, VT.

DEAR SENATOR LEAHY: As you well know,
tourism and agriculture in Vermont are mu-
tually dependent industries. More and more,
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these two industries depend on the health
and prosperity of each other. For as long as
I can remember, the Vermont ski industry
has taken a keen interest in the health and
stability of Vermont’s dairy farms. We not
only share a working landscape, but we also
share common markets as well as common
values.

On behalf of Vermont ski areas, I want to
thank you for your continued support of the
Northeast Interstate Dairy Compact. Solving
our financial problems within the dairy in-
dustry will challenge us for a generation to
come, but there is little question that an es-
sential first step is the passage of legislation
creating the Northeast Interstate Dairy
Compact.

I urge you to give this matter special at-
tention in a very busy legislative session. We
in Vermont’s ski industry know, perhaps
better than ever, what hard economic times
can mean and want to lend our voice of sup-
port to the enactment of this legislation at
the earliest possible date.

Sincerely,
JOSEPH A. PARKINSON,
Executive Director.
VERMONT CURRENT USE
TAX COALITION,
Montpelier, VT, March 30, 1995.
Hon. PATRICK LEAHY,
87 State Street,
Montpelier, VT.

DEAR SENATOR LEAHY: We appreciate your
efforts of last year to try to obtain passage
of the Northeast Interstate Dairy Compact
legislation. Congress did not see fit to act on
the legislation. We still believe this legisla-
tion deserves your strong support and so
urge you to help accelerate Senate Joint
Resolution 28 through Congress.

It is clear that passage will not be easy
against western and mid-western determina-
tion to hold onto control of milk pricing
structures over the entire country. But, we
believe that if agriculture is to be sustain-
able over the foreseeable future in New Eng-
land, we must be able to set prices for our
products based on production costs in New
England, not in the corn belt, or on vast fed-
eral range lands of the west. The dairy indus-
try should lead the way; the other agricul-
tural sectors will follow.

It appears that now is not only an oppor-
tune time to press this legislation because of
the general mood on federal deregulation
and greater empowerment of the states to
manage their own affairs, but also because
Vermont agriculture, and dairy farms in par-
ticular, are undergoing increasingly difficult
financial times. Vermont lost 50 more dairy
farms in the first two months of this year.
Where is it going to end?

The Compact was adopted with near-unani-
mous support by the six New England state
legislatures. The Current Use Tax Coalition
supported the process then, and we continue
to believe that if agriculture is to remain an
active part of our lives in Vermont this key
piece of legislation must be passed.

Thank you for your efforts on behalf of
Vermont agriculture.

Sincerely,
DAVID A. MCDONOUGH,
Chair, Current Use Tax Coalition.
NATIONAL BANK OF MIDDLEBURY,
Middlebury, VT, April 3, 1995.
Hon. PATRICK LEAHY,
U.S. Senator, State Street,
Montpelier, VT.

DEAR SENATOR LEAHY: Thank you for your
efforts last year to move the Northeast
Interstate Dairy Compact through the legis-
lature. National Bank of Middlebury con-
tinues to strongly support the Compact, and
we are pleased to see the re-introduction of
Senate Joint Resolution #28 on March 2, We
know that passage will not be easy. However,
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the Compact has received near unanimous
support from the six New England state leg-
islatures. There is a clear regional mandate

to solve this problem.
Time is of the essence because Vermont

dairy farmers are in trouble. The Vermont
Department of Agriculture reported a loss of
50 more dairy farms in January and Feb-
ruary alone bringing the total farms in
Vermont to below 2,000 in number. We will
see one of our customers added to the list of
casualties in June. The ‘‘loss-of-farms’ rate
is alarming for the industry, but also for the
state economy. It is unclear how much farm-
ing contributes to the tourism economy and
the postal nature of Vermont. Our instincts
tell us it is immeasureable. So, we urge you
to promote passage of the Compact at the
earliest time possible. Thank you for your
efforts in supporting the Compact.
Sincerely,
G. KENNETH PERINE,
President.

NORTHEAST INTERSTATE
DAIRY COMPACT COMMITTEE,
Montpelier, VT.

INTERSTATE COMPACT LEGISLATIVE PROCESS

Connecticut: (P.L. 93-320) House vote = 143—
4; Senate vote = 30-6. (Joint Committee on
Environment voted bill out 22-2; Joint Com-
mittee on Government Administration and
Relations voted bill out 15-3; Joint Com-
mittee on Judiciary voted bill out 28-0)

Maine: Originally adopted Compact ena-
bling legislation in 1989 (P.L. 89-437) Floor
votes and Joint Committee on Agriculture
vote not recorded. The law was amended in
1993. (P.L. 93-274) House vote = 114-1; Senate
vote = 25-0. (Joint Committee on Agriculture
vote not recorded)

Massachusetts: (P.L. 93-370) Approved by
unrecorded voice votes.

New Hampshire: (P.L. 93-336) Senate vote =
18-4; House vote unrecorded voice vote; (Sen-
ate Committee on Interstate Cooperation
vote-unrecorded voice vote; House Com-
mittee on Agriuclture voted bill out 17-0)

Rhode Island: (P.L. 93-336) House vote=80-T;
Senate vote = 38-0. (House Committee on Ju-
diciary voted bill out 11-2; Senate Com-
mittee on Judiciary voice vote not recorded.)

Vermont: Originally adopted Compact in
1989 (P.L. 89-95) House vote = unanimous
voice vote; Senate vote = 29-1. The law was
amended in 1993. (P.L. 93-57) Floor voice
votes, and House and Senate Agriculture
Committee voice votes, not recorded.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the bill
expands a great program in Vermont
called the Farms for the Future.

Vermont’s dairy farms are part of
what makes Vermont so special. That
is why I want to help Vermont farm
families keep their land in agriculture
through the Farms for the Future Pro-
gram.

I included this program in the 1990
farm bill, and since then, Vermont has
purchased the development rights for
nearly 100 farms throughout the State.

Let me put that another way—nearly
100 Vermont farmers received cash pay-
ments under this program. This kept
their land in farming.

I am pleased that this bill contains
$35 million more for farmland protec-
tion programs throughout the Nation.

While this bill has many accomplish-
ments, I wish we could have done even
more in environmental areas. For ex-
ample, the Wetlands Reserve Program
places a lower cap on enrollments than
the bill passed by the Senate.

Retaining the Senate’s cap would
have provided further environmental
insurance to future generations.
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The committee I sit on is called the
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry
Committee for a reason.

We have a long bipartisan history of
making sure every child in our Na-
tion—whether they are rich or poor—
has enough to eat.

While agriculture programs now ex-
tend for 7 more years, one of our most
important child nutrition programs,
food stamps, will expire 2 years from
now.

Fourteen million children benefit
from the Food Stamp Program. I fear
that our precious children—those least
able to defend themselves in our soci-
ety—will be at risk in 2 years. I intend
to work with Senators LUGAR,
DASCHLE, DOLE, and others to make
certain that this does not happen.

Mr. President, in closing, while this
bill adopts important new provisions in
farm policy, we must be careful about
patting ourselves too much on the
back. There are important areas in
conservation, the environment and nu-
trition where we have failed to go the
extra step.

Although this bill is called the farm
bill, it affects every American every
day of their lives. What we pass today
will impact families when they take a
vacation to one of our national parks,
spread a picnic lunch under a tree, bit
into a sandwich or drink a glass of
juice.

The 2 million farmers are important
and this bill will serve them well.

But we cannot forget that farm pol-
icy affects the more than 250 million
Americans who are concerned about
the environment, conservation, and im-
portant nutrition programs.

In the last year partisan fights on the
budget and other issues have tied up
Congress and shut down the Govern-
ment on two occasions. We all realize
that is not the way to govern. That is
why last month, when it appeared that
the farm bill would be caught in the
same trap, I decided to act.

With Senator LUGAR and Senator
DoLE, I offered a bipartisan farm bill
with strong conservation, environ-
mental and nutrition provisions. I am
proud that a bipartisan step led to this
final bill. T want to also thank Chair-
man ROBERTS for his efforts in working
with me at conference. His freedom-to-
farm idea has captured the hearts of
many thousands of farmers through
America.

This is Congressman KIKA DE LA
GARZA’s last farm bill, as it is the last
farm bill for Senator PRYOR and Sen-
ator HEFLIN. I have greatly enjoyed
working with all of them over the
years.

Let me focus on the conservation
provisions for a moment. They are dif-
ferent from most—they will provide
cash payments to farmers for improve-
ments they would want to make any-
way.

One program is a voluntary program
of payments to Vermont farmers who
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want to protect Lake Champlain, or
protect rivers or other lakes near their
fields. It is also a voluntary program
for farmers around the Nation.

It can be expensive to manage your
land. Some may need assistance in get-
ting the job done right. That is why
Senator LUGAR and I designed a con-
servation program called EQUIP. It
cuts redtape and guarantees funding
for conservation assistance for the next
T years.

This is voluntary assistance that will
be available if you need it. It can help
Vermont farmers comply with the
State’s new accepted agricultural prac-
tices.

We are in this together. We want to
keep our streams full of trout. We want
to make sure St. Albans Bay, Lake
Memphremagog, and Missiquoi Bay are
clean for everyone to enjoy. This bill
also protects lakes and rivers in all
States.

Keeping our State and regional dairy
industry strong is the driving force be-
hind the Northeast Dairy Compact.
Working together is how we have got-
ten so far. At a later date I will thank
all those involved in getting the dairy
compact approved.

Today I want to thank the agri-
culture committee chairmen in
Vermont, Senator Tom Bahre and Rep-
resentative Bobby Starr, Governor
Dean, Commissioner Graves, Congress-
man SANDERS, and the hundreds of
dairy farmers in Vermont who worked
with me on getting the job done. And I
want to say a special thanks to JIM
JEFFORDS. He and I have worked side
by side throughout this fight.

I also need to highlight the role of
Danny Smith. He came down to Wash-
ington and worked directly with me on
getting the compact included in the
final bill. His support was vital.

The compact has come a long way,
from the State legislatures of New
England, to the Congress.

Vermonters and all of New England
know the importance of the dairy in-
dustry. But in New England people
know that the dairy compact is more
than helping farmers, and helping the
dairy industry in the region.

To New Englanders, a vital rural ag-
ricultural economy is part of both the
heritage they treasure and the future
in which they believe.

This bill represents real reform of
Federal dairy policy. This bill phases
down dairy price supports saving more
than $300 million, more than 20 percent
compared to the baseline. This bill
fully funds the Dairy Export Incentive
Program and poises the U.S. dairy in-
dustry to capture expanding world
markets.

The Federal milk orders remain in
place but mandates their reform and
consolidated the current number of 33
by about two-thirds. I am concerned
that the Secretary has been given only
3 years to complete this process. These
provisions were hard fought com-
promises addressing the concerns of
farmers, processors, consumers, and
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the various regions. No region or inter-
est group is completely satisfied, but
that is the sign of a good compromise.

A major thrust of this bill is to re-
duce regulations that are imposed on
farmers and ranchers. It reduces con-
servation regulations and farm pro-
gram regulations.

The conference report gives farmers a
lot more flexibility to decide what
crops to plant. That means farmers
will be able to choose the crop rota-
tions that are best for their farms,
rather than planting to meet the re-
quirements of the farm program.

The bill eliminates existing penalties
for producing hay and other resource-
conserving crops, so the environment
should benefit as well.

The conference report also brings to
an end the practice of requiring farm-
ers to idle productive cropland. No
longer will USDA decide each year how
much land a farmer must set aside to
get farm program payments. From now
on, the Government will pay farmers to
idle land only when that land is envi-
ronmentally sensitive.

A key section of this farm bill is the
continuation of international food aid
programs—Public Law 480, Food for
Progress and the Emerging Democracy
Program. These programs are critical
in our global efforts to fight world hun-
ger. Our responsibility to help others is
a moral obligation and I am delighted
that the importance these programs
play in the fight against world hunger
is understood by all conferees.

I am pleased with the strong empha-
sis that this bill places on importance
of maintaining strong U.S. agricultural
export markets. Export of U.S. agricul-
tural products, especially in the value-
added market, is one of the most prof-
itable and fastest growing sectors in
our Nation’s economy. My home State
of Vermont understands its impor-
tance. Vermont export statistics indi-
cate that Vermont exported more than
$175 million in agricultural-derived
products—many of these in the value-
added category. That translates into a
thriving economy and local job cre-
ation.

This bill also streamlines USDA farm
lending programs. The conferees
worked hard with Secretary Glickman
to produce a title both the administra-
tion, Congress and farm borrowers can
support, and I believe we have crafted
an effective policy to help farmers pre-
pare for the next century without cre-
ating the dependency on USDA loan
programs that have existed in past to
the detriment of both USDA and the
individual borrowers.

I am disappointed that the con-
ference report does not provide a better
safety net for farmers. Farm program
payments will not be tied to market
conditions, so farmers may get large
Government payments when they do
not need them, and may not get suffi-
cient aid when times are hard. I hope
that we can work on new ways to help
farmers deal with market risk.

I am also concerned with some of the
changes that have been made in the
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Crop Insurance Program. Farmers will
no longer be required to purchase crop
insurance to get farm program bene-
fits. While I support giving farmers
freedom of choice, I fear that too many
farmers will fail to obtain insurance.

If we have widespread crop disaster
and many farmers do not have insur-
ance coverage, there will again be po-
litical pressure to enact ad hoc disaster
programs. I supported the effort to re-
form crop insurance in 1994 largely be-
cause I wanted to bring an end to ad
hoc disaster programs. I want everyone
to understand that my willingness to
accept these changes in the Crop Insur-
ance Program should not be misinter-
preted as a willingness to return to
wasteful disaster programs.

I have two major concerns with the
meat and poultry advisory panel. First,
it will waste money that would be bet-
ter spent on meat and poultry inspec-
tors. Second, the scope of what the
panel can investigate is too broad.

However, on the positive side, the
panel is advisory and does not have the
constitutional or statutory power to
delay food safety actions of the Sec-
retary. Delays will only result if the
Secretary voluntarily agrees that the
delay is appropriate.

I accepted the provision on studying
the usefulness of permitting the inter-
state shipment of State-inspected
meat. This idea was proposed by the
President of the United States in his
farm bill recommendations. I think it
would be useful to have the Secretary’s
most recent views on this issue.

I am especially happy that this legis-
lation includes a proposal that was
added at my request, the Flood Risk
Reduction Program contained in sec-
tion 385. I first became interested in
this situation after the disastrous
floods of 1993. I raised this issue in a
hearing with then Secretary Espy.

I asked the Secretary whether it
would make more sense to stop fight-
ing the Mississippi River and the nat-
ural elements of these lands and in-
stead to enroll them in the Wetland
Reserve Program.

In addition, I spoke to the President
personally about this proposal. I also
wrote a letter to the President detail-
ing my emergency wetlands reserve
initiative that would improve the pro-
posed disaster relief program for the
Mississippi Valley floods. In this letter
I continued to attack the inefficiency
and high cost of the disaster relief pro-
gram.

In addition, I pointed out that there
is a very good possibility that many of
the cropland areas that were once wet-
lands would be better off returned to
wetland status rather than repaired
and kept in crops.

The success of voluntary programs to
help farmers move off flood prone bot-
tom land can be seen in the example of
Levee District 8 in Iowa. This area had
a history of flood damage. It would
have cost the taxpayer about $1,500 per
acre to return this land to farmable
condition. And then a few years later,
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it would have flooded again. Instead
this levee district was voluntarily abol-
ished. A decision that works for the
farmers and the taxpayer. I ask unani-
mous consent that a description of that
success story be printed in the RECORD.

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

THE 1993 FLOODS—FROM LEVEE DISTRICT TO

WILDLIFE REFUGE
(By Bruce Mountain)

The farmers were grim as they stood at the
road below Bob Hawk’s house that leads into
the upper end of Levee District 8 and Louisa
County, Iowa. It was 7 a.m. on July 8, 1993,
and it appeared they were going to lose
again. There had been record rains in the
Iowa River Basin; and Levee District 8, only
six miles from the Mississippi, was feeling
the brunt of the massive run-off as it fun-
neled 12 million acres down the river.

The levee was built in 1927 to protect 2,000
acres of crop ground. The area also contained
600 acres of old oxbows and sloughs
(Spitznogle Lake, Sunfish Lake, Rush Lake,
Parsons Lake, Wilson Lake, Hall Lake, and
Diggins Slough) and riverine forests. It had
been estimated the levee was a 25-year levee
(able to withstand floods that occur once
every 25 years), but in the last 60 years it had
been breached 14 times.

This looked like it would be number 15. Ed
Yotter and the other farmers stood at 551
feet above sea level, and the lower end of the
district, at 541 feet, was already under sev-
eral feet of water due to seepage up through
the saturated ground and through the levee.
By 8 a.m. water started to lap over the top of
the levee at several locations, so the 25 farm-
ers and neighbors moved off the main levee
and worked to reinforce the cross levee be-
tween Levee District 8 and the adjacent up-
stream levee district, number 11.

At 9 a.m. word came that the main levee of
District 11 had broken and water was gush-
ing in. By 11 a.m. water was coming over the
main levee in District 8 like a waterfall. Offi-
cially, the main levee was breached in six lo-
cations and the cross levee was breached in
five, but actually these were the accumula-
tion of many smaller breaches all along the
levees. At its height, the flood water was
more than two feet over the top of the levee,
drowning the hopes of another year’s crop.

When the flood water finally receded in
September, the farmers looked over the dam-
age. They were stunned by the numerous
scour holes (some 25 to 100 feet long and 17
feet deep), sand deposits (some 6 inches to 6
feet deep), and flotsam. The Soil Conserva-
tion Service (SCS), now known as the Nat-
ural Resources Conservation Service, moved
in to assess the damage to the crop ground in
Levee District 8 (it was later set at up to
$3,000 per acre) and to estimate the costs to
fix the roads and drainage system. The Army
Corps of Engineers obtained estimates to fix
the levees.

But the landowners were tired of fighting
the river. And conservationists and public of-
ficials knew this oft-flooded land shouldn’t
be farmed. For a brief time after the waters
receded and before the repairs would need to
begin, the situation was ripe for change, and
a variety of agencies and nonprofits seized
the opportunity. They put together a buy-
out of the properties in Levee District Num-
ber 8 and created—a year and a half later—
Horseshoe Bend, a division of the Mark
Twain National Wildlife Refuge and a good
case study of how a coalition can move
quickly when conditions—and the will for
change—are right.

GATHERING FUNDS AND WILLING BUYERS

If the flooding of Louisa County’s levee

had been a localized incident the levees
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would have been rebuilt ($800,000), the drain-
age ditches cleared ($400,000), the sand bars
removed, the scour holes filled, and the de-
bris removed ($1.7 million) for an estimated
$2.9 million. This excludes the additional
costs and federal dollars for disaster pay-
ments ($200,000) as well as crop insurance
payments and the non-recoverable costs of
the landowners. (Today, it is believed that
these estimates were low because in the ad-
jacent levee district, number 11, where the
levee was actually repaired, the initial esti-
mate proved to be 80 percent below the ac-
tual costs.)

This was not, however, a localized inci-
dent. The flooding of the entire Upper Mis-
sissippi River Basin in 1993 was the worst in
years. At many of the U.S. Geological Sur-
vey gauging stations along the Mississippi,
the flow levels exceeded the hundred year
mark. In response, Congress passed the
Emergency Wet and Reserve Program
(EWRP) in October 1993 as a part of flood re-
lief support. Without the funds provided by
this program, the Louisa Levee District buy-
out could not have occurred.

The federal government’s disaster aid pro-
gram was developed to provide compensation
for severely damaged crop ground and also to
break the cycle of paying for similar damage
caused by future floods. Under the program,
the Department of Agriculture would pur-
chase a permanent easement on crop acres
where the damage caused by the flood ex-
ceeded the value of the easement. The ease-
ment would prohibit all but very limited ag-
ricultural practices, and in Louisa County, it
was set at $683 per acre.

In early October, the Iowa office of the
SCS proposed the idea of buying out the en-
tire levee district, but only from willing sell-
ers and only if the district were dissolved so
as to ensure that future levee reconstruction
costs would not be incurred. The SCS did not
have the funds or the statutory authority to
purchase the district, so, in late October, it
organized meeting with its own representa-
tives, the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS),
the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA), the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), the Corps, the Iowa Depart-
ment of Natural Resources, the Iowa Natural
Heritage Foundation, Pheasants Forever,
and other interested parties to seek a solu-
tion.

The group immediately realized that for
the project to be successful, quick action
would be needed. With winter approaching,
the dredge barges the Corps needed to repair
the levees would soon be frozen out. The
group thought that a buy-out of the fee title
to the parcels in the levee district could be
accomplished through joining the Emer-
gency Wetland Reserve payment with addi-
tional cash to be raised to equal the fair
market value of the property.

The area also qualified for FEMA assist-
ance. Applications were made to the Iowa
Disaster Management Office, which helped
handle FEMA payments, to have the buy-out
declared as an alternative floodplain project.
That declaration would make up to 90 per-
cent of the disaster payments eligible to be
applied for the buy-out. However, an esti-
mated additional $500,000 to $600,000 would
still be needed to accomplish the project.
Representatives for the FWS indicated they
would have the money but not until 1994. The
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation then
agreed to provide a $250,000 grant to be
matched by $250,000 from The Conservation
Fund; these monies would be used as a loan
or stop-gap funding until the FWS funds be-
came available. Other non-profits, such as
the Iowa Natural Heritage Foundation and
Pheasants Forever, also provided funding.

The Iowa Natural Heritage Foundation, a
15-year-old private group, was asked to be
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the project facilitator. The Foundation
would coordinate the offers to purchase land
from the individual landowners, coordinate
the Emergency Wetland Reserve Program
funding with the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation and Conservation Fund monies,
and oversee the eventual transfer of the
properties. Before the buy-out could proceed,
the ultimate owner and manager of the area
had to be determined. The choice was be-
tween the Iowa Department of Natural Re-
sources and the Fish and Wildlife Service.
Due in part to state budgetary constraints
and federal management personnel available
at the nearby Mark Twain Wildlife Refuge,
the FWS was the logical choice to hold title
and manage the project.

Another condition for the project to pro-
ceed was the closing of the levee district and
drainage district. Therefore, the statutory
requirements for closing the districts, in-
cluding legal notice and voting procedures,
had to be researched. The final closing took
place on March 31, 1994.

Once the landowners agreed to the concept,
offers to purchase had to be negotiated with
each landowner. The district is owned by 13
different landowners with parcels ranging in
size from 13 acres to more than 1,500 acres.
One farm is owned by an investor/operator,
and another was deeded by President James
Polk under federal patent to the owners,
Jack and Merrit Parsons’s great-great-
grandfather, in 1846. Two sisters, Mary
Boysen and Martha Hawk, each owned Cen-
tury Farms, a designation given to farms
that have been in the same family for 100
years. Another farm was acquired by duck
hunters in 1929, and it is still operated as a
private duck hunting club by the heirs of the
six original partners.

We concluded that all of the offers to land-
owners had to be based on a consistently ap-
plied formula. Several of the landowners said
that they were dissatisfied with the offers,
but eventually agreed to them, based on the
knowledge that other landowners were get-
ting the same offers and that there were no
‘‘special deals.” By sticking to this strategy,
individual negotiations and appraisals were
avoided.

The first offer was signed December 13,
1993, and the last one was executed May 6,
1994. Seven of the ten landowners had closed
by November 30, 1994. The rest closed by the
end of 1994 as the farmers finished their field
work.

MANY PARTNERS

Completing a project with so many part-
ners and landowners in such a short time re-
quired creativity, cooperation, and attention
to detail. One of the more important aspects
of this partnership was the Cooperative
Agreement signed by the Soil Conservation
Service, the Fish and Wildlife Service, and
the Iowa Natural Heritage Foundation. This
agreement delineates the responsibilities of
each party. One wuseful provision of the
agreement is one that specifies that access
will be available to top-level officials when
efforts were stymied on the local level.

The public/private mix in the project was
important. The public and private partners
can be divided into five categories, each of
which served different roles and functions:
implementing non-profit organizations, ju-
risdictional agencies, funding agencies, fund-
ing non-profits, and project managing agen-
cies.

In this project, the Iowa Natural Heritage
Foundation was an implementing or facili-
tating non-profit organization. An imple-
menting non-profit was necessary because
flexibility and speed were needed to consum-
mate the project. The Iowa Natural Heritage
Foundation’s Wetlands for Iowa Program
was chosen for the project, in part, because
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it has expertise in land acquisition projects
and in forming partnerships with state and
federal agencies and other non-profits to
fund the purchase of such projects. In this
case, the Wetlands for Iowa Program had the
responsibility to educate landowners on the
concept of merging the Emergency Wetland
Reserve Program easement with a buy-out.

The Foundation also had many other
tasks. It did a preliminary appraisal of the
land in November of 1993 and devised the uni-
form buy-out plan. It paid for a quick ap-
praisal of cropland and non-cropland based
on comparable sales and pre-flood land val-
ues. From this, a portion of the value due to
the flood damage, as determined by SCS, was
deducted to arrive at the current value. In
dealing with non-motivated sellers, the
Foundation packaged the idea as an attrac-
tive alternative to farming in the floodplain
and as being fair among all neighbors.

The Foundation also negotiated offers to
purchase land with each landowner and pro-
vided the flexibility to customize each trans-
action. Tax deferments were provided
through three-way land exchanges. For ex-
ample, the Foundation purchased land from
a third party (pursuant to the instructions of
the owner of levee district land) and then
traded the land for land in the levee district.
The Foundation then would receive the
EWRP payment. Non-levee district acres
were purchased to round out tracts that were
not eligible for the EWRP. For example, the
Spitznogle brothers owned 12 acres inside the
levee district, but wanted to sell 20 acres to
have square boundaries. The additional eight
acres was purchased with some of the funds
provided by other nonprofits.

Finally, the Iowa Natural Heritage Foun-
dation developed a timetable for all public
and private participants to ensure each was
fulfilling its responsibilities. These included
appraisals, surveys, title problems, financ-
ing, preparing grant applications, closing on
each parcel, and transferring each to the
Fish and Wildlife Service.

The many jurisdictional agencies involved
in the project—the Soil Conservation Serv-
ice, the Fish and Wildlife Service, the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency, and
the Corps—had responsibilities that varied in
breadth and longevity. The SCS was respon-
sible for evaluating flood damage to each
land parcel and for implementing the Emer-
gency Wetland Reserve Program. The wet-
land restoration requirements of the EWRP
for the participating landowners were the re-
sponsibility of the FWS. The FWS also con-
ducted the environmental assessment and
environmental impact studies and engaged
an independent appraiser to assess the prop-
erties and develop comparable figures from
in-house appraisers. These figures were very
close to the ‘‘quickie’ appraisal obtained by
the Iowa Natural Heritage Foundation.

FEMA’s involvement included assessing
damage compensation under its statutory
authority and developing the project as an
alternative plan. FEMA also had a role as a
funding agency for the project as did the SCS
and the FWS. Funding non-profits included
the Iowa Natural Heritage Foundation, the
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, The
Conservation Fund, Pheasants Forever, and
the Izaak Walton League. The fifth category
of partners were project managing agencies,
which included the SCS, the FWS, and the
Corps.

Typically, this type of project does not
work in normal regulatory frameworks. En-
trenched bureaucrats, enamored with their
own regulations, can be a death knell to a
project. The time it takes to babysit hesi-
tant landowners and coordinate state and
federal agencies does not permit one agency
to be inflexible in interpreting its regula-
tions when the intent of the regulations can
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be met through cooperative and imaginative
initiatives. All partners need access to top
agency personnel because someone outside
the organization can sometimes get results,
whereas agency personnel may not have the
authority or the influence to buck their way
up the system.

The Louisa County levee buy-out required
close interagency cooperation. As an exam-
ple, SCS defined the value of damages to the
land for purposes of qualification for EWRP.
FWS then directed its appraisers to use the
same data and valuation premises in deter-
mining the fair market value of the land. We
would have had difficulty closing the project
if the agencies had used two different meth-
ods of appraisal and the land qualified for
EWRP but would not qualify for the buy-out.

Another example: Regulations for the SCS
for EWRP easements, and the FWS for land
acquisitions, required their respective legal
counsel to determine that landowners had
marketable title to the land, subject to the
guidelines of the project. Through negotia-
tions, SCS agreed to accept FWS opinions of
title. This avoided a separate time-con-
suming step by keeping the project out of
the hands of at least one set of government
lawyers.

The last ingredient for success was agency
flexibility. For example, EWRP regulations
require all easements to be surveyed and this
would have caused an immense delay in the
project. To its credit, SCS waived these regu-
lations, since most of the acquisitions in-
volved the entire tract. Surveys were then
conducted only on five parcels split on irreg-
ular boundary lines.

SEVERE LESSONS

This unique project is giving farmers an
opportunity to find alternative agricultural
land to continue farming without fighting
the floods. Additionally, it provides short-
and long-term savings to taxpayers because
a one-time, fair-market purchase of flood-
prone land is much cheaper than continued,
expensive federal programs to rebuild levees,
clean drainage districts, repair land, and pay
disaster payments. All of these costs are
interspersed with crop-deficiency payments
and insurance claims. In addition, our latest
calculation shows the Fish and Wildlife
Service saved $235,000 by having the Iowa
Natural Heritage Foundation facilitate the
transactions. The federal government still
has the responsibility to provide existing
protection in certain floodplains; but it also
must develop alternatives to controlling na-
ture, such as relocating willing landowners
and returning parts of the floodplain to the
river.

The great flood of 1993 taught us some se-
vere lessons. We have to expand our mission
from just controlling the water that affects
our individual properties to effectively deal-
ing with the effects of the water all the way
down the river ecosystem. We also have to
learn to live with the river system by hold-
ing more of the rain water where it falls and
by slowing its movement through the sys-
tem, thereby allowing the river to reestab-
lish some of its checks and balances.

Lastly, we have to stop ‘‘just greasing the
squeaky wheel” and find ways to spread the
available federal funds for floodplain man-
agement among the various alternatives
that benefit the general public. This includes
developing a management plan for the entire
river system, coordinating pertinent pro-
grams and agencies and—where there are
willing landowners—giving some of our nat-
ural resources back to nature.

Mr. LEAHY. The experience with the
Emergency Wetland Reserve Program
led me to include the flood risk reduc-
tion initiative into this legislation.
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The purpose of this program is to help
farmers who farm in a areas that flood
frequently to move their farming ac-
tivities off lands that are flooded fre-
quently. It helps farmers by giving
them the capital that they need to
move their farming operations to fewer
risky areas. To the taxpayer, it is a
commonsense program that will reduce
the long-term taxpayers’ exposure for
agriculturally related flooding costs. It
should help reduce the severity and fre-
quency of floods to the farmers’ neigh-
bors.

Crop damages in recent years have
been the source of more than half of
the property damages in many floods,
including the great Midwest flood of
1993. Our farm programs have unfortu-
nately provided incentives that in-
crease flood damages because they
have directly supported the growing of
easily damaged commodities even in
areas that are flood prone. The crop in-
surance, disaster assistance, and re-
lated programs also make the public
assume much of the risk of growing
commodities in flood prone areas. We
have a strong interest in eliminating
the authority to help farmers to switch
to more flood resistant uses of flood
prone land.

It gives farmers the financial capa-
bility to move their operations to less
risky land. The incentives for farmers
to switch to less risky land come from
the funds that have in the past been
paid to farmers who farm the flood
prone land. In this way, we will give
farmers in flood prone areas the flexi-
bility to shift to alternative agricul-
tural or conservation uses of land that
are less subject to flood damages.

Under section 385 of this act, the Sec-
retary may enter into a contract with
a producer under which the producer
will agree to forego virtually all of the
forms of Federal financial assistance
received in flood prone areas. In return,
this section provides that the Sec-
retary will provide the farmer a one-
time payment equal to 95 percent of
the future market transition payments
on the land affected. It further provides
these funds from the Commodity Credit
Corporation regardless of whether it
has received advanced appropriations.

Subsection (e) of this section further
authorizes the Secretary to provide ad-
ditional payments to encourage this
switch to less flood-sensitive land. It
gives the Secretary the authority to
add to the farm bills’ lump sum pay-
ments, funds appropriated for programs
that would otherwise be used to sup-
port agriculture in flood plans. For ex-
ample, at a minimum this would in-
clude funds appropriated for crop insur-
ance, disaster assistance or conserva-
tion programs.

The Secretary is, of course, free to
condition payment for these funds on
appropriate conditions.

The conferees, by including a sepa-
rate subsection (e), were merely recog-
nizing that funds are available to the
Secretary from different sources—CCC
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and advanced appropriations. The con-
ference included language requiring ad-
vanced appropriations because the con-
ference wished the Secretary to offset
any funds provided through the Flood
Risk Reduction Program from funds
for other appropriated programs that
are saved by the flood risk reduction
contract.

As you can see, I have fought hard for
this Flood Risk Reduction Program.
That is why, I am very pleased it is
part of this farm bill.

Mr. President, I will speak further at
a later time. I notice other Senators on
the floor. I see the distinguished senior
Senator from North Dakota here, and I
know he wishes to speak. I reserve the
remainder of my time.

I ask the distinguished Senator,
under whose time is he speaking?

Mr. CONRAD. Who has time?

Mr. LEAHY. I think everybody does,
for and against.

Mr. CONRAD. I would be speaking in
opposition.

Mr. LEAHY. Then, Mr. President,
that time is reserved by the distin-
guished Democratic leader, Senator
DASCHLE. On his behalf, I yield time to
the Senator from North Dakota under
the control of the time of the Senator
from South Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized.
How much time does he seek?

Mr. CONRAD. I will just proceed and
end at an appropriate time. That is the
agreement that I have.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota [Mr. CONRAD],
is recognized.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair and
the ranking member for his courtesy. I
thank the chairman of the committee,
as well, for his graciousness through-
out the debate. We have disagreed, but
we have disagreed in a way that I think
you would expect of Senators who have
mutual respect. I certainly respect the
chairman and the ranking member. 1
wish all committees were conducted in
the way the Agriculture Committee is
conducted. People are given a complete
and fair chance to present their views.
We disagree, but we do it without per-
sonal rancor. I think that is a tribute
to the chairman and ranking member.

Mr. President, we are in 1996, and we
are working on the 1995 farm bill.
Something is wrong. What is wrong is
that there has been a failure to act.
This is the first time since 1947 that a
farm bill has lapsed before a new farm
bill has been put in place. So we are
late.

Mr. President, it is critical that we
act quickly so that farmers know the
rules of the road as they proceed in
this new crop year.

This new farm bill has many positive
elements. Let me talk about three.

First, this farm bill retains perma-
nent law. That is critically important
because, at the end of this 7-year pe-
riod, if we had followed the lead of the
House, there would be nothing. There
would be no permanent farm law.
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Farmers would have no assurance that
there was provision for them in the fu-
ture. Mr. President, we have had tough
fights on this question, but permanent
law has been preserved.

The second positive element of this
bill is that it provides a dramatic in-
crease in flexibility for farmers. They
can plant for the market and not for
the farm program. That is certainly a
significant improvement.

Third, this farm bill provides a guar-
anteed payment that will help farmers
with the repayment of advanced defi-
ciencies from last year. Now, some say
that farmers ought to be repaying,
without assistance, their advanced de-
ficiencies from last year because prices
have been high. It is true that prices
are very good right now. But it is also
true that you do not benefit from high
prices if you do not have a crop.

Mr. President, in my State, many
farmers have had 3 years of very poor
crops. They have had it because of very
serious weather conditions. We have
gone from the extraordinary cir-
cumstance of the worst drought since
the 1930’s—in 1988 and 1989—to having
the wettest conditions, we have seen in
decades, for 3 years in a row.

Mr. President, it is very hard for
some people to understand why farmers
are complaining about weather condi-
tions, when conditions turn wet. Mr.
President, they just did not turn wet;
we got the deluge of the century. In
one day, one little town in North Da-
kota received 10 inches of rain. This is
an area that gets maybe 25 inches a
yvear. They received 10 inches in one
day. We have, in the Devil’s Lake
basin, what I have described to my col-
leagues in the past as a remarkable cir-
cumstance of a closed basin with a
large lake that is rising as a result of
these wet conditions. It has gone up 13
feet in the last 2 years. The National
Weather Service has just informed us it
is going to go up another 2% feet this
yvear. The surface area of the lake has
doubled. We had Federal officials come
out to look at the disaster that is oc-
curring there.

They asked the city officials of the
little town of Minnewaukan why they
built their water treatment facility so
close to this lake because now this
water treatment facility is surrounded
on three sides by this lake. The city of-
ficials laughed, and told the Federal of-
ficials, “When we built this treatment
facility it was 7 miles from the lake.
Now it is surrounded by the lake.”

Mr. President, those very wet condi-
tions have meant that many farmers
have gotten only a partial crop, and
even though prices are high they have
not had the benefit because they have
not had a crop to sell. So these guaran-
teed payments—especially this year—
are important in allowing them to
repay and stay in business.

But just as I have talked about what
are I think the positive features of this
bill, I would be remiss if I did not say
that I believe the underlying farm pol-
icy contained in this legislation is fa-
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tally flawed. First of all, it decouples
payments from prices and production.
Mr. President, that is wrong. This leg-
islation contains payments that are
fixed but sharply declining. That is
wrong. This legislation provides no ad-
justments if prices plunge, or yields are
low. That is wrong.

I remember very well in 1986—that
was the year I was elected to the U.S.
Senate—wheat that is now selling for
over $5 a bushel was selling for $2 a
bushel. But we had a safety net. We
had a deficiency payment system that
allowed some offsets from the Federal
Government. That saved literally thou-
sands of family farmers in my State.
Under this legislation there will be no
safety net. Thousands of farmers will
be forced off the land if prices plunge,
or if yields are abnormally low because
of disasters.

I remember very well what it was
like in the 1980’s going town to town
and meeting to meeting. People came
up to me broken financially and in
spirit because prices collapsed.

Mr. President, we should not fashion
a farm policy that turns its back on
people in times of disaster, whether it
is a price collapse, or a weather dis-
aster. We ought to maintain a safety
net in this legislation.

Mr. President, in my State there are
now 30,000 farmers. I believe that under
this legislation if prices decline—and
they will; we know that it is inevitable
in agriculture that prices will decline—
when they do, literally thousands of
family farmers in my State will be at
risk. I believe we will lose perhaps as
many as 10,000 family farmers. That
will be felt in every city and town in
my State. Every school, every rural
electric cooperative, every farm co-op,
and every grocery store will be hard
hit, if more farmers leave the land. And
what will happen to those people? They
will go to the cities of the country—the
cities where there are already too
many people. I look around us here in
the Nation’s Capital, Metropolitan D.C.
and I see too many people here already.
It makes no sense to have more people
come to the cities and leave the coun-
tryside bare.

Mr. President, in Europe they have a
policy to keep people on the land. Eu-
rope has that policy because they have
recognized that it makes sense. They
understand the jobs that are created by
having agricultural production in their
countries. Mr. President, Europe has
been hungry twice. They never intend
to be hungry again. As a result, they
support their farmers at a level three
to four times what we do for ourselves.
On exports they support their pro-
ducers at a level eight times ours. They
understand that there are not just the
jobs on the farm—that there are the
jobs in every element of agriculture
that are attached to having that pro-
duction in their countries.

In this country there are 20 million
jobs involved in agribusiness, from
trucking to running the elevator, to all
the ancillary activities of agricultural
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production—20 million jobs. Agri-
culture is one of the two shining lights
in the export picture of the United
States. Airplanes and agriculture are
two places where we enjoy a substan-
tial trade surplus.

But under this legislation, Mr. Presi-
dent, we are raising the white flag of
surrender. We are engaged in what I
call ‘“‘unilateral disarmament’ because
we are saying to our competitors, ‘“You
go ahead and aggressively seek these
markets. We are going to back off. We
are going to back down. We are going
to let you take them.”

Mr. President, this is a profound mis-
take. And, if we allow it to go forward,
we will see happen to us in agriculture
what has happened to us in auto-
mobiles and electronics, and every
other place where the United States
did not fight for its market share.

Mr. President, that is a mistake. We
would never do it in a military con-
frontation. It makes no sense to do it
in a trade battle.

Mr. President, for those reasons I
will reluctantly vote against this farm
bill in the hopes that it will send a sig-
nal that there are things we must do
for the future.

(The remarks of Mr. CONRAD per-
taining to the introduction of legisla-
tion are located in today’s RECORD
under ‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills
and Joint Resolutions.”’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, can you
tell me the circumstances of the time
available on each side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democratic leader has 122 minutes, the
Republican leader has 66 minutes. Sen-
ator LEAHY has 50 minutes.

Mr. DORGAN. The Democratic leader
has how much time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. He has
120 minutes.

Mr. DORGAN. Let me yield such
time as I may consume from the allo-
cation allotted to the Democratic lead-
er.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota [Mr. DORGAN],
is recognized.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the con-
ference report on the farm bill is now
before the Senate. I listened to the
presentation by my colleague, Senator
CONRAD, who intends to vote against it.
I, too, will vote against it. This is not
a decent farm bill. It is not a good farm
bill. It is attractive to some in the
short term. It is sugar coating bad pol-
icy.
Those who walk around here with
bags of sugar putting out bad policy
and want to brag that they have done
something good for people I guess
might actually, in their minds, feel
they have done something good for
somebody. However, I cannot conceive
that this piece of legislation, being ad-
dressed in a serious way, says that we
want to help family-sized farms in this
country.

This is not a good piece of legisla-
tion. This started out as something
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called Freedom to Farm, which is a
handy title, but it really is nothing
more than a title. The whole propo-
sition here was to create what is called
transition payments. We would create
these transition payments in order to
get out of a farm program and pull the
safety net out from under family farm-
ers.

I guess it is appropriate for those
who do not want a minimum wage in-
crease for the folks working at the bot-
tom of the economic ladder to say we
do not want a minimum wage for farm-
ers either. Let us pull the rug out from
under family farmers. Let us do it this
way. Let us provide transition pay-
ments to farmers up front as a pay-
ment for our getting out of the busi-
ness of helping farmers when prices
collapse.

And so they make the transition pay-
ments attractive enough so someone
looks at them the first year and says,
“well, this is going to a be pretty good
circumstance the first year; if I get a
good crop and prices are high, I will
make good money, plus the Govern-
ment will give me a good payment.”
And they say, ‘“‘well, that is pretty at-
tractive, isn’t it?”’

Yes, it is attractive. It is wrong. If
you have a good crop and prices are
high, you do not need the Government
to give you a payment for anything.
But the whole premise of doing this is
so that at the end of the 7 years you
can pull the rug out from under them
and say, ‘“‘By the way, we gave you
transition payments; we bought you off
up front so you have no farm program
anymore; you have no safety net any
longer.”

This bill passed the Congress, both
the House and the Senate, and then
went to conference, and I wish to show
my colleagues a chart that just pulls
off the first sentence of a rather
lengthy Associated Press piece describ-
ing this piece of legislation. It says it
better than I could, but let me just
read it. Lest anyone who comes here
bragging about how wonderful this bill
is for family farmers wants to continue
to brag about that, here is what this
bill is. Robert Green had it right in the
Associated Press:

With a mix of luck, work, and unusual or-
ganization, the lobby for big grain compa-
nies, railroads, meat companies, millers and
shippers scored a big win in the Senate-
passed overhaul of farm programs.

This is the overhaul of those farm
programs. This is what they won, not
farmers. This is what the big grain
trade firms won. They scored a big vic-
tory. Guess what. When the big grain
trade firms win, who loses? Family
farmers.

Is it unusual that the winner coming
out of a debate about farm policy in
this Congress would be the biggest
grain trade firms in the world? I guess
not. They have been winning right
along. Why would they not win this de-
bate?

What bothers me a little bit is that
the bill which is going to help family
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farmers is mislabeled. It is a bill de-
signed to tell farmers this is going to
be in your best interests. The bill tries
to sound attractive to farmers as a set
of agricultural policies, but it is really
a big grain trade farm bill. They scored
the big victory. They are the winners.

Now, what do we have when we deal
with farmers? What we have in most
cases is a group of family operations
out there around the country. They get
up in the morning. They work hard.
They go to bed at night. They have
tried to make their own way. They
have a yard light out there in the yard
that shines every night.

If you get on an airplane and fly
across this country, fly across Min-
nesota, North Dakota, South Dakota,
Montana, what you see are those thou-
sands of yard lights on at night. They
all represent the economic blood ves-
sels that feed into those small towns
that make rural life worthwhile and
possible. Every time one of those yard
lights turns out, it means a little less
economic life, a little less opportunity
in rural America. And we have seen
year after year after year fewer yard
lights in our country.

There are some people who say it
does not matter whether there are any
lights out there in the prairie. They do
not care whether the lights dot the
prairie at night; that land will be
farmed. We do not have to have people
living out there to have people farm-
ing. We can have corporate
agrifactories farm this country from
California to Maine. We do not have to
worry about the little guy. We do not
have to worry about the family. It will
get farmed. We have bigger tractors
and bigger combines. We have bigger
corporations. They will farm it. They
are big enough.

So if you do not care who lives there,
whether there are families out there,
then this is probably a great policy. Of
course, food prices will go up once cor-
porations are farming the country, but
that is in the longer term. That may be
what is behind all this. I do not know.

I do know this. I have a friend who
lives 5 miles south of Regent, ND, in
Indian Creek. He is down there trying
to operate a small farm, planting in
the spring, not knowing whether what
he is going to spend on planting—buy-
ing the seed, fertilizer, having a trac-
tor—it is an older tractor but having a
tractor—and all the apparatus to plant
that seed, he does not know whether
that seed is going to grow.

All that money might be wasted be-
cause that seed may not grow. We may
have a drought. It may not come up. So
you invest all that money at the front
end of the year and you may have no
crop. Or it may come up and you may
have the most beautiful looking crop
you have ever seen, and then in July or
June a hailstorm comes along and in 15
minutes the crop is gone. Your money
is gone. Your dreams are gone. Your
hope is gone.

Or let us assume that he plants that
crop, it comes up, and it is a gorgeous
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crop, a bumper crop, and then he fixes
up the combine and gases up and goes
to harvest that crop and discovers the
price has collapsed. This crop cost him
$4.70 a bushel to produce, and then he
takes the truck to the elevator and
drops off his grain or her grain and dis-
covers that the elevator says it is
worth $3 a bushel. They have lost a
$1.70 a bushel with all that work.

First you may not get a crop. If you
get a crop, you may not get a price.
Those are the twin risks that almost
no one else in our country faces. For
that reason, because we want families
to have an opportunity to stay on the
farm, we have had a safety net. The
new mantra here in Washington is ‘‘no
more safety net.” Let’s do transition
payments, buy them off and say, by the
way, we think you ought to operate in
the free market.

Now, who is in the free market? What
are the sharks out there in the free
market going to do when we set all of
this free? First of all, you have the big
grain trading firms. What do they
want? Do they want higher prices? Ab-
solutely not. They would like lower
prices. You have the big milling firms.
Are they begging for higher grain
prices? No. They want lower prices.
You have the grocery manufacturers.
Do they want higher grain prices? No.
They want lower grain prices.

You have all these influences in the
marketplace that in every way, every
day are trying to knock down grain
prices. When they win, farmers lose.
Lower grain prices mean farmers sim-
ply do not have the opportunity to
make a profit on their product.

I have shown you the story that I
think is probably the only accurate one
I have seen about what really happened
with the farm bill passed by the Senate
and now is back before us:

With a mix of luck, work, and unusual or-
ganization, the lobby for the big grain com-
panies, railroads, meat companies, millers
and shippers scored a big win in the Senate-
passed overhaul of farm programs.

When big grain companies, the big
shippers, the meat companies, and the
grocery manufacturers are having a
party, when they are having a day of fi-
esta because of what this Senate did,
does anybody here soberly believe that
is in the interest of family farmers?
Those interests do not run parallel, and
everybody in this Chamber knows it.
When these big grain companies win,
farmers lose. It is very simple.

Let me talk just for a moment about
grain prices. Some people say grain
prices are high right now, and they are
record high compared to the last 10
years. Take a look at what has hap-
pened to the price of wheat in 10 years.
It goes all over the board. I must say,
in every case the price of wheat is still
below what the USDA says it costs to
produce a bushel of wheat, $4.70 a bush-
el. In every case for 10 years the mar-
ket price is still below what USDA says
it costs, the full cost, to produce a
bushel of wheat.

Nonetheless, the wheat prices go
down to $2.33 in 1977, meander up to
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$2.49, back to $2.42 in 1986. In fact, just
5 years ago wheat prices were $2.61. 1
ask anybody in this Chamber, how
many farm units do they think will
survive if we get to the point of $2.60
wheat and no safety net? What will
happen when we have transitioned peo-
ple out of the farm program because we
said we will give you a few payments
up front and then you are on your own.

I know I strongly supported retaining
permanent law until the year 2002, but
everybody understands they included
that in this bill to get it passed. The
full intention of those who support this
farm legislation is to transition farm-
ers out of a circumstance where a safe-
ty net exists so when prices collapse
they have a little help.

I am the first to admit, when they
stand up to talk about, ‘“The farm pro-
gram does not work,” I am the first to
admit the farm program, in my judg-
ment, needs improving. It became a
straitjacket for farmers. We had the
Government telling farmers what to
plant and when to plant it, and that did
not make any sense. Every proposal be-
fore the Congress would have changed
that, including the substitute that we
offered.

The current program did not work
very well. What should have been a
bridge across price valleys became a
set of golden arches for the biggest pro-
ducers in the country. I agree with that
as well, and that ought to change. But
none of those criticisms are a justifica-
tion for pulling the rug out from under
family farmers—none. If we are going
to write a farm bill, we ought to do it
seriously and thoughtfully, in a way
that says this farm bill cares about
whether we have family farmers.

Mr. President, if we in the Congress
are not interested in who farms, if we
are neutral on the question of whether
there are family farms out there with
yard lights burning and people living
on the farms, if we are neutral on that,
if we do not care, then get rid of the
whole farm program. Get rid of it alto-
gether. We do not need a farm program.
Do we need a farm program to give in-
centives to the biggest agrifactories to
produce? I do not think so. Let them
produce for the market. Let us get rid
of the farm program.

USDA was created under Abraham
Lincoln. Abe Lincoln created the De-
partment of Agriculture with nine em-
ployees—think of that. In the 1860’s,
USDA, nine employees. Now, a century
and a third later, we have a USDA with
close to 100,000 employees. A third of
those, I guess, are in the Forest Serv-
ice. But think of what has happened
with the USDA. We do not need a
USDA, in my judgment, if the purpose
of the farm program here in Congress is
not to try to nurture and maintain and
help and strengthen family farms.

Someone says, how do you define a
family farm? I do not have a simple
definition. I guess a yard light. I mean,
a family living out there on the farm,
human beings living out there, that is
a family farm, I guess I could define it.
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Michelangelo was asked, ‘“‘How did
you carve David?”’

“I chipped away a piece of marble at
a time and chipped away everything
that was not David.”

I could chip away everything that is
not a family farm and have a practical
definition, I suppose. But my point is:
If our business is not to try to help
families to have an opportunity to sur-
vive the twin risks of the possibility of
not being able to produce anything and
the possibility of producing something
and having no price, what is our busi-
ness? If our business is not to try to
protect those families or give those
families some help, let us not have a
farm program at all. If it is our busi-
ness, let us create a farm program that
does just that.

This farm program says to farmers,
we are neutral on the issue of whether
families are living on the land. It says
to farmers, ‘“We are going to transition
you.” We are going to say to you, ‘“We
will give you some really attractive-
looking things in the first year or so.
Then, we are going to pull the rug
out.”

We are going to say to you, “You
might have record wheat prices this
year, grain prices this year. You might
have a bumper crop this year. You
might have the best income you have
had in a century of your family living
on and operating on the land. We do
not care. We are going to give you a big
Government payment. But, down the
road, you and your family might suffer
catastrophe: no crop, no price, and do
you know what we are going to say to
you then? Tough luck.”

This year we are going to say, ‘‘Here
is a payment you do not need,” and a
few years down the road we are going
to say, ‘‘Sayonara, tough luck. We do
not care.” That is not much of a farm
bill, as far as I am concerned.

For farmers in this country, people
out there who are trying to make a liv-
ing, struggling against the odds, trying
to deal with economic influences that
are so much larger and so much more
powerful than they are—this piece of
legislation, while attractive in the first
year or two, in my judgment undercuts
the true long-term interests of trying
to maintain a network of family farms
in our country.

Let me finish where I started. We
have kind of come full circle, in many
respects. I know there are people on
this floor who do not like what I said.
They will stand up and say it is all ba-
loney, this is a wonderful bill, they
worked hard on it, they are wonderful
people, and so on and so forth.

Let me admit they are wonderful
people and worked hard on it, but let
me also say the product they came up
with does not serve the interests of
family farmers in this country. I do not
want more Government in agriculture.
I want Government to let farmers
farm. But I also want to care whether
there are family farmers left in our
country. I want us, as a country, if we
have a farm policy and we are going to
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spend money on a farm policy, to de-
cide we are going to spend it in pursuit
of helping farmers when prices col-
lapse, helping them stay on the land.

If that is not our business, get rid of
the whole business, just get rid of it
all. Do not come here and pretend you
are passing a bill that is good for fam-
ily farmers when you are going to pull
the rug out from under them 5 or 10
years from today.

There is great disagreement in my
State among farm organizations and
commodity groups on this subject, but
there ought to be no disagreement that
family farmers have been the economic
all-stars in our country. We have had,
for some long while, a basic safety net
to try to help family farmers over price
valleys, when international prices drop
and stay down. Those who believe that
such a safety net is ill-advised are
often the same people who are here
suggesting minimum wages do not
matter and a whole series of other eco-
nomic contentions that I fundamen-
tally disagree with.

I think, if we are going to spend bil-
lions, we ought to decide to spend bil-
lions in pursuit of policies that really
do help America’s family farmers,
America’s economic all stars. The fail-
ure to do that forces me to vote
against this piece of legislation and to
conclude that the winners, as is indi-
cated in this piece of work, are the
grain trade firms. The winners are the
millers. The winners are the grocery
manufacturers. Sadly, the losers will
be America’s family farmers.

We will have another day. This is ad-
vertised as a 7-year farm bill. There
will be changes in this body and, when
there are changes sufficient so that
those of us who believe differently can
come to the Chamber with additional
ideas and have the votes to pass them,
you will see a new farm program. This
may last a year. But I tell you this,
when this Chamber changes, we will be
back. Those of us who believe that
there are two sides to this issue, that
the economic well-being of the big
grain trading firms in this country is
assured by their economic strength but
that the economic well-being of family
farmers is assured by our determina-
tion to try to help them, will be back.
Those of us who believe this will come
back with a farm bill that will work for
family farms in our country.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Several Senators addressed
Chair.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I yield
time to the distinguished Senator from
Idaho.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SANTORUM). The Senator from Idaho
[Mr. CRAIG], is recognized.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, let me
thank the distinguished chairman of
the Senate Agriculture Committee,
Senator LUGAR, for yielding time.

At the outset, let me thank Chair-
man LUGAR and the ranking minority
member, Senator LEAHY, for the bipar-
tisan way they worked, together with

the
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the whole committee, in crafting the
farm bill that we have before us today.
It was a tremendous pleasure for me
and my staff to work with the staff of
the Agriculture Committee to produce
what I think is a truly revolutionary
document, and a change, a positive
change for American agriculture.

Let me also recognize Sara Braasch,
who worked with me on my staff, for
the tremendous effort she put in, work-
ing with the Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee staff, resolving so many dif-
ferent issues that make up a good farm
bill.

Over the course of the last 2 years I
have held a series of meetings across
my State, meeting with farmers and
ranchers about what they thought
ought to be in a new farm bill, a new,
national, public policy, as to how Gov-
ernment, Federal Government, ought
to interface with American agriculture
and Idaho agriculture. I heard in so
many ways a level of frustration
mounting across my State that, while
they thought some level of farm policy
was necessary, Government was no
longer a cooperating partner.

It had become a traffic cop, if you
will, a conservation cop, if you will,
telling that family farmer how to farm,
what to farm, how much residue they
could have on their soil, how they
would have to do this, maybe they
ought to change their equipment line
to accomplish a different form of farm-
ing.

I doubt that that is the kind of agri-
culture that Abraham Lincoln envi-
sioned when he created USDA. I think
he saw USDA as a partner for research,
as a partner for bringing on new con-
cepts and ideas, but certainly not as a
large, monolithic governmental agency
that was telling production agriculture
how it ought to farm, and that is ex-
actly where we saw farm policy head-
ing.

This weekend, I met, once again,
with farmers in Idaho to talk about
what is in the new farm bill. There
were potato growers there, bean grow-
ers, wheat growers, barley growers,
ranchers—a broad cross-section—along
with processors. They were pleased
with what they began to see and hear.
Dairy was there, and dairy, of course,
is a large and growing segment of my
State’s agriculture. They are con-
cerned, but they believe that we have
made the right decisions to move them
toward a more open market.

That is exactly what I think we have
accomplished: a significant change in
agricultural policy, as the chairman of
our committee so clearly spoke to last
evening, and a very important change.

We are saying to American agri-
culture, ‘“You have an opportunity now
to adjust and change with the markets;
that you don’t have to farm to the pro-
gram; that you don’t have to have the
Federal agent who comes out and says,
‘Oh, I think you are 7, 8, 10 percent
over acreage, you are beyond the flex,
you better take some of that out or
change it a little bit.””’ Is that farming
or playing the game?
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The young farmers of Idaho—and,
yes, they are family farmers—but they
have millions of dollars invested. I find
it interesting, when we worry about
farmers, we always fall back on the
word ‘‘family,” ‘“‘family.” Farming is a
big business in my State today. It is
family-run, in many instances, but
those families have assets in the mil-
lions of dollars, and they work daily as
astute, well-trained businessmen and
women trying to operate their agri-
businesses.

We know agriculture is changing, and
we know that it is capable of adapting.
When those young farmers and ranch-
ers come to me, in most instances they
find Government the liability and not
the asset. I think that is why they look
at what we are doing in S. 1541, and the
new farm bill that we have before us,
and say this is good policy.

I will be the first to recommend to
our chairman that the responsibility of
the Senate Ag Committee over the
next several years will be to monitor,
to do effective oversight, to make sure
that that which we are crafting into
policy that will hit the ground in rule
and regulation that American agri-
culture will respond to, we ought to
watch, especially in the more com-
plicated areas like the dairy policy.
But certainly, as the chairman said
last night, there will be fewer visits to
the local USDA office by production
agriculture in the coming years, he
speaks well, because there should be.
We are saying to American agriculture
and to my farmers in Idaho today, you
have great flexibility to do what you
said you wanted to do.

There are some provisions in this bill
that are enhanced substantially, be-
cause along with all that we heard
from agriculture over the last several
years, Mr. President, there are several
things we also heard that we just did
not change and did not just take away
from farm policy. Conservation is one
of those. The CRP program has worked
well in my State, and agriculture likes
it because it gives us an opportunity to
build back wildlife habitat and to im-
prove water quality and to improve the
erosion that was happening on some of
our more erodible lands, some of our
steeper landscapes.

We kept CRP. We strengthened the
conservation program. We recognized
that here is where USDA and Govern-
ment can be a cooperating partner, and
I underline the word ‘‘cooperating,”
not going in and telling them, ‘‘Here is
how you must do it,” but ‘‘Here are a
variety of ways to manage your assets
in a way that we can provide a better
environment, and you can enhance
your farmstead and all that you have
on your private property.”’

Clearly, the chairman and the rank-
ing minority member worked with all
of us to assure that we had a strong
CRP program; the creation of a wildlife
habitat program; a grazing lands con-
servation initiative that will provide
technical assistance to private land-
owners in grazing areas, again, a very
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positive approach toward dealing with
the responsibilities we ought to have;
an extension of the resource conserva-
tion and development districts. That
which the House did not do, we rein-
stated.

We have strong water language, as
was spoken to last night by the Sen-
ator from Washington as it relates to
the responsibility of the U.S. Forest
Service in responding to the reli-
censing or the recertification of water
projects on public lands without hold-
ing these municipalities or water dis-
tricts hostage or blackmailing them, as
they should not do but as they were
doing. We have offered a moratorium
to make sure that we get USDA to un-
derstand their responsible and legal
role under Western water law, and that
is, not to take without compensation a
property right as is clearly established
under Western water law.

Guaranteed payments to wheat and
barley growers to help provide stability
over a 7-year period—somebody said no
more safety nets. I think we have pro-
vided a very good glidepath and a very
substantial ramp on which to glide
that path toward the market, and that
is what we are asking American agri-
culture to do.

I fought hard for a readjustment in
an important program for my State,
the sugar program. We have made
major changes in deregulating it and
creating greater flexibility. But it is a
program that is no net cost to the tax-
payer. It is one that pays for itself, and
it is one in which, again, Government
can play a valuable role, and that is to
solve the political barriers that often-
times happen in trade, where we can
have massive dumping in a domestic
market that could destroy that market
for the producer. We have said, ‘‘Here
are the regulations and the process
that will protect the domestic pro-
ducer, while recognizing our responsi-
bility to the consumer,” and I think
the sugar program reflects that.

The one program that was the most
difficult to change was the program
that was the most regulated, and that
was the dairy program. Literally for
months in the Senate we tried to re-
solve that issue. In the House, there
was a stalemate. Finally, in the last
hours, we were able to work out com-
promises that like, again, all other pro-
grams in this bill, moves the dairy pro-
ducer toward the market while at the
same time allowing a tremendous op-
portunity for that individual producer
to get into world markets. That is ex-
actly where production agriculture in
our country today must go to remain
profitable.

I said on the floor of the Senate some
months ago that in my youth, I had the
opportunity to be a national officer in
the once called Future Farmers of
America, now known as FFA. I remem-
ber standing on the floor at State con-
ventions around this country and say-
ing one farmer produced enough for his
or herself and 30 other Americans.

Today, we know that has changed
dramatically. That one farmer pro-
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duces enough for his or herself and
about 130 other Americans or world
citizens. I use that to dramatize how
important it is for Government to par-
ticipate with agriculture in knocking
down the political barriers that dis-
allow us from entering world markets.
That is a legitimate role of Govern-
ment. It is clearly spoken to in this
bill.

Another legitimate role is research. I
think that is what our first agricul-
tural President, Abraham Lincoln, had
in mind, using the assets of Govern-
ment to advance agriculture, not to
control it and manipulate it and man-
age it. That is exactly what we have
done historically. But, frankly, over
the last decade, we have backed away
from Government’s responsibility in
long-term research that has helped ad-
vance new variety and kept produc-
tivity on the farms of America at ever
increasingly higher rates. I think we
speak again to that issue in this bill.

Let me conclude, Mr. President, by
saying Government does, in my opin-
ion, have a legitimate role in agri-
culture, and that is as a cooperator, to
cooperate in the area of trade, to
knock down the political barriers that
might artificially be established that
disallow production agriculture from
getting into world markets.

It also has an area in research. That
is what we ought to advance to assure
the constant maintenance and ever-in-
creasing productivity on America’s
farms.

It also has a responsibility to cooper-
ate in conservation and improving en-
vironmental standards, but it does not
have a responsibility to dictate the
market or to micromanage the family
farm or the agricultural production
unit. That is what this farm bill speaks
to.

Let me close by once again thanking
the chairman and the ranking member
for recognizing our role, as the Senate
Ag Committee, to move quality legisla-
tion to this floor and now to the Presi-
dent’s desk. I am pleased to have been
a part of it. I am proud to serve on the
Senate Ag Committee. I think we have
made a quantum leap forward in work-
ing with agriculture to move itself into
the 21st century as a market-producing
entity of the American economy.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. LUGAR addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, it has
been our habit, at least thus far in the
debate, to alternate sides. The distin-
guished Senator from Idaho has just
spoken. The Senator from Oregon has
been waiting to speak, but I request
that it be permissible for the Chair to
recognize a Democratic Party speaker
and ask the distinguished ranking
member to yield time and then to al-
ternate herein. I will grant time to the
Senator from Oregon.

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.
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Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
wish to let the Senator know I am
speaking against the bill.

Mr. LEAHY. I understand. I have
time reserved in favor of the bill. I
wonder if I might yield——

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thought I had
time from the minority leader to speak
against the bill.

Mr. LEAHY. The Senator does, and
the minority leader will let the Sen-
ator have whatever time he wants.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Ten minutes.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I see two
colleagues here. We have had a speech
in favor. Why do we not let the distin-
guished——

Mr. WELLSTONE. I would yield my-
self 10 minutes from the minority lead-
er’s time to speak against the bill.

Mr. LEAHY. Could I point out an-
other thing, I say to the Senator? We
have a conference on the appropria-
tions, and the distinguished chairman
of that wants to go forward. As the dis-
tinguished Senator from Florida only
wants 5 minutes, why do I not yield to
the distinguished Senator from Florida
the 5 minutes so the distinguished Sen-
ator from Oregon, the chairman of the
Appropriations Committee, can then
next be recognized and then yield
whatever time the distinguished Sen-
ator from Minnesota wants.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I have to go to the
State Department for an arrangement
between a Minnesota company and an-
other country in 15 minutes. That is
why I have been here early.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask
that the time from the Democratic
leader be given to the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota to speak in
opposition. I ask if he might try, as
best he can, to accommodate the oth-
ers, to limit his time.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Absolutely. I
would be pleased to do so.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, can I
ask if I might be recognized after the
Senator from Oregon?

Mr. LEAHY. I assure the Senator
from Florida, he will be.

Mr. GRAHAM. I thank the Senator.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
thank my colleagues. I am sorry we are
all here at once. I will try to be very
brief. I have been on the floor for some
time waiting to speak.

Mr. President, first of all, let me just
thank all of my colleagues for their
work on the bill, including the distin-
guished Senator from Indiana, whom I
have a tremendous amount of respect
for. I mean that very sincerely.

Let me say that the good news is
that farmers need to know where they
stand. The spring planting season is
upon us. People need to know what the
program is going to be.

The good news is that there are some
programs, some provisions in this leg-
islation that are positive and very im-
portant. One of them is the reauthor-
ization of the Conservation Reserve
Program, which I think has been a win-
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win-win program. It does my heart
good when environmentalists and farm-
ers and outdoor recreation people all
come to my office, all in strong agree-
ment about the importance of this pro-
gram.

I also think that the $300 million for
rural economic development is ex-
tremely important. In particular, the
focus on encouraging and providing
whatever kind of assistance we can for
farmers to form their own value-added
processing co-ops and retain as much of
the value of what they produce as pos-
sible, is right on the mark.

Finally, I am no strong supporter of
what was the status quo, and I do be-
lieve, as my colleague from North Da-
kota said, in all too many cases farm-
ers have had to farm a farm bill as op-
posed to farm the land. No question
about it: more flexibility is certainly
one of the things that farmers in my
State have been very interested in.

Let me talk about two fundamental
flaws of this piece of legislation. I take
very serious exception—and I do not
think it is really provincial on my part
to do so—to the dairy provisions. It has
to do with why we are elected. We are
elected to do our best, to speak for and
represent and sometimes, I suppose,
fight for people in our States. I
thought that the Senate had spoken
clearly that we were not in favor of a
northeast dairy compact. I was very in-
volved in the effort to knock that pro-
vision out. In the conference com-
mittee, we got a variation of that, giv-
ing the Secretary of Agriculture the
right to certify such a compact.

That troubles me to no end. It is a
huge flaw in this legislation. The dairy
provisions of this bill are not favorable
to farmers in Minnesota, period. There
is not substantial, genuine reform of
the milk marketing order system,
which is what we need. We have been
losing thousands of dairy farmers in
my State.

What this potential northeast dairy
compact is all about is it gives one re-
gion of the country an opportunity to
have its own deal while it takes the
problems of another region of the coun-
try off the table. It is simply unfair.
For that reason alone, I would not vote
for this farm bill.

The second reason is—and I could go
on and on, but I am not going to out of
deference to my colleagues who are
also here on the floor to speak—but to
make a very long story short, I believe
that this piece of legislation is fun-
damentally flawed in one other respect.
What we have here is a carrot followed
by a stick.

The carrot is that if prices are high—
and they currently are—and in addi-
tion to your price, you have a hefty
support payment that goes on top of
that, it is a carrot. I can hardly blame
people for being attracted to that prop-
osition. As a matter of fact, I can hard-
ly blame some farmers in my State
who I think are saying, ‘‘Look, we
don’t know, Paul, whether there’s
going to be any farm program in the
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future. We might as well get the best
financial deal that we can.” I under-
stand that.

But the question is, what happens in
the future? I heard my colleague from
Idaho talk about a glidepath. But
glidepath to where? I mean, if we are
going to cap the loan rate at $1.89 for a
bushel of corn and $2.58 for a bushel of
wheat, the 1995 level, my question is,
since what goes up, comes down, and
what happens when prices are low
again? That is the stick. That comes
later on.

We are talking about children of
farmers who want to farm in the fu-
ture. We are talking about whether or
not farmers are going to have any ne-
gotiating power in the marketplace. I
think what happens is that eventually,
with this piece of legislation, the grain
farmers in my State will be on their
own. They are on their own with the
grain companies, and they are on their
own with the Board of Trade. They are
on their own with the railroad inter-
ests.

I agree with my colleague from North
Dakota. I think the Tulsa World had it
right: “With a mix of luck, work and
unusual organization, the lobby for big
grain companies, railroads, meat com-
panies, millers and shippers scored a
big win in the Senate-passed overhaul
of farm programs . . .”

Mr. President, again, there is so
much more to say. Let me put it this
way. I wish there was a free market in
agriculture. I wish Adam Smith’s invis-
ible hand was operative. I wish that in
the food industry we had many small
economic enterprises in competition
with one another. But that is not what
a rigorous economic analysis of the
food industry really shows us.

The conglomerates have muscled
their way to the dinner table, exer-
cising raw economic and political
power over farmers, taxpayers, and
consumers. Everywhere the farmers
look, whether it is on the input side or
whether it is the output side, they are
the ones, the family farmers are the
ones, who really represent the free en-
terprise part of this, but they are faced
with oligarchy at best and monopoly at
worst.

I think this bill is a piece of legisla-
tion that is great for the grain compa-
nies because eventually they will get
their prices low. If the farmers, as they
look to who they sold their products
to, if the farmers could see many small
businesses, that would be fine. But that
is not what they are faced with. They
are faced with concentration. Now we
are simply taking away the very lever-
age that farmers have had for a fair
price in the marketplace.

So this piece of legislation is a car-
rot, followed by a stick. I think it is
going to lead to the demise of many
family farms. I really do believe that. I
know my colleagues disagree with me.
I hope they are right. I hope I am
wrong. Because the health and the vi-
tality of communities in Minnesota is
not based upon the acres of land that
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are farmed or the number of animals,
but the number of family farmers that
live there. I see this piece of legislation
being a stacked deck against family
farmers on the grain front. On the
dairy front, the Northeast dairy com-
pact is outrageous and discriminatory
and never should have been put in the
bill by the conference committee. On
that basis alone, as a Senator from
Minnesota, I do not support this piece
of legislation. I hope my colleagues
will vote ‘“no.” I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FAIRCLOTH). The Chair recognizes Sen-
ator HATFIELD.

Mr. LUGAR. I yield time to the dis-
tinguish Senator from Oregon.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I
thank the chairman of our Agriculture
Committee, the Senator from Indiana,
Mr. LUGAR, for yielding time. I, too,
want to add my word of congratula-
tions to the leadership of this com-
mittee, Senator LUGAR and Senator
LEAHY, for bringing forth an upgrading
and updating of this agricultural legis-
lation.

Mr. President, the flood of 1996 in my
part of the country has had a dev-
astating impact on much of my State.
What I have enjoyed for many years,
and now in my adopted home, is the
lush and green countryside of the
coastal area. It is now barren and cov-
ered beneath 2 feet of river silt. The
once bountiful pasture lands are no
more, and the dairy cows struggle,
searching the bare landscape to find
scant morsels of food. Many businesses,
homes, and families have been ad-
versely affected by the flood. Imagine a
small part of this flood damage area, a
small county in northwestern Oregon,
seven raging rivers running through it
and the silt-laden waste water flooding
into three bays of the Pacific Ocean.
There is such a county, and that coun-
ty, Mr. President, is Tillamook Coun-
ty, a good Indian name, Tillamook
County.

Tillamook County on the northern
Oregon coast is the poorest per capita
income county of the 36 counties in my
State. The entire population of the
town of Tillamook consists of only
4,000 people. Roads which connect
Tillamook to the rest of the State have
been and will be closed for months.
Highway 6, which is the east-west cor-
ridor to Portland, will be closed for
months. Highway 101, which is the
north-south corridor out of Tillamook,
has been closed since November when
the storm started hitting this part of
the State.

The leading enterprise in the area is
dairy. Mr. President, no industry has
suffered more than the dairy industry
in Tillamook. As a result of the floods
primarily, and windstorms, is that
thousands of acres of Tillamook are
covered with silt—in some cases as
high as 2 feet. It may take as long as 2
years for these lands to recover. Added
to the destruction of the grazing land,
there have been tremendous losses in
livestock and feed, along with damaged
equipment and facilities.
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Of this town of 4,000, more than 400
people work at the Tillamook County
Creamery Association, a local co-op of
producers and processors. In this coun-
ty, there are over 2,000 people directly
involved in the dairy industry. Those
numbers do not include veterinarians,
transporters, supply stores, res-
taurants, and businesses that live and
die based on the health of the dairy
farmers.

In summary, Mr. President, this com-
munity is isolated due to closed roads.
The land, which is the lifeblood of the
communities, is smothered under 2 feet
of silt. The economic base of this com-
munity has been decimated. The short-
term prospects for this community are
bleak.

With such misery heaped upon this
little community, it would have been
easy for them to give up, but that is
not what has happened. The commu-
nity of Tillamook locked arms and is
working their way back. Immediately
after the floods, efforts were made to
keep production levels as high as pos-
sible at the Tillamook County Cream-
ery Association. Haygrowers through-
out Oregon donated several thousand
tons to feed the animals. The out-
pouring of relief efforts has been phe-
nomenal. The Oregon Dairy Farmers
Association coordinated relief efforts,
which included $200,000 in donations
from within the industry, lining up hay
deliveries, and assisting hard-hit
dairies outside of the town of
Tillamook—which, by the way, this
town of 4,000 is the largest town in that
little county. Dairy farmers helping
other dairy farmers. Local, State, and
Federal agencies are also assisting
with potential loan programs and tech-
nical expertise.

I inquired if there was anything else
that Congress could do for this commu-
nity. The response was, ‘“‘Help us with
the Pacific Northwest Milk Marketing
order.”” Now, Mr. President, I at-
tempted to include legislation in the
farm bill which would have done so. My
amendment would have separated,
temporarily, Oregon from this regional
milk marketing order. What is the Pa-
cific Northwest Milk Marketing order?
Let me explain.

Oregon and Washington and a small
part of northern Idaho are part of this
regional marketing order. Federal milk
orders are authorized by the Agricul-
tural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937.
Mr. President, this depression legisla-
tion, almost 60 years old, unfortu-
nately, is still governing much of our
dairy industry. As the Senator from
Idaho has indicated, this bill moves the
dairy industry closer to the market
economy. Under this law the Secretary
of Agriculture establishes Federal or-
ders that apply to buyers of milk. Or-
ders are initiated by dairy farmers nor-
mally through cooperatives and can be
issued only with the approval of the
dairy farmers in the affected area. A
milk order is a legal document issued
to regulate the minimum prices paid to
dairy farmers by handlers of grade A
milk in a specified marketing area.
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Now, Mr. President, my amendment
would have temporarily changed the
milk marketing order for a period of 2
years to let flexibility apply to this
unique situation in one part of that in-
dustry in the Northwest, the
Tillamook County Creamery Associa-
tion. The change would have allowed
these farmers to get back on their feet
and compete in an open market by giv-
ing them added flexibility in estab-
lishing their prices.

It was at this point that I hit a brick
wall. What was that brick wall?
Darigold, Inc. Prior to 1989, Oregon had
its own milk marketing order, and it
was not until that time that efforts
were made to combine the orders.
Those efforts were headed up and domi-
nated by Darigold. They used their size
and their strength to combine Wash-
ington and Oregon under one mar-
keting order, against the objections of
the small milk handlers in Oregon.
Darigold is the fourth largest coopera-
tive in the Nation, the fourth largest
cooperative in the entire Nation.
Darigold had almost $1 billion in sales
in 1994 alone, with much of their pro-
duction—and please let me underscore
this—with much of their production in
powdered milk, for example, being pur-
chased by Government surplus mar-
kets. Compare this with the Tillamook
County Creamery Association, which
had $124 million in sales, all in con-
sumer products produced from local
milk—consumer products, not big Gov-
ernment contracts. In their January
1996 member newsletter, Darigold
claims a 1995 production of 4.7 billion
pounds of milk, 10 times the volume of
the Tillamook County Creamery Asso-
ciation, with milk purchased from
three States. Darigold produces a wide
variety of milk products, including
powdered milk, ice cream, packaged
cheese, and butter. Compared that with
Tillamook, which focuses mainly on a
specialty product known as the world
famous Tillamook Cheese, which is
sold to consumers.

How did Darigold hold up this amend-
ment? The same way most things are
done in this litigious society we live
in—the Darigold lawyers came forth
and threatened to tie up this legisla-
tion in the courts. They were sure they
could do so for at least a year, and this
is the year that needs help. This would
have blocked the temporary separation
of Oregon from the Pacific Northwest
Milk Marketing order for this year.
Tillamook County and its dairy farm-
ers do not have the luxury of waiting a
year. The Darigold brick wall would
have been able to thwart the very will
of Congress by stalling this amend-
ment, if it had been adopted. Mr. Presi-
dent, this is a terrible injustice and a
black eye on the capitalistic system,
when the giants can run out the small
operators from the marketplace be-
cause they have Government contracts.

Tillamook County is small, it is bat-
tered, but I know it is not out. The
strong will of the people of this com-
munity and the dairy industry in Or-
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egon will not allow this setback to dis-
courage them. I am disappointed that
we will not be able to give Tillamook a
helping hand at this time of great need.
I am disappointed with the Darigold
lawyers for blocking this assistance,
and I am disappointed by the greed of
the Darigold, Inc. Mr. President, in
this situation, the almighty dollar was
the bottom line, and compassion was
nowhere to be found. That is not and
should not be the character of our eco-
nomic system.

I thank my good friends from Wash-
ington and Idaho, particularly Senator
GORTON and Senator CRAIG, who have
been very sympathetic of the situation
in Oregon. They have offered their as-
sistance where possible, and I thank
my colleagues for their sensitivity to
the plight of flood-damaged Tillamook
and the State of Oregon.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I yield
from my time such time as the Senator
from Florida might need.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida is recognized.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I want
to commence by stating my deep ap-
preciation to Chairman LUGAR and the
ranking member, Senator LEAHY, for
their great consideration of issues that
were important to agriculture across
America and especially important to
agriculture and the people of my State
of Florida.

Mr. President, as you well know, the
State of Florida is a State peculiarly
vulnerable to a variety of climatic and
other disasters. One of the things that
we have tried to do is to learn from
those disasters and avoid, where pos-
sible, a repetition of previous mis-
takes, and to bring to the attention of
the appropriate decisionmakers steps
that could be taken in order to mod-
erate the impact of future adverse con-
sequences.

In the last few years, we have had an
unusual number of incidents that have
impacted Florida agriculture. Hurri-
cane Andrew is the best known, but by
no means the only such incident. As a
result of that, we have assembled a
number of lessons learned, in terms of
how American agricultural law for dis-
asters, crop insurance, and other steps
that are intended to soften the impact
of negative events, could be modified
to be more effective and applied to the
special agriculture of our State.

I wish to thank Senator LUGAR, Sen-
ator LEAHY, and their colleagues for
their consideration and for the number
of steps that are contained in this leg-
islation that will have that effect.

Let me just briefly summarize a few
of those provisions. The Federal Crop
Insurance Act will be amended by the
legislation before us today to provide
for coverage of crops that have been de-
stroyed by insect and disease, as well
as those destroyed by storm or flood,
or other natural conditions.

This act will expand coverage to
nursery crops and to aquaculture,
which have been two of the fastest-
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growing aspects of American agri-
culture. It will require that the Federal
Crop Insurance Act consider marketing
windows when determining whether it
is feasible to require replanting during
a crop year.

To elaborate on that, Mr. President,
as you know, much of Florida agri-
culture is targeted on a winter growing
season. There have been instances in
which a natural disaster had occurred
at the end of that season—Ilet us say, in
this month of March, there were re-
quirements that you had to replant,
even though by replanting the crops,
they would mature in the middle of the
summer when the window for our par-
ticular agriculture had closed. This
will allow the Federal crop insurance
administrators to consider the eco-
nomic feasibility, as well as the agri-
cultural feasibility of replanting a crop
that has been destroyed. So, Mr. Presi-
dent, that represents an important set
of lessons learned from disasters and
now applied to moderate the impact of
future disasters.

Second, Mr. President, there is an
important provision in this legislation
that is to avoid what would be not a
disaster, but a calamity of global im-
portance, and that is the collapse of
the Florida Everglades. The Florida
Everglades represent a treasure, which
happens to be located within the State
of Florida, but has been long recog-
nized as a national treasure since 1947.
The second largest national park in the
lower 48 States is Everglades National
Park. It has been recognized by inter-
national bodies, including the United
Nations, as an ecosystem of inter-
national importance. It is a system
that has been in very serious trouble.
It is a system, which started thousands
of years ago as a unique flow of water,
commencing in the central part of
south Florida, in a slow incremental
process that eventually then led to the
area that we now call Florida Bay. It
provided one of the most fertile areas
for wildlife, plants, and fisheries in the
world. It is a system which has been
destroyed largely because of its unique-
ness.

When Europeans came to this region,
they looked at the Everglades, and
what they saw was a formidable
swamp. They saw something that was
different than they had known in their
previous home. They committed them-
selves to the goal of turning this
unique system into something that was
common and pedestrian. For the better
part of a century, that effort was pur-
sued with great vigor, and with the
support of the people of Florida, and of
the Governments of the State and the
Nation.

It has been in the last 30 years that
we have fully appreciated the fact that
it was that very uniqueness of the Ev-
erglades that gave it its essential
value. Also, it was that uniqueness
that contributed to the many ways in
which the Everglades sustained life, for
humans and others, in the south Flor-
ida region.
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So a major effort to save the Ever-
glades has been underway. It has been
recognized that that effort would re-
quire a partnership, and an important
member of that partnership was the
Federal Government. The Federal Gov-
ernment has significant interest in the
Everglades National Park’s national
wildlife refuges and national fresh
water preserves.

The Federal Government also will
play a key role in executing those
things that will be necessary for the
salvation of the Everglades. The people
of Florida do not ask the Federal Gov-
ernment to do this singularly, but they
ask for a unity of purpose between the
National Government and themselves.

Mr. President, I am especially
pleased to recognize the tremendous
step forward that this legislation rep-
resents with that goal of ‘‘save the Ev-
erglades.” In this legislation, there is
contained a direct entitlement funding
for a special Everglades restoration
initiative of $200 million. There are
also contained various provisions
which will encourage the disposition of
surplus land, with the proceeds of that
disposition to be used for Everglades
restoration. One of those provisions
could provide up to an additional $100
million for restoration of the Ever-
glades.

I want to particularly thank Senator
LUGAR, who has been especially vocal
in his recognition of the importance of
the Everglades, and Senator LEAHY,
who has been a staunch advocate of a
whole variety of initiatives contained
in this legislation that are designed to
recognize the fact that there is no con-
flict between the economics of Amer-
ican agriculture and the protection of
the fundamental environmental re-
sources upon which agriculture de-
pends.

I commend both of these colleagues
for their outstanding contributions,
and there is no place in which this will
be more significant or more appre-
ciated than in the contribution toward
the salvation of the Everglades.

So I wish, Mr. President, to conclude
with a joint statement with my col-
league, Senator MACK, elaborating on
the provisions that are of special im-
portance to our State contained in this
legislation, and to conclude with my
deep thanks on behalf of the 14 million
citizens of my State for what leaders of
this legislation have done to prepare us
for future disasters and to contribute
to avoidance of what would be a dis-
aster of global proportion if we were to
lose the qualities of the Florida Ever-
glades.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, Sen-
ator MACK and I would like to take a
moment to thank Chairman LUGAR and
ranking member LEAHY for their hard
work on the 1996 farm bill. We are par-
ticularly pleased with the inclusion of
provisions that will have a direct ben-
efit to the State of Florida, our grow-
ers, and the Everglades ecosystem.

First of all, this farm bill will ad-
dress three problems that have faced
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Florida growers of specialty crops.
Upon enactment of Federal Agricul-
tural Improvement and Reform Act,
the Federal Crop Insurance Act will be
amended to provide for coverage of
crops destroyed by insects and disease,
expand coverage to all nursery crops
and aquaculture, and require the Fed-
eral Crop Insurance Act to comnsider
marketing windows when determining
whether it is feasible to require re-
planting during a crop year.

Disasters are a way of life for all in-
volved in agriculture. Disaster relief
appropriations are an item of the past.
The laws to today need to cover all of
agriculture to allow recovery after
time of great loss. The amendments
which were passed go a long way to ad-
dressing inequalities in law and defini-
tion to allow coverage for major agri-
cultural segments.

Multiple weather-related disasters,
from Hurricane Andrew to the record
number of hurricanes in 1995, clearly il-
lustrated deficiencies in disaster cov-
erage of many agricultural commod-
ities. Many agricultural products such
as aquatic species and numerous horti-
cultural products are not clearly de-
fined as being eligible for disaster as-
sistance. Additionally, even though the
Federal Crop Insurance Act was passed,
many agricultural commodities still do
not have crop insurance available and
as such can not even recoup planting
costs under current guidelines.

Changes were clearly needed to allow
coverage of all agricultural crops dur-
ing time of disaster. A tree grown for
horticultural purposes should be cov-
ered whether it is grown in a port or in
rows in the ground. Nontraditional spe-
cies raised for food purposes should be
clearly covered.

Acquaculture-raised species—wheth-
er for food or nonfood purposes—should
also be covered. Foliage plants are ag-
ricultural commodities raised for aes-
thetic purposes. Tropical fish, while
not for food purposes, are clearly raised
in aquaculture for aesthetic purposes,
and should be covered just as surely as
our foliage protection. Many States
now find that horticulture and foliage
plants have become their No. 1 agricul-
tural commodity.

Disasters are likewise not just
weather-related events. A rapidly
spreading pest or disease can statis-
tically be a greater danger than a hur-
ricane event.

DEFINITION OF DISASTER FOR FEDERAL CROP
INSURANCE ELIGIBILITY

The history of natural disasters in
Florida has demonstrated the need for
the definition of disaster to include
events that are not directly weather-
related. Beyond a certain level, the
devastation of the gypsy moth, citrus
canker, or other pests and diseases con-
stitutes a disaster of major scale. The
1996 farm bill will establish a pilot pro-
gram to have the term ‘‘natural dis-
aster” include extensive crop destruc-
tion caused by insects and disease.
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DEFINITION OF AGRICULTURE FOR FEDERAL
CROP INSURANCE ELIGIBILITY

Florida growers of specialty crops
also need a definition of agriculture
that includes more than just food, fiber
and grain. Historically, for disaster
purposes, neither aquaculture or nurs-
ery crops have been covered.

As recently as the December freezes,
producers in the Hillsborough County
area were told that aquaculture spe-
cies, such as tropical fish and aquatic
plants, were not defined as agriculture.
While these species are reared for aes-
thetic purposes, they are certainly ag-
riculture—as much as any other horti-
cultural production.

In-ground plants and trees for the
nursery industry were still not covered
even after 4 years of negotiation and
discussions with Federal Crop Insur-
ance officials in Kansas City. Florida
growers are appreciative that this farm
bill will expand Federal crop insurance
to aquaculture and direct the FCIC to
establish a pilot program to allow
nursery crops to participate in the Fed-
eral Crop Insurance Program.

INCLUDE ‘‘MARKETING WINDOW’’ AS A CRITERIA
FOR REQUIRING REPLANTING

A third problem for Florida growers
of winter crops has involved the inter-
pretation of the clause requiring re-
planting where feasible after disaster
destruction. Until this farm bill, the
Federal Crop Insurance has not consid-
ered marketing windows when making
judgments about claims. Given that
USDA can consider economics, poten-
tial marketing of the product must be
considered as an economic factor.

As a recent example, a potato crop in
Dade County was destroyed. The cli-
mate of the county would have per-
mitted the growers to replant and bare-
ly get in a crop before that weather be-
came too hot. However, the marketing
window and contracts for sale of the
product would have been totally non-
existent by the time a long-term crop
like potatoes could be raised. The Fed-
eral Government required the growers
to replant even though no sales of that
commodity would have been feasible
after the area’s marketing period was
over. Florida growers raise crops in the
dead of winter, and are often double
and triple cropping the same land with
a succession of commodities to meet
very defined and limited marketing
windows. I am gratified that the man-
gers of the farm bill agreed to include
our provision requiring the Federal
Crop Insurance Corporation to consider
marketing windows in determining
whether it is feasible to require re-
planting during a crop year.

BROWN CITRUS APHID RESEARCH

This farm bill also provides author-
ization of up to $3,000,000 in research
funding for the eradication and control
of the brown citrus aphid and the cit-
rus tristeza virus. The virus, which is
carried by the aphid, poses the most
formidable threat in decades to the
Florida citrus industry. The citrus
tristeza virus, in several forms, has the
capability of killing millions of citrus
trees in Florida, Texas, and California
over the next several years. The lan-
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guage included in this bill will help us
provide to the citrus community of our
Nation the tools it needs to combat
this serious threat.

EVERGLADES RESTORATION FUNDING

The 1996 Farm bill also provides an
unprecedented opportunity to further
the restoration of the Everglades eco-
system. I yield to Senator MACK.

Mr. MACK. I and my esteemed col-
league Senator GRAHAM rise today to
congratulate this Congress for its fore-
sight and commitment to one of the
most important restoration efforts in
our Nation’s history, the restoration of
the south Florida ecosystem, better
known as the Everglades. Under sec-
tion 506 of the 1996 farm bill, the
United States has made a historical
commitment to this unique national
treasure.

Mr. GRAHAM. The Everglades is an
extraordinary ecosystem that travels
south from the Kissimmee River
through the Everglades and down to
Florida Bay. The Everglades ecosystem
supports south Florida’s industries of
tourism, fishing, and agriculture and
special quality of life of over 6 million
residents by providing water supply
and recreational activities. The Fed-
eral Government has a direct vested in-
terest in the Everglades ecosystem,
which houses the Loxahatchee Refuge,
and three national parks: Everglades
National Park, Big Cypress National
Park and Biscayne Bay National Park.

Mr. MACK. The health of the Ever-
glades ecosystem is critically endan-
gered. The same American spirit of in-
genuity and adventure that led us to
the Everglades at the turn of the cen-
tury must now be called upon to save
this extraordinary resource that is so
emblematic of the American character.
The Everglades has taught us that a
strong economy and healthy environ-
ment are not mutually exclusive.

Mr. GRAHAM. Historically, we have
tried to tame the Everglades by focus-
ing on small parts of the ecosystem
without regard to how the whole sys-
tem works. This has proved to be a
mistake. As we have tried to develop or
manage parts of the ecosystem sepa-
rately, the result has been to wreak
havoc on the entire ecosystem, thus
putting the entire ecosystem in jeop-
ardy. The Everglades is not a set of dis-
creet parts like the limbs of a body but
instead is a blood line that circulates
throughout the entire ecosystem. The
long term viability and sustainability
of the ecosystem—whether it is wild-
life, urban water supply, agriculture,
tourism, recreation activities, or fish-
ing—are all dependent upon the same
lifeblood, the Everglades, the River of
Grass. Decades of diking, damming and
using the Everglades for singular pur-
poses has so endangered the health of
the Everglades that in the future the
ecosystem may not be available to be
used for any purpose.

Mr. MACK. The State of Florida has
made extraordinary efforts to address
the complex problems of the region and
to restore this precious resource. Be-
cause south Florida is home to 7 of the
10 fastest-growing metropolitan areas
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in the Nation, we are at a critical
crossroad in the Everglades restora-
tion. Together the State of Florida and
the Federal Government can continue
their developing partnership to con-
summate Everglades restoration.

Mr. GRAHAM. While it is understood
that a significant gap exists in our sci-
entific knowledge about the ultimate
ecological and water management
needs of the Everglades ecosystem—
which necessitates continued detail
studies—the framework for restoration
and design of major projects for land
acquisition, water storage, and re-
stored hydrology are clear. Restoration
of one of the largest functioning eco-
systems in the world is a massive un-
dertaking. Congress has acknowledged
that success will depend on the Federal
Government, the State of Florida, and
local, regional and tribal interests
working in tandem.

Mr. MACK. In acknowledgement of
this responsibility, Congress has pro-
vided $200,000,000 and possibly as much
as $300,000,000 to expedite Everglades
restoration activities, which will in-
clude acquisition of the highest pri-
ority lands needed to improve water
storage and water quality critical to
the restoration effort. This unprece-
dented commitment of $200,000,000 will
be provided to the Secretary of Interior
to either carry out the restoration ac-
tivities or to provide funding to the
State of Florida or the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers to carry out res-
toration activities. Congress does not
intend for these funds to supplant any
previous funds committed to any agen-
cy of the Federal Government or the
State of Florida for the purpose of Ev-
erglades restoration, including the
commitment to fund STA 1E, a compo-
nent of the Everglades Restoration
Project.

Mr. GRAHAM. Specifically, the legis-
lation does the following:

Section 506(a) directs the Secretary
of the Treasury to transfer to the Sec-
retary of the Interior $200,000,000 of any
funds not otherwise appropriated.

Sections 506 (b) and (d) authorize the
Secretary of the Interior to use the
$200,000,000 until December 31, 1999 to
conduct restoration activities in the
Everglades ecosystem in South Flor-
ida. In implementing these sections,
the Secretary may rely upon the prior-
ities, programs, projects, and initia-
tives identified by the Federal South
Florida Interagency Task Force.

Under Section 506(b)(3), the Secretary
of the Interior can conduct restoration
activities that include the acquisition
of real property interests intended to
expedite resource protection.

Under Section 506(c) as may be appro-
priate, the Secretary of the Interior
and transfer the restoration funds to
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers or
the State of Florida or the South Flor-
ida Water Management District to
carry out restoration activities in the
Everglades ecosystem.
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Section 506(e) requires the Secretary
of the Interior to submit an annual re-
port to Congress that describes what
activities were carried out under the
initiative.

Section 506(f) also established a spe-
cial account to be funded by the sale of
surplus Federal property in the State
of Florida. The special account is to be
managed by the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to carry out restoration activities.
The Secretary of the Interior is limited
in his ability to use the special account
funds to acquire real property or an in-
terest in real property. The Secretary
can use these special account funds for
real property acquisition only if the
State of Florida contributes or has
contributed an amount equal to not
less than 50 percent of the appraised
value of the real property interest to
be acquired. The actual sale of surplus
property is to be managed by the Ad-
ministrator of the General Services Ad-
ministration. This account will not ex-
ceed $100,000,000.

And finally, under section 506(g), the
Secretary of the Interior is directed to
submit a report to Congress that as-
sesses whether any unreserved and un-
appropriated Federal lands are suitable
for disposal or exchange for the pur-
pose of conducting restoration activi-
ties in the Everglades ecosystem. Sec-
tion 506(g) is not intended to amend or
supersede any applicable Federal stat-
ute that governs Federal land manage-
ment, exchange or disposal.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I thank
my distinguished colleague from Flor-
ida for his kind words. I note that he
and his colleague from Florida worked
very, very hard with both Senator
LUGAR and me on this issue. It is one
where we came together to address not
only a Florida issue but what is truly a
national issue.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from Flor-
ida.

Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
congratulate Senator LUGAR, our con-
ference chairman, and his staff, Sen-
ator LEAHY and his staff, Chairman
ROBERTS and his staff, and Congress-
man DE LA GARZA and his staff for help-
ing us get to this important day for
American agriculture.

Policymaking decisions in agri-
culture have never been simple or easy.
Chairman LUGAR and the ranking Dem-
ocrat, Senator LEAHY, chartered a
course that led them toward a bipar-
tisan bill. Farmers and ranchers across
the country are now awaiting the pas-
sage of this important legislation.

For the first time in 60 years, we
have a commonsense approach that
will release farmers from the bureau-
cratic controls of USDA. Under this ap-
proach, farmers will no longer be told
what to plant, where to plant, or how
much to grow. Uncertain deficiency
payments tied to market prices are
eliminated and replaced with preset
and market transition payments that
farmers can count on with confidence.

This legislation, formerly titled the
Agricultural Market Transition Act,
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has been renamed the Federal Agricul-
tural Improvement and Reform [FAIR]
Act of 1996. This legislation not only
reforms commodity programs but also
includes rural development, conserva-
tion, credit, research, trade, and nutri-
tion.

Highlights of the bill include:

Eliminates the requirement to pur-
chase crop insurance to participate in
commodity programs.

Establishes an Environmental Qual-
ity Incentives Program.

Export and promotion programs are
reauthorized and refocused to maxi-
mize impact in a post-NAFTA/GATT
environment.

Maintains the Conservation Reserve
Program.

Reauthorizes nutrition programs.

Reauthorizes Federal agricultural re-
search programs.

Provides for dairy reform. Eliminates
the budget assessment on dairy pro-
ducers, phases down the support price
on butter, powder, and cheese over 4
years. Consolidates marketing years.

Provides funding for Florida Ever-
glades restoration.

Establishes fund for rural America to
be used for rural development and re-
search.

Retains the 1949 Agricultural Act as
permanent law.

Streamlines and consolidates rural
development programs to provide a
more focused Federal effort while en-
couraging decisionmaking at the State
level.

When we began the process of formu-
lating an agricultural policy about 14
months ago, the message I got was that
farmers wanted less Government, less
redtape, and less paperwork. They said
we need planting flexibility and less
regulation—to put it more simply let
farmers be farmers.

Mr. President, many commodity pro-
grams and provisions in the 1990 farm
bill expired on December 31, 1995. It is
now late March. Spring planting is al-
ready underway in many Southern
States, and it is imperative that pro-
ducers know the requirements of the
commodity programs. The farmers in
this country already have their sched-
ules altered by Mother Nature—they
shouldn’t have to wait for Congress
too.

Producers who raise wheat and feed
grains and other commodities want to
know what kind of program will be in
operation before they make their
planting decisions and seek money for
their operating loans. Program an-
nouncements are usually made in
early- to mid-February, and farmers
usually begin to sign up for the pro-
grams at the beginning of March.

Farmers in my State and across the
country can wait no longer. We need a
new farm program in place—quickly. It
is time to pass responsible legislation
that provides the agriculture sector
with policy for the next several years.

There are many other provisions that
deserve to be highlighted, however I
wanted to mention a few that I took an
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active role in trying to resolve. I sup-
port this package and believe it pro-
vides a safety net and the opportunity
for the agriculture sector to meet the
challenges that lie ahead.

First, I am grateful that language
concerning the regulation of commer-
cial transportation of equine to slaugh-
ter is included. Under this provision
the Secretary of Agriculture is pro-
vided authority to develop sound regu-
lations that will protect the well-being
of equine that are commercially trans-
ported to slaughter. Often these horses
are transported for long periods, in
overcrowded conditions and often in
vehicles that have inadequate head
room. Some of these horses are in poor
physical condition or have serious inju-
ries. These regulations would allow
horses to get to a slaughter facility
safely and as quickly as possible with
the least amount of stress to the ani-
mal. I want to make it very clear this
provision does not authorize the Sec-
retary to regulate the transportation
of horses other than to slaughter or the
transportation of livestock or poultry
to slaughter or elsewhere.

Second, I also want to thank Senator
CoCcHRAN for his assistance in con-
fronting what may be the most serious
health crisis facing the U.S. equine
population. I'm referring to the De-
partment of Agriculture’s recent deci-
sion to grant a waiver allowing the im-
portation of horses infected with
equine piroplasmosis, also known as
EP, so that they may compete in the
Olympic games to be held in Atlanta
this year. With help from Senator
COCHRAN we have strong report lan-
guage stating that the 20-point plan
that has been agreed upon by the Euro-
pean Union, the Georgia Department of
Agriculture, and the U.S. Department
of Agriculture must not be relaxed and
the conditions must be followed and
administratively enforced.

Third, dairy policy has always been a
contentious issue and it was no dif-
ferent during this farm bill. One provi-
sion I felt must be included was the
continuation of the Fluid Milk Pro-
motion Program. Building a stronger
demand for milk is essential to the en-
tire dairy industry. Fluid milk sales
account for about 35 percent of the
total amount of milk produced, which
means changes in this category are sig-
nificant. I believe continuation of this
processor-funded program is a very
good way to attack misperceptions and
to keep people drinking milk. We need
to continue to increase people’s under-
standing of the benefits and impor-
tance of milk and continue to show
consumers new ways to keep milk in
their diets.

Fourth, conservation concerns in
Kentucky have centered around how to
help farmers improve water quality. A
new program—the Environmental
Quality Incentive Program [EQIP] will
target over $1 billion for 7 years to as-
sist crop and livestock producers with
environmental and conservation im-
provements on their farms. I believe
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this program will be very beneficial to
the farmers in Kentucky in providing
cost-share and technical assistance in
improving water quality.

Another issue I heard loud and clear
from my Kentucky farmers dealt with
the mandatory purchase of cata-
strophic crop insurance [CAT]. I made
this one of my top priorities, and I am
happy to report that my fellow con-
ferees also heard similar comments
from their farmers. The conference
agreement eliminates mandatory cata-
strophic crop insurance, but requires
producers waive all Federal disaster as-
sistance if they opt not to purchase
CAT insurance. This means that to-
bacco farmers and grain producers
don’t have to purchase CAT crop insur-
ance to participate in a commodity
program or to get their marketing
card. Eligibility to purchase crop in-
surance is no longer linked to con-
servation compliance and swampbuster
for producers who choose not to par-
ticipate in farm programs.

Mr. President, today’s 2 million
farmers and the 19 million workers em-
ployed in our food and agriculture sys-
tem generate over 16 percent of our Na-
tion’s income. We must keep the farm-
er, the rancher, the food, and the agri-
culture sector healthy and growing. It
is time to give our Nation’s farmers
and ranchers some answers and to pass
this conference report today.

Again, I thank our committee chair-
man, ranking member, and staff for
their dedication and hard work.

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I
rise today in support of the final pas-
sage of the conference report on H.R.
2854, the Federal Agriculture Improve-
ment and Reform Act of 1996. In some
ways, it is only natural that this farm
bill occurred like one of the other
major factors affecting agriculture, the
weather. With the weather, you're
never sure when the rains will come,
but inevitably, it will rain. This legis-
lation brings an end to the waiting and
uncertainty currently surrounding
farmers and ranchers in my state, as
well as around the country.

I would like to thank Senate Agri-
culture Committee Chairman LUGAR
and ranking member LEAHY for their
tireless work to bring together the
many different sides and address their
concerns in this farm bill. And of
course, a hearty congratulations to my
fellow Kansans and members of the
Kansas agricultural triumvirate, House
Agriculture Chairman ROBERTS, Senate
majority Leader DOLE, and USDA Sec-
retary Glickman.

As a supporter of Congressman ROB-
ERTS’ freedom-to-farm bill, it is re-
warding to see its inclusion in the final
legislation. For production agriculture,
this bill represents producer flexibility,
program simplicity, and stability—all
important priorities that will allow
U.S. agriculture to successfully com-
pete in the world marketplace. For the
taxpayer, this legislation shows the
continued commitment by agriculture
to lower spending and reduce the def-
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icit. Clearly, if all government pro-
grams displayed agriculture’s commit-
ment towards reduced spending, there
would be no deficit today.

Many other important programs are
also included in this legislation. A
clear priority was given to conserva-
tion programs, including a strong Con-
servation Reserve Program [CRP]. The
CRP has proven to be a valuable tool to
promote wildlife habitat, reduce soil
erosion, and improve water quality.
Reauthorizing this program at its cur-
rent level and allowing increased flexi-
bility for the producer will allow cur-
rent program benefits to be retained
and increase the focus of this program
to improve the most environmentally
sensitive lands.

It should be noted that this farm bill
is truly comprehensive legislation that
will affect all Americans. Included in
this bill is important trade legislation
that maintains our commitment to
providing valuable food aid to those na-
tions in need, strengthens our ability
to open new markets, and encourages
the development of emerging trading
partners. Research, nutrition, rural de-
velopment, and credit programs are all
included in this bill to ensure to their
future viability.

Mr. President, it is true that the
rains will inevitably come. However, no
action by Congress can remove the un-
certainty of how much, when, and
where it will rain; but we in Congress
can and should remove the uncertainty
surrounding agricultural programs by
passing this legislation.

SECTION 147

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the
chairman and I want to discuss in more
detail what was intended in section 147
of H.R. 2854, the section which grants
congressional consent to the northeast
interstate dairy compact, subject to
certain conditions.

This compact will allow the six New
England States to regulate the price of
all class I drinking milk sold in those
States. The regulation may apply to
any class I milk sold in the New Eng-
land States but produced elsewhere, as
well as to such milk produced by New
England farmers. The compact also
provides that farmers from beyond New
England receive its benefits as well as
their New England counterparts.

The conditions of congressional con-
sent are intended to ensure the com-
pact operates in harmony with the
Federal milk market order program,
and in complement with the changes
otherwise being imposed on that pro-
gram by this act. Seven conditions of
consent are identified.

The condition in section 147(1) re-
quires that the Secretary of Agri-
culture make a finding of compelling
public interest in the compact region
before the compact may be imple-
mented. This provision ensures a deter-
mination by the Secretary of the com-
pact’s need in the region before the
compact’s authority to regulate inter-
state commerce, as granted by the con-
sent provided by this act, can become
operational.
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The next four conditions of consent
outlined in section 147(2) through sec-
tion 147(5) constitute substantive re-
strictions on the compact’s operation,
as entered into by the States. In re-
sponse to concerns raised by some con-
ferees, section 147(2) limits the com-
pact’s regulatory authority to only
class I milk. Notwithstanding any pro-
vision of the compact to the contrary,
the compact commission will not be
able to regulate other classes of milk.
This condition limits the compact’s
regulatory reach to only the local and
regional, fluid milk market. It ensures
that the compact will have no effect on
the national market for manufactured
dairy products.

Section 147(3) constitutes a proce-
dural limitation on the compact’s oper-
ation. This condition establishes a fi-
nite time limit for the provision of
congressional consent to the compact.
The section establishes that congres-
sional consent terminates concurrently
with the completion of the Federal
milk market order consolidation proc-
ess required under section 143 of the
act.

Also in response to concerns raised
by committee conferees, conditions in
section 147(4) alter the procedure by
which additional States may enter the
compact. The list of potential new en-
trants is limited to a named few. Such
States may only join if contiguous to a
member State and only upon approval
by Congress.

Section 147(5) requires the compact
commission to compensate the Com-
modity Credit Corporation [CCC] for
purchases by the Corporation attrib-
utable to surplus production in the
New England States. This condition
was necessary for the compact to en-
sure that there would be no score from
the Congressional Budget Office. The
compact commission’s responsibility
to make compensation is to be meas-
ured by the Secretary’s reference to a
comparison of the rate of increased
production. The compact commission
would have the responsibility to pro-
vide compensation for those CCC pur-
chase attributable to an increase in the
rate of New England milk production
in excess of the national average rate
of increase.

Section 147(6) provides for coopera-
tion by the Department of Agriculture
in the compact’s operation. The De-
partment has in the past construed
findings of fact in the Agricultural
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937 as
precluding the Department’s coopera-
tion in the operation of State over-
order pricing programs. This condition
makes clear these past departmental
determinations do not apply to the
compact, and that the Department
shall provide such technical assistance
as requested by the compact commis-
sion and requires that the compact
commission will reimburse the Depart-
ment for that assistance. The provision
is designed to avoid duplication in
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audit procedures and any other mecha-
nism needed to administer the com-
pact, and thereby to reduce the com-
pact’s regulatory burden and cost.

Except in one regard section 147(7)
provides only language of clarification,
rather than imposes any additional,
substantive, or procedural restriction
on the compact’s operation. This condi-
tion in the main part clarifies that the
commission may not limit or prohibit
the marketing of milk or milk prod-
ucts in the compact region from any
other area in the United States. It also
clarifies that the commission may not
alter or amend procedures established
under Federal milk marketing orders
relating to the movement of milk be-
tween or among orders.

Neither of the first two sentences of
that section is intended to limit the
compact commission’s authority to es-
tablish a compact over-order price reg-
ulation for all fluid milk marketed
into the compact region in any form,
packaged or bulk, produced in another
production region in the United States.
The last sentence of this section 147(7)
delineates this point.

The one substantive restriction of
this condition is its limitation of the
use of compensatory payments under
section 10(6) of the compact. Because
the use of compensatory payments is
disfavored in milk marketing law, the
compact itself placed strict restric-
tions upon their use in section 10(6).
Their use even as so restricted proved
to be of some concern, accordingly, the
conference report further vrestricts
their use under section 147(7).

Does the chairman agree that this
description accurately reflects the
views of the conferees.

Mr. LUGAR. That is correct.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Section 334
establishes a new conservation pro-
gram called the environmental quality
incentives program. One of the pur-
poses of the program, as stated in sec-
tion 1240(2)(B), is to assist ‘‘farmers
and ranchers in complying with this
title and Federal and State environ-
mental laws.”” Could the Senator ex-
plain to me how this might occur?

Mr. LEAHY. In order to provide the
opportunity for an environmental qual-
ity incentives plan to be designed to
assure that a producer is in compliance
with other Federal State rules, regula-
tions, and laws, USDA should enter
into agreements with the appropriate
agencies to assure that USDA is the
only agency with routine decision-
making authority and oversight of de-
velopment and implementation of the
plan. These inter-agency agreements
should focus on the development proc-
ess of the plan, not specific conserva-
tion practices or management tech-
niques; strive for maximum flexibility
due to the variability of agricultural
operations and resource conditions;
provide that specific practices in the
plan may be implemented in varving
timeframes within the duration of the
plan; assure that implementation of
the plan is not interrupted by frequent
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revisions caused by changes in agency
agreements; and recognize the need to
encourage producers to develop plans
by allowing reasonable implementation
periods that provide for economic re-
covery of costs. If a plan is designed to
assure that a producer is in compliance
with other Federal or State rules, regu-
lations, and laws, the producer may re-
quest plan revisions when necessary to
accommodate any significant oper-
ational changes or unforeseen tech-
nical problems within the farming or
ranching enterprise.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I yield,
from the time of the distinguished
Democrat leader, Senator DASCHLE, to
the Senator from Wisconsin such time
as he may need to speak in opposition
to the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin is recognized.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator from Vermont.

Mr. President, we have heard many
good things about this farm bill and
the promises of market orientation and
positive reform that it brings to farm
policy, but I believe a more critical ex-
amination of this bill demonstrates
something entirely different, and so I
want to refute some of the assertions
that have been put forth during this
debate.

I think every Member of the Senate
would agree that agricultural policy
needs reform. The realities of produc-
tion, markets and budgets change rap-
idly, and therefore what is demanded is
a periodic revamping of agricultural
policy. I agree that we need greater
market orientation in farm policy, and
I agree that we need less Government
intervention into the production deci-
sions of farmers. However, we also need
a farm policy that is defensible to all
citizens of our country, and I believe
that this bill will ultimately fall short
in this very important regard.

The structure of current farm pro-
grams is basically to provide a safety
net, making supplemental payments to
farmers only when prices are low, and
freeing farmers to make their money
from the market when prices are suffi-
ciently high, as they are currently.

In contrast, this bill offers farmers a
so-called guaranteed payment every
year for the next 7 years, based en-
tirely on their past production, regard-
less of market prices. If market prices
are high, as they are today, farmers
will receive the same payments as they
would in times of low prices. In fact,
farmers will not even be required to
plant a crop in order to get the Govern-
ment payment. I have a very hard time
defending this as a wise expenditure of
Federal dollars.

Another assertion about this bill
that I challenge is the idea that the
goal of simplification and flexibility in
farm programs requires guaranteed
payments to farmers, even if they do
not plant a crop. We all agree that
farmers should have greater planting
flexibility and that the Federal Gov-
ernment should get out of the business
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of dictating planting decisions to farm-
ers. But again, farm programs must be
defensible to all citizens of our coun-
try, not just those few in a position to
reap short-term windfall profits from
the Government.

Another assumption that the casual
observer of this farm bill debate might
be tempted to make after listening to
the debate is that this bill cuts the
cost of farm programs. Yet, a quick
analysis of the cost projections for this
bill indicates that in the first 2 years of
this bill the taxpayer will be required
to pay an additional estimated $4 bil-
lion for farm programs over what they
would pay under the current program.
Why? Because the taxpayer will be re-
quired to make large cash payments to
farmers in times of expected high mar-
ket prices, as opposed to making pay-
ments to farmers only in those years
when prices are low.

While these are a few of my concerns
about the overall structure of the bill,
as a Senator from Wisconsin, my over-
riding concerns are with the dairy pro-
visions of this bill. And in that regard
I believe that this bill offers a very
mixed and a dangerous message.

On the one hand, I am hopeful that
the milk marketing order reform pro-
visions of the final farm bill will give
the USDA the tools that are necessary
to bring about greater regional equity
in milk pricing policies and to make
the milk marketing order system more
reflective of today’s markets.

The bill instructs the Secretary of
Agriculture to consolidate and reform
orders within 3 years, and essentially
instructs him to do so without consid-
eration to the existing price system es-
tablished by the 1985 farm bill. I think
this is a positive change, and I am very
hopeful it will bring about a marketing
system that is more defensible in to-
day’s economy and more equitable to
all the dairy farmers of our country.

However, I am stunned by the inclu-
sion of another provision of this bill,
which I believe goes in the complete
opposite direction of market orienta-
tion, and that is the northeast inter-
state dairy compact. While the bill
does not approve the compact, it does
explicitly give the Secretary of Agri-
culture the authority to do so on a
temporary basis if the Secretary deter-
mines that there is a compelling public
interest in the area.

My colleagues will recall that during
the Senate consideration of the farm
bill, we voted to strike the northeast
dairy compact from the bill. In doing
so, the majority of the Senate dem-
onstrated their disagreement with ef-
forts to establish what amounts to re-
gional dairy cartels, and on the House
side the northeast dairy compact never
was included.

So it is very hard for me to under-
stand how a dangerous provision like
this can appear in a conference report
when it has been clearly rejected by
both Houses of Congress. In my mind,
Mr. President, that is back-room deal-
ing at its worst.
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It is true that some provisions have
been added to the compact to try to
blunt its negative effects. Other safe-
guards that had been agreed to in pre-
vious debates were deleted. But my
overriding concern about the northeast
dairy compact is now and always has
been one of dangerous precedent.

Since my first day in the Senate, I
have fought to make Federal dairy pol-
icy more equitable to the dairy farmers
of the Upper Midwest. Most agricul-
tural economists, and now even the
Secretary of Agriculture, agree that
the current milk pricing policies have
had a disproportionately negative ef-
fect on the farmers of my region, and I
am hopeful that the milk market order
reform provisions of this bill will help
reverse that injustice. But I fear that
even the most equitable milk market
order reforms will be meaningless in
the long run if we start allowing re-
gions to segregate themselves from the
rest of the country economically
through efforts like the Northeast
Dairy Compact.

Our country and its Constitution are
built on the concept of a unitary mar-
ket without barriers. While I appre-
ciate the efforts that have been made
to water down the ill effects of the
compact, I strongly believe that the
long-term ramifications of this com-
pact on a State like Wisconsin, which
depends so heavily on national mar-
kets, are ominous.

A New York Times editorial this past
weekend stated the following about the
Northeast Dairy Compact:

A House-Senate conference committee has
managed to tarnish the most important farm
bill in years by inserting a last-minute pro-
vision for a New England milk cartel that
would gouge consumers and violate the free
market concept that has made the 1996 farm
bill worthwhile. The regional milk monopoly
is the very opposite of the kind of reform
this bill was meant to provide.

It will now be up to those who sup-
port true market-oriented dairy pric-
ing reform to make that case to the
Secretary of Agriculture and to assure
this regional compact does not come
into effect.

Lastly, while this farm bill elimi-
nates the 10 cent per hundredweight
budget assessment that all dairy farm-
ers hate, its net effect on dairy farm
income will be negative. In fact, I know
of no other farmers that are asked to
give up their price safety net as dairy
farmers are through the elimination of
the Milk Price Support Program with-
out providing some sort of direct tran-
sition payment to soften the blow.
While I question the wisdom of the
overall structure of this bill, it would
seem only logical to apply that struc-
ture equitably across commodities, and
this bill does not do that with respect
to the dairy farmer. So I will cast my
vote against this farm bill.

I yield the remainder of my time.

Mr. LUGAR addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
INHOFE). The Senator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. I yield 10 minutes to the
distinguished Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. SANTORUM].

(Mr.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SANTORUM. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I rise in support of
this legislation, and I do so enthu-
siastically, although I must say I do
have some reservations about a few of
the titles which I will talk about later.

Overall, this bill does move in the
right direction. It moves toward free-
dom to farm, which I think is abso-
lutely important for agriculture in
America, to be not only profitable for
the farmer but to be able to produce
goods that can be sold all over the
world.

I am very proud of the conservation
title in this legislation. I think the
dairy title takes a step in the right di-
rection. Dairy, as has been said by var-
ious people on the floor, is probably the
toughest area to reform, but we have
taken steps in the right direction. It is
going to take a little bit longer to get
the kind of reforms in dairy that are
necessary to be more free market ori-
ented, but I think we have moved sub-
stantially in the right direction, and I
support this bill.

I have some problems with respect to
sugar and peanuts, but they will not
keep me from voting in favor of this
legislation and to commend both
Chairman LUGAR and Senator LEAHY,
the ranking member, for a job well
done in putting this agreement to-
gether under fairly serious time con-
straints as we approach the planting
season.

Let me first focus on the conserva-
tion title because this Congress has
been excoriated by many in the na-
tional media for being an anti-
environmental Congress. I suggest this
farm bill is the most proenvironmental
farm bill ever passed. It makes some
terrific reforms by focusing on incen-
tive-based programs, where we encour-
age farmers to be good stewards of the
land. Farmers are good stewards of the
land, by and large. We should have pro-
grams to complement their natural
tendency, which is to take good care of
the land that they need to grow their
crops or to raise their cattle or sheep
or whatever the case may be.

This is a very important step in the
right direction. We should commend
the leaders here, and the Congress, for
putting this bill forward in an area, as
I said before, where we are being criti-
cized for not being sensitive to the en-
vironment. We have established new
programs, incentive-based programs,
that I believe will have a tremendously
positive effect on the environment in
rural America.

As a sponsor of the Environmental
Quality Incentive Program that Sen-
ators LUGAR and LEAHY introduced and
incorporated into this bill, I am par-
ticularly encouraged by the cost-
shared assistance that will be available
for livestock and crop farmers.

Senator LUGAR mentioned the Farms
for the Future Program earlier. This is
an amendment I offered on the floor of
the Senate to provide $35 million for
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farmland preservation. It is an incred-
ibly successful program in Pennsyl-
vania. In fact, we have an over-
whelming demand for this program in
Pennsylvania that we simply cannot
meet. This is an attempt to have the
Federal Government help out to pre-
serve high-quality farmland that hap-
pens to be located in an area near an
urban area that is under very intense
pressure for development. What we are
seeing happen, obviously, as the urban
sprawl continues to move out into the
rural area, we are losing very valuable
farmland. In fact, in many of my coun-
ties, ©particularly in southeastern
Pennsylvania, we ar