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Site Loans Program.
Grants for Screening, Referrals, and Edu-

cation Regarding Lead Poisoning in Infants
and Children.

Child Protection Block Grant.
Title XIX–B subpart I and II Public Health

Service Act.
Title III Older Americans Act Programs.
Title II–B Domestic Volunteer Service Act

Programs.
Title II–C Domestic Volunteer Service Act

Programs.
Low-Income Energy Assistance Act Pro-

gram.
Weatherization Assistance Program.
Community Services Block Grant Act Pro-

grams.
Legal Assistance under Legal Services Cor-

poration Act.
Emergency Food and Shelter Grants under

McKinney Homeless Act.
Child Care and Development Block Grant

Act Programs.
State Program for Providing Child Care

(section 402(j) SSA)
Stafford student loan program.
Basic educational opportunity grants.
Federal work Study.
Federal Supplement education opportunity

grants.
Federal Perkins loans.
Grants to States for state student incen-

tives.
Grants and fellowships for graduate pro-

grams.
Special programs for students whose fami-

lies are engaged in migrant and seasonal
farmwork.

Loans and Scholarships for Education in
the Health Professions.

Grants for Immunizations Against Vac-
cine-Preventable Diseases.

Job Corps.
Summer Youth Employment and Training.
Programs of Training for Disadvantaged

Adults under Title II–A and for Disadvan-
taged Youth under Title II–C of the Job
Training Partnership Act.

Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC).

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, this list in-
cludes supplemental security income,
social services block grants, Medicaid,
food stamps, family nutrition block
grants, school-based nutrition block
grants, grants for screening, referral
and education regarding lead poison-
ing, not to mention Medicare and hous-
ing assistance—a long list of programs
that will help children.

So there are good programs here that
will be preserved and, in many cases,
improved. So if you really want welfare
reform, this is it.

This may be the last opportunity to
get genuine welfare reform. Vote yes.
Send this bill to conference. We will
get it out of conference next week, and
we will send it to the President before
the August recess.

I hope the President will not veto
welfare reform for a third time in 18
months.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill

having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall it pass? The yeas and
nays have been ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the

Senator from Kansas [Mrs. KASSEBAUM]
is absent due to a death in the family.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] is nec-
essarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Hawaii
[Mr. INOUYE] would vote ‘‘nay.’’

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

The result was announced—yeas 74,
nays 24, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 232 Leg.]
YEAS—74

Abraham
Ashcroft
Baucus
Bennett
Biden
Bond
Breaux
Brown
Bryan
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Chafee
Coats
Cochran
Cohen
Conrad
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
DeWine
Domenici
Dorgan
Exon
Feingold

Ford
Frahm
Frist
Gorton
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Harkin
Hatch
Hatfield
Heflin
Helms
Hollings
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Johnston
Kempthorne
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Levin
Lieberman
Lott

Lugar
Mack
McCain
McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Nunn
Pressler
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum
Shelby
Simpson
Smith
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner
Wyden

NAYS—24

Akaka
Bingaman
Boxer
Bradley
Bumpers
Daschle
Dodd
Faircloth

Feinstein
Glenn
Graham
Kennedy
Kerrey
Lautenberg
Leahy
Mikulski

Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murray
Pell
Pryor
Sarbanes
Simon
Wellstone

NOT VOTING—2

Inouye Kassebaum

The bill (H.R. 3734), as amended, was
passed.

(The text of the bill will be printed in
a future edition of the RECORD.)

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the bill passed.

Mr. COCHRAN. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate insists
on its amendment, requests a con-
ference with the House and appoints
conferees on the part of the Senate.

The Presiding Officer (Mr. GORTON)
appointed, from the Committee on the
Budget, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. NICKLES,
Mr. GRAMM, Mr. EXON, and Mr. HOL-
LINGS; from the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition and Forestry, Mr.
LUGAR, Mr. HELMS, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr.
SANTORUM, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. HEFLIN, and
Mr. HARKIN; from the Committee on Fi-
nance, Mr. ROTH, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr.
GRASSLEY, Mr. HATCH, Mr. SIMPSON,
Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. BRADLEY, Mr.
PRYOR, and Mr. ROCKEFELLER; from the
Committee on Labor and Human Re-

sources, Mrs. KASSEBAUM and Mr.
DODD, conferees on the part of the Sen-
ate.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
cosmetic improvements made in this
bad bill cannot possibly justify its pas-
sage. It is no answer to say that this
bill is less extreme than previous bills.
Less extreme is still too extreme.

This bill condemns millions of inno-
cent children to poverty in the name of
welfare reform. But no welfare bill wor-
thy of the name reform would lead to
such an unconscionable result. This
bill is not a welfare reform bill—it is a
‘‘Let them eat cake’’ bill.

In fact, welfare reform would have
nothing to do with the tens of billions
of dollars in this bill in harsh cuts that
hurt children. Cuts of that obscene
magnitude are totally unjustified.
They are being inflicted for one reason
only—to pay for the massive tax
breaks for the wealthy that Bob Dole
and the Republican majority in Con-
gress still hope to pass. Today the Re-
publican majority has succeeded in
pushing extremism and calling it vir-
tue. It is nothing of the sort. This bill
will condemn millions of American
children to poverty in order to proivde
huge tax breaks for the rich.

These are the wrong priorities for
America. If children could vote, this
Republican plan to slash welfare would
be as dead as their plan to slash Medi-
care. But children don’t vote—and they
will pay a high price in blighted lives
and lost hope.

Perhaps the greatest irony of all is
now on display, as America hosts the
Olympic games. We justifiably take
pride in being the best in many dif-
ficult events. We may well win a fistful
of golds in Atlanta. But America is not
winning any gold medals in caring for
children.

The United States already has more
children living in poverty—the United
States already spend less of its wealth
on its children—than 16 out of the 18
major industrial nations in the world.
The United States has a larger gap be-
tween rich and poor children than any
other industrial nation. Children in the
United States are twice as likely to be
poor than British children, and three
times as likely to be poor than French
or German children. And we call our-
selves the leader of the free world?
Shame on us. Shame on the Senate.
Surely we can do better—and there is
still time to do it.
f

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-
ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1997
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, the clerk will re-
port H.R. 3603.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (H.R. 3603) making appropriations

for Agriculture, Rural Development, Food
and Drug Administration, and Related Agen-
cies programs for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1997.
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The Senate resumed consideration of

the bill.
Pending:
Gregg amendment No. 4959, to prohibit the

use of funds to make loans to large proc-
essors of sugarcane and sugar beets, who has
an annual revenue that exceeds $10 million,
unless the loans require the processors to
repay the full amount of the loans, plus in-
terest.

McCain amendment No. 4968, to reduce
funds for the Agricultural Research Service.

Gregg amendment No. 4969 (to amendment
No. 4959), to prohibit the use of funds to
make loans to large processors of sugarcane
and sugar beets, who has an annual revenue
that exceeds $15 million, unless the loans re-
quire the processors to repay the full amount
of the loans, plus interest.

Bryan amendment No. 4977, to establish
funding limitations for the market access
program.

Kerrey amendment No. 4978, to increase
funding for the Grain Inspection, Packers
and Stockyards Administration and the
Food Safety and Inspection Service.

Kerrey amendment No. 4979, to provide
funds for risk management.

Kerrey amendment No. 4980, to provide the
Secretary of Agriculture temporary author-
ity for the use of voluntary separation incen-
tives to assist in reducing employment lev-
els.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 4968

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the question is on
agreeing to the McCain amendment No.
4968. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered.

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I have

been requested by the Senator from Ar-
izona to ask unanimous consent that
the yeas and nays that had been or-
dered on the McCain amendment be vi-
tiated. I, therefore, ask unanimous
consent.

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

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 4968) was re-
jected.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4969 TO AMENDMENT NO. 4959

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the question now
occurs on agreeing to the Gregg sec-
ond-degree amendment No. 4969 on
which the yeas and nays have been or-
dered.

Mr. GREGG addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire.
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the parties in-
volved in this amendment be given 2
minutes equally divided to present the
terms of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest to give 2 minutes equally divided

on the Gregg amendment? Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from New Hampshire
will be recognized when the Senate is
in order. The Senate will not proceed
until the Senator from New Hampshire
can be heard.

The Senator from New Hampshire.
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, this

amendment deals with the sugar pro-
gram which, over the years, has been
debated at considerable length on this
floor. It does not deal with the issue of
the price of sugar, which is outrageous
and the manner in which it is main-
tained at almost 10 cents more than
the world price. It does not deal with
the fact that there is a $1.4 billion tax
which is basically assessed against the
American consumer as a result of the
sugar program.

What it does do, however, is deal
with the issue of those instances,
rare—in fact, I doubt that they would
occur often—when someone defaults on
their loan on sugar.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, could
we have order? The Senator is entitled
to be heard. I do not agree with what
he is entitled to be heard on.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will Sen-
ators conversing in the aisles remove
themselves from said aisles?

The Senator from New Hampshire.
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, in light

of the position of the Senator from Ar-
kansas, I am especially appreciative of
his courtesy.

The proposal is outlined on this yel-
low sheet. Somebody from one of the
sugar-producing States accused me of
yellow journalism, but I hope the Mem-
bers of the Senate will take time to re-
view the sheet.

It essentially says the sugar program
and producers will be put on the same
level as students, veterans and home-
owners who, when they default on a
loan to the Federal Government, are
personally responsible to pay it.

Under the program, as currently
structured, that is not the case. I could
have offered an amendment which
would deal with the essence of the
sugar program in the pricing policy,
which is this outrageous ripoff of the
American consumer to the extent of
$1.4 billion.

But rather than do that, I have lim-
ited this to the issue of liability in the
area of a sugar processor who fails to
repay their loan. And it only applies to
sugar processors with more than $15
million of annual sales. Therefore, I
think it is a very reasonable amend-
ment. And I would appreciate the con-
sideration by the body.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise
in strong support of the Gregg amend-
ment to the agriculture appropriations
bill.

I believe it is time to reform the
sugar program. The sugar program has
become nothing more than corporate
welfare for a small group of growers
which operates to the detriment of con-
sumers and sugar refiners like Domino
Sugar in Baltimore and other refiners
around the country.

The Gregg amendment simply re-
quires growers to repay their loans to
the Federal Government. It is shocking
that sugar growers are the only group
of people who do not have to repay
their loans to the Government. If stu-
dents and veterans have to re-pay their
loans to the Government, then so
should sugar growers.

While the sugar program gives grow-
ers a significant advantage, sugar re-
finers have no such benefits or protec-
tion. Sugar refiners must use imported
raw product in order to stay in busi-
ness because there is not enough do-
mestic supply to satisfy demand.

While growers receive artificially
high prices, refiners must bear the high
cost of domestic product without any
benefits or protection. It is time this
Government recognize the value of our
sugar refining industry and the jobs
that depend on it.

Since 1981, the sugar refining indus-
try has lost forty percent of its capac-
ity not to mention the thousands of
blue collar jobs that went with it.
Sugar refining is one of the few manu-
facturing industries still left in our
inner cities. Domino Sugar in Balti-
more employs almost six hundred peo-
ple. Their jobs are just as important as
the jobs of growers.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Gregg amendment and vote for fairness
in the sugar program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time against the amendment?

Mr. CRAIG addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Idaho.
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I hope the

Senate will join with me and others
this afternoon in a motion to table this
amendment. We have just crafted a
new 7-year farm bill. In a rough and
tumble way, we have planned for agri-
culture, at least as it relates to Gov-
ernment’s involvement.

We made major changes in the sugar
program. We eliminated marketing al-
lotments, we implemented a 1-cent
penalty on loan rates, we created the
assessment of $300 million coming into
the Treasury all in a sense to create a
more balanced field for the production
of sugar in our country while there is a
more equitable flow of import sugar
into our refiners.

The Senator says, let us change the
game one more time. I hope that the
Senate will work its will, but under-
stand that once we have crafted a farm
bill that we would stay with that farm
bill for the period of time of that pol-
icy. And that is why I hope we will sup-
port a motion to table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move
to table the Gregg amendment No. 4959,
and ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the motion
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to lay on the table the amendment No.
4959. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the

Senator from Kansas [Mrs. KASSEBAUM]
is absent due to a death in the family.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] is nec-
essarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Hawaii
[Mr. INOUYE] would vote ‘‘aye.’’

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

The result was announced—yeas 63,
nays 35, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 233 Leg.]
YEAS—63

Abraham
Akaka
Baucus
Bennett
Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Breaux
Brown
Bryan
Bumpers
Burns
Campbell
Cochran
Conrad
Coverdell
Craig
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan
Exon

Faircloth
Ford
Frahm
Graham
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Harkin
Hatch
Hatfield
Heflin
Helms
Hollings
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Johnston
Kempthorne
Kerrey
Leahy
Levin

Lieberman
Lott
Mack
McConnell
Moseley-Braun
Murkowski
Murray
Pressler
Pryor
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Shelby
Simon
Simpson
Stevens
Thomas
Thurmond
Warner
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—35

Ashcroft
Biden
Bradley
Byrd
Chafee
Coats
Cohen
D’Amato
DeWine
Domenici
Feingold
Feinstein

Frist
Glenn
Gorton
Gregg
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Lautenberg
Lugar
McCain
Mikulski

Moynihan
Nickles
Nunn
Pell
Roth
Santorum
Sarbanes
Smith
Snowe
Specter
Thompson

NOT VOTING—2

Inouye Kassebaum

The motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 4959) was agreed to.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote, and I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, it is
our hope that we will be able to pro-
pound a unanimous-consent agreement
and get an agreement to take up the
remaining amendments on this bill to-
night, and for any votes that are re-
quired, put them over until tomorrow.
That is the effort that we are making
now.

There are a number of amendments
that we have listed in this proposed
agreement. I can read them now. We
have given copies to both sides of the
aisle. Senators are looking at them in
an effort to determine whether this
agreement can be reached. I hope it
can. I know Senators are tired. They
have been here all day.

The leader wants us to finish this bill
tonight, but it looks like we cannot be-

cause of the long list of amendments.
But we can take up the amendments
and dispose of the amendments. Those
that we cannot dispose of, which re-
quire votes, can be voted on tomorrow.
That is the suggestion for the further
disposition of this Agriculture appro-
priations bill.

I will be happy to yield to anyone
who wants to ask a question about
that, or to my distinguished friend
from Arkansas, the manager on the
Democratic side.

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that Senator
HARKIN be added as a cosponsor on
amendments Nos. 4979 and 4978.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
FRAHM). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, re-
garding what the Senator just said—
and I certainly do not want to take any
more time—this is going to be a rather
burdensome evening. I am not too hot
for this agreement, to tell you the
truth. But if we can move expedi-
tiously and get these amendments dis-
posed of—and I defer to the chairman
on this—according to my list, we have
about five amendments here that have
not been cleared. I think that probably
the first thing we ought to do is to
take the amendments that have been
cleared and accept them on both sides
and narrow down the list. I think, per-
haps, of the remaining amendments,
two or three of them will fall. I think
that would be an expeditious way to
get a resolution of this thing. I do not
know whether we are going to get an
agreement tonight to say that any
amendments that will not be laid down
tonight will be in order tomorrow.

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota.
Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I

would like to understand a bit more
about where we are at the moment. I
have noticed an amendment dealing
with barley and the problem that has
come about as a result of the change in
the payment rate for barley under the
Freedom To Farm Act.

As some of you might know, those
who signed up under freedom to farm
to raise barley signed up with the un-
derstanding that their original pay-
ment under the freedom to farm bill
was going to be 46 cents a bushel in
1996. Then they were told later that the
calculation under the Freedom To
Farm Act was inaccurate and that
their payment would be 32 cents. That
probably doesn’t sound like too much
to some, but it is a 30 percent reduc-
tion from what the estimate would be
and the basis on which they signed up
for the program—a 30 percent reduc-
tion from that level. It is somewhere
around $35 million to $39 million. No
State in the country raises more barley
than North Dakota, and the folks that
go out and plant that barley, and ex-
pect to harvest it, did so under the pro-
visions of this farm bill, fully expect-
ing to do so receiving 46 cents a bushel
as original payment.

Now, I guess the question that I have
is whether we can address this issue in
this appropriations bill. This appears
to be the only opportunity to address
this issue on behalf of the barley grow-
ers. And before we agree to a unani-
mous-consent request of some type in
order to compress the time and limit
the opportunities to address this issue,
I say to the manager and ranking
member that I very much would like to
discuss, at some length, with them how
we can address this issue.

I do not think this is a circumstance
where we can say this doesn’t matter;
it won’t be addressed. This is a sub-
stantial amount of money coming out
of the pockets of those who signed up
for this program expecting to get a
payment of 46 cents a bushel, which,
under current circumstances, they will
not get. Before I agree to a unanimous-
consent request of any kind, I would
like to see if we can work through and
solve this problem.

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, let
me say to the Senator from North Da-
kota that his amendment actually is a
farm bill amendment. The chairman
and I have both said in our opening
statements that we hope we will not
get into trying to amend the farm bill
that we passed last year.

I have strong empathy for the Sen-
ator from North Dakota because he has
a great interest in the issue of barley.
But I hope that the Senator would be
willing to take the manager’s word for
the fact that this really needs to be
considered by the chairman and rank-
ing members of the Agriculture Com-
mittee, because that is where this real-
ly belongs. To say that if there is a
package of farm bill amendments that
might be approved by the authorizers
at the conclusion of this bill, there
might possibly be a chance—and I do
not want to guarantee or promise the
Senator from North Dakota this, but
we might be able to do something at
the end in the way of a package of
amendments.

In any case, whether we deal with it
that way or not, there might be a pos-
sibility of doing something with it in
conference. I know the Senator from
North Dakota feels strongly about this,
but I really feel that we probably ought
to deal with this in a slightly different
way, because it really is an amendment
to the farm bill.

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President,
that distinction is obviously lost on
people who are out there planting bar-
ley and who signed up for a program in
which they felt they were going to get
a 46-cent-per-bushel payment because
they were promised that. Then it turns
out there was a miscalculation deter-
mined by USDA in the process of con-
structing this farm bill, which results
in a 30-percent reduction in the pay-
ment they expected.

Now, the Senator from Arkansas is
generous, and I appreciate working
with him. But he knows, and I know,
that we may not have another oppor-
tunity to correct this. It seems to me
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that while one can make the case that
this is an authorizing committee issue,
one can also make the case that this is
an appropriations issue, because the
Secretary of Agriculture needs to have
the money in order to restore this pay-
ment that was promised to family
farmers.

This is not a circumstance where
there is confusion about what the
promise was. The Freedom To Farm
Act made specific representations
about, if you planted a certain com-
modity, what kind of payment you
would receive for that planting. In the
case of barley, there is no confusion.
The promise was 46 cents a bushel. Now
we are told, for those who fuel up the
tractor and plant barley seeds, the
thing has changed, the deal is off, there
is a 30-percent reduction. That just, I
say to my colleagues, is not satisfac-
tory to me. I do not think it is satisfac-
tory to the farmers who believe that
we ought to keep our word on this.

So I just would say that I am not in-
terested in any sort of unanimous con-
sent request until we can work through
this. I am not trying to draw a line in
the sand here. I am just saying that we
can work through this. This can be
done. This can be solved. This is not a
problem for which there is no solution.
There is a solution. I think there are
no two better people in the Senate to
help us address it than the Senator
from Mississippi and the Senator from
Arkansas. Both of them are about as
good at doing these things in the Sen-
ate as anybody I know. But I really
want us to address this.

As the Senator from Mississippi, for
whom I have great respect, knows, I
am not sure the amendment is the
right amendment, and I am not sure
the method I have chosen to pay for
this is the right method. In fact, I
might prefer a different method. But I
gave notice a day or two ago that I
would want to deal with this issue on
the floor of the Senate when this bill
came to the floor.

I also understand those who manage
this legislation—and the majority lead-
er, for that matter, and others—would
like to just package this up tight, wrap
a bow around it, and run it through to
final passage in the morning. Gee, I
would like to see that happen as well,
and I am perfectly willing to see that
happen as long as the result of this bill
addresses their question of how we
make good on our word as a Congress
to those that produce barley.

So I know my colleague, Senator
CONRAD, has an interest in this as well.
But I really do hope that we can visit
and find a way to address this problem
the way farmers would expect us to ad-
dress it. They were given a promise. We
need to keep that promise. A failure to
keep that promise will be a failure on
all of our parts. We do not need to fail.
We can in this piece of legislation find
$35 million and keep the promise that
was made to those that raise barley.

I yield the floor.
Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I
hesitate to extend the discussion of
this matter. I would like to rivet the
point and confirm what my colleague
from North Dakota is saying.

Barley farmers in this country were
made a clear promise. They were told
they were going to get 46 cents a bush-
el under this farm bill. Somebody made
a miscalculation. We do not know yet
whether it was USDA or the Agri-
culture Committee staffs of the Senate
and the House. But we know with great
precision what promise was made—46
cents a bushel. That is already a sig-
nificant reduction from what they
would have gotten under previous leg-
islation. But now they are told they
are not going to get 46 cents. They are
going to get 32 cents.

Farmers have already planted under-
standing that they were going to re-
ceive a certain level of payment. So
they have moved on the promise that
was made to them. They have planted
the crop. It is there. Nothing can be
done about it. But we now cannot go
back on the pledge that was made to
these people and say, ‘‘Well, you know
that is the way Washington works
sometimes. You were told you were
going to get something, and on that
basis you acted, and now we are going
to go back on our word and instead of
46 cents you are going to get 32 cents.’’

That is an economic disaster to lit-
erally thousands of people who plant
barley in this country—barley that
goes into making beer which is impor-
tant to our country. You have to have
beer. If you do not have beer, what
kind of a country have you got?

[Laughter.]
The next thing you know we will

have the Germans over here selling all
the beer. We do not want to do that to
America—to deny those in our country
who enjoy a tall cool one; that they are
going to have to buy German barley or
Canadian barley. They ought to be able
to get American barley. And those bar-
ley farmers ought to be getting what
they were promised.

So I would be very hopeful that our
colleagues would recognize this is an
extraordinary circumstance that some-
how we have to keep our word with re-
spect to what barley farmers were
promised.

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CONRAD. Yes.
Mr. DORGAN. I do not want those

listening who do not know anything
about barley to believe that barley is
only used to produce beer. Of course,
malting barley is used in the produc-
tion of beer. But beef barley is used for
a great amount of animal feed in this
country.

The Senator from North Dakota,
Senator CONRAD, makes a point. I
would like to stress it. There is not any
other commodity in the farm bill that
is affected like this. Every other com-
modity got what they were promised

they would get. Every other commod-
ity got what they were promised they
would get. But this farm bill contains a
provision that says barley will get 46
cents a bushel, and then now it con-
tains another provision that says,
‘‘Oops. Oops’’. Someone made a mis-
take. Oops. We are $35 million short.’’
‘‘Oops’’ does not mean very much un-
less that $35 million comes out of your
pocket. Then ‘‘oops’’ is a real serious
problem.

All we ask is that we find a way
somehow to address this dilemma. The
failure to address it now means it will
not get addressed. That is why we do
not want to miss this moment.

We are not talking about some moun-
tain. We are talking about a relatively
small problem that can be fixed—a big
problem for barley growers, but a prob-
lem that can be fixed without great dif-
ficulty, in my judgment,

Madam President, I yield the floor.
Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi.
Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I

appreciate very much the remarks of
the distinguished Senators from North
Dakota on this barley issue. This is
also a subject that is addressed in an
amendment that has been crafted and
proposed by Senator BURNS of Mon-
tana. And the other Senator from Mon-
tana, Senator BAUCUS, mentioned to
me his interest in the issue. So it is
something that Senators on both sides
have an interest in.

We would like to see it resolved. Our
problem on this appropriations com-
mittee is that we have a limited
amount of money to allocate among all
of these programs administered by the
Department of Agriculture. We are ad-
vised variously that it would cost up to
$40 million. It may not go that high, as
the Senator says. It may be $38 million,
or something like that.

Rather than spell out specifically a
support level in the legislation before
the Senate, I hope that we would con-
sider as an option language directing
the Secretary of Agriculture to study
the suggestion that the Barley pro-
gram be revised on the grounds and for
the reasons stated by the Senators who
have spoken and direct that he has the
authority to make changes that would
result in a fair solution and equitable
resolution of the difficulty holding
harmless those producers in other com-
modity programs that already have
their signups approved and already
have their farm plan in operation.

The reason I say that is one concern
I have is that, if we do not have some
language like that, the Secretary could
take the funds from other commodity
programs and give it to the barley pro-
ducers. And I think we would have a
furor on our hands, and that would be
understandable.

But so long as the other producers
are not harmed by this change, I would
have no objection to including lan-
guage like that in this bill. I think it
does have to be cleared by the legisla-
tive committee. Senator LUGAR and
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Senator LEAHY ought to be consulted
about it.

What I can say at this point is that
the Senators have my assurance that I
will try very hard to get language of
that kind approved here in the Senate.
If we cannot get it spelled out in this
bill, we can do it in conference, but at
some point to make sure that this
problem is addressed in this bill.

I cannot—like the Senator from Ar-
kansas said—guarantee it because I
just have 1 vote in here, and there are
99 others. But we can recommend and
we can work with the Senators to craft
that kind of language. I pledge to them
my best efforts to do that.

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota.
Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I

guess what I would encourage us to do
is to work this evening and tomorrow
morning to see if we can craft a solu-
tion to include in this bill that solves
the problem. As the Senator knows, he
has been a veteran of these many bat-
tles in the Congress directing the Sec-
retary to study something, suggestions
that it may or may not get solved, and
it may or may not get solved in the
next 5 years.

Mr. COCHRAN. If the Senator will
yield, there are two parts: The study to
do something equitably to address and
resolve the issues; and we have to
worry, too, about how the Congres-
sional Budget Office may score lan-
guage like that.

I do not know what their scoring
would be. I am sometimes mystified
and dumbfounded by the scoring deci-
sions that are made by the Congres-
sional Budget Office on something like
this.

So we will have to reserve judgment
on that basis. We do not want to put
ourselves out of business because of
some scoring decision that they make.

Mr. DORGAN. I understand that. My
point was that I do not know that the
problem needs much study. I under-
stand the problem. We understand that
those who signed up with the program
who raise barley find out now that they
are going to get 30 percent less than
the freedom to farm bill proposed at 46
cents a bushel.

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, if
the Senator will yield, it has to be
studied. There was a misinterpretation
of estimates provided by Department of
Agriculture for the payments for bar-
ley producers. But the barley producers
were told that an erroneous support
level would be made a part of the bar-
ley program. Then they found out later
that they were wrong and it would be a
lower level. Now they are caught in
this situation where they do not want
to have to admit that the facts were
misrepresented about the support level
and the basis on which it was cal-
culated.

That is why it ought to be studied be-
cause there is a difference of opinion at
the Department of Agriculture as to
what this level ought to be. I do not

know what the level ought to be. You
are saying one level. The barley pro-
ducers are expecting that level that
you are talking about. That is the part
of the problem.

Mr. DORGAN. The Department indi-
cates that the majority party in con-
structing the freedom to farm bill
made the error. I do not know who
made the error. I do know this. That
when someone signs up for a program
and is told they will get 46 cents a
bushel for a barley payment under a
contract, and then are told later,
‘‘Well, gee. That was wrong. You actu-
ally are going to get 30 percent less
than that,’’ and, where this is the only
crop in the country that is put in that
position, our position is let’s go ahead
and make them whole.

We do not have to wait forever to do
that. Let us try to find a way to do
that now. It has been kicking around
here for a while. I have talked to the
Senator from Montana, Mr. BURNS, so I
know you have been working with him,
and Senator BAUCUS. My understanding
is some of the original discussions
about that would be maybe to fix part
of the problem.

I would very much like to fix this
problem so that those who signed up on
the basis of getting 46 cents a bushel
for barley will be able to understand
that is what they are going to get.
That is what everybody else got. Ev-
erybody else got exactly what this Con-
gress told them they would get as a
payment under freedom to farm. It was
a fixed payment. It did not require
rocket scientists to understand what it
was going to be; it was a fixed pay-
ment. Everybody signed up and under-
stood what they were going to get.

The only crop that is disadvantaged
this way, the only farmers who are
going to be short-changed will be those
who raise barley who were told it is not
46; something happened in between
with calculations and it will be 30 per-
cent less than that. Our position is
that is not the right way to deal with
these growers.

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi.
Mr. LOTT. I believe that the distin-

guished chairman of the Agriculture
Appropriations Subcommittee has of-
fered to work with the Senator and the
other Senator from North Dakota and
the Senator from Montana, Mr. BURNS,
and has an amendment reservation
pending to try work this out in a way
that is acceptable to Senators.

We need to get an agreement on how
we are going to proceed tonight and in
the morning. I would like to propound
a unanimous consent agreement, and
the chairman, I am sure, is going to be
prepared to work with Senators right
now and see if he can find something
that is acceptable. As he said, he is in
an awkward position because he is, in
effect, trying to represent what he un-
derstood the Agriculture Department’s
position might be. We are not all bar-
ley experts, but he is willing to work
with Senators on that.

So let me ask consent so that we try
to get agreement on how we proceed.
By the way, I want to say the distin-
guished Democratic leader has been
working with me to come up with a
fair and equitable way to handle this
bill and amendments. There is a lot of
emotion on agriculture bills and com-
modities, and we have worked together
to try to come up with a procedure
here that will be a fair process that ev-
erybody can get their case made and
maybe we can go ahead and be working
on barley and water rights and peanuts
and FDA and everything that is pend-
ing.

So I ask unanimous consent that the
following amendments be the only re-
maining first-degree amendments in
order to the pending agriculture appro-
priations bill, that they be subject to
relevant second-degree amendments,
that no motions to refer be in order
and no points of order be considered as
having been waived by this agreement.
The amendments are as follows and
must be offered and debated prior to
the close of business this evening with
the exception of the Kennedy amend-
ment regarding FDA: Burns regarding
barley; Brown regarding water rights;
Santorum regarding peanuts, eight
amendments, which I hope will wind up
being no more than one; the Mikulski
amendment regarding FDA; Leahy re-
garding milk orders; Craig regarding
GAO study; Lugar regarding double
cropping; Kerrey Nos. 4978, 4979 and
4980; Kennedy regarding an FDA
amendment; Simpson regarding wet-
land easements; a Pell amendment un-
specified; Thurmond regarding agri-
culture research; a Frahm amendment
regarding section 515, rental housing
program; Bryan No. 4977; and Gregg No.
4955.

I further ask that following the con-
clusion of debate on the above-listed
amendments, any votes ordered with
respect to the amendments be stacked
to occur beginning at 11 a.m. on
Wednesday, tomorrow, with the first
vote limited to the standard 15 minutes
and any stacked votes thereafter lim-
ited to 10 minutes with 2 minutes for
debate to be equally divided prior to
each vote.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, re-
serving the right to object.

Mr. DORGAN. Reserving the right to
object—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, re-
serving the right to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, would
the distinguished majority leader note
on his list instead of an amendment by
me on milk orders, that it is an amend-
ment on the Northern Forest Steward-
ship Act.

Mr. LOTT. Northern Forest Steward-
ship Act.

Mr. LEAHY. I suspect it is going to
be accepted anyway, but it will not be
on milk orders.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S8537July 23, 1996
Mr. LOTT. I amend my unanimous-

consent request to reflect that.
Mr. LEAHY. I appreciate it.
Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota.
Mr. DORGAN. Reserving the right to

object, it is not my intention to hold
up the Senate, and I do want to help
this process move along. I am con-
strained to object at the moment.

What I would like to suggest is that
we sit down here for a few minutes and
see if we can divine a way by which we
can address this problem so that we
can have a UC that I would not object
to. I do not want to be in a cir-
cumstance where we now lock in a
process so that at 11:30 in the morning
this thing is done and gone and our op-
portunity to address this issue is over
and we are told, well, we are very sym-
pathetic; we think you had an awfully
good case; we have 16 people studying
it; we have 86 staff people looking at it.
And the fact is, nothing will get done
and we know that.

So what I want to do, if we can, is
spend a few minutes, perhaps in the
next few minutes, seeing if we can find
a way to solve this problem now that
we have the opportunity to solve it,
and if we can find a way to do that and
find a process by which that can be
done, then we can have the unanimous-
consent request that I would not object
to.

It is not my intention to hold this up.
I want to be helpful, but I do also want
to be helpful to some thousands of
farmers out there who signed up for
something that under the current cir-
cumstances they will not get, and that
is not fair and we ought to fix it. So I
do object. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi still has the
floor.

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, as I
stand here before you, amendments are
coming in. It is growing. If we do not
get a unanimous-consent agreement, it
is going to continue to grow. We need
to get the agriculture appropriations
bill done. I understand Senators want
to work it out. The Senator has indi-
cated he is willing to do that. But
maybe we should just go ahead and go
on with the business and get a recorded
vote up as soon as we can. I believe we
have one we could do on maybe market
research, something, but we have to
get our work done. If we cannot get a
UC, then let us start voting.

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.
Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

objection to the request?
Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota.
Mr. DORGAN. Is there a unanimous-

consent request pending?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is

not.
Mr. LOTT. I do not know if the Sen-

ator actually objected or not.
Mr. DORGAN. I did.

Mr. LOTT. He did.
Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I

made the point that if we can take just
a couple minutes here, we may be able
to solve this problem. I suggest that we
have a brief quorum call and see if we
could through some discussion solve
this problem. It is not my intention to
hold up the Senate. I understand ex-
actly what the majority leader wants
to do.

Mr. LOTT. I think that is a fair re-
quest. Let us make a run at it.

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arkansas.
Mr. BUMPERS. If I may direct a

comment to the majority leader on
this—

Mr. DORGAN. Excuse me. Did the
Chair note my objection?

Mr. LOTT. The objection was heard, I
believe.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection was heard.

Mr. BUMPERS. Let me say, first of
all, I want to cooperate with the ma-
jority leader. I am afraid, as they say,
he has poured out more than we can
smooth over this evening. There are a
lot of amendments here that are going
to require a lot of debate. For example,
Senator SANTORUM does not have one
amendment; he has eight amendments.

To suggest that all of these amend-
ments will be debated tonight, and we
start voting at 11 o’clock in the morn-
ing, we would be lucky to finish by 11
o’clock in the morning if we stayed
here all night the way I look at this
thing. So I would suggest that we try
to craft this in such a way that we say,
first, these amendments be the only
ones in order. I sympathize with that
totally, and I think that is the first
part of the agreement that we get, if
we possibly can, to stop the very hem-
orrhaging you are talking about of new
amendments.

Second, I think we ought to limit the
time agreement on these amendments
so that we do not take 2 hours. I know
Senator KENNEDY feels very strongly
about one amendment and wants 2
hours. So I am just saying that if we
could limit the amendments in the
unanimous-consent agreement—and I
do not believe the Senator from North
Dakota would object to that—I think
we could get that done now, and that
would be a major step toward getting
this bill finished.

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, let us
see if we can get the sticking point we
have before us worked out. In the
meantime, while the interested parties
are talking about that, we will see how
we can craft a unanimous consent that
would reflect that.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

Mr. LOTT. I will be glad to yield to
the Senator from Massachusetts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I
am glad to either file the amendment
which I would hope we would have an

opportunity to debate—but I am glad
to send that at an appropriate time to
the desk this evening. I was told by the
floor managers they preferred to deal
with the agricultural issues this
evening. I said I would speak tonight
on this amendment. They indicated
that, as much as they wanted to hear
me speak, they would rather deal with
particularly agricultural amendments
and then go over until tomorrow.

I want to indicate I am not inter-
ested in an undue delay, but I have had
a number of Members who have spoken
to me, saying that they would like to
speak on this issue. I can file the
amendment here this evening. We will
be prepared to be on the floor at a time
to be designated by the leader to either
follow those amendments that deal
with agriculture or whatever order the
majority leader wants. But I want to
be able to preserve both my right and
time tomorrow to address this issue,
which is of major importance and real-
ly not relevant to the subject at hand.

The subject at hand is the agricul-
tural appropriations. This is dealing
with the Food and Drug Administra-
tion. It is a part of a bill that is cur-
rently before the Senate and also be-
fore the House, where there are good-
faith negotiations, allegedly, taking
place to try to work out some of the
differences. I want to have an oppor-
tunity to speak to that issue, but I
want to also indicate I have been re-
quested to restrain that now to deal
with the agricultural issues. I will fol-
low that request.

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, we
have been working as the Senator has
been talking. If the Senator will allow
me to renew this unanimous-consent
request, I think we have something we
can get done.

Mr. KENNEDY. Certainly
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent the following
amendments be the only remaining
first-degree amendments in order to
the pending agriculture appropriations
bill, that they be subject to second-de-
gree amendment, that no motions to
refer be in order, and no points of order
be considered as having been waived by
this agreement. The amendments are
as follows. My intent here is to lock in
this list of amendments so it will not
continue to grow as the night pro-
gresses. Here is the list:

Burns, regarding barley; Brown, re-
garding water rights; Santorum
amendments, regarding peanuts; Mi-
kulski, regarding FDA; Leahy, regard-
ing Northern Forest Stewardship Act;
Craig, No. 4971; Leahy, regarding dou-
ble cropping; Kerrey, Nos. 4978, 4979,
and 4980; Kennedy, regarding FDA;
Simpson, regarding wetlands ease-
ments; Bumpers, regarding agriculture
research; Thurmond, regarding agri-
culture research; Frahm, regarding sec-
tion 515, rental housing program;
Bryan, No. 4977; Gregg, No. 4959; Burns,
relevant; Smith, relevant; Hatfield,
two relevants; Brown, relevant, one,
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and the second would be water rights
task force; Murkowski, two relevant
amendments; Domenici, regarding
drought; Cochran, two relevant amend-
ments; Hatch, regarding FDA; Lott-
Bumpers-Wellstone with two; Daschle
with two; Leahy, regarding agri-
culture; Sarbanes, regarding agri-
culture; Leahy, regarding wild rice;
Dorgan, regarding barley; and Dorgan,
regarding a sense of the Senate on Ca-
nadian trade; that we would have
stacked votes at 11 o’clock on those
that have been debated and debate
completed, then we would resume after
those stacked votes with the remainder
of these amendments until we com-
plete the list, many of which I hope
will not be offered.

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, re-
serving the right to object.

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

Mr. DASCHLE. For clarification pur-
poses, the majority leader did not note,
I do not believe, second-degree amend-
ments would have to be relevant, but I
am sure that was the intent.

Mr. LOTT. I may have read over that
because I was reading it fast: be subject
to relevant second-degree amendments.

Mr. DASCHLE. And there is no time
limit on the amendments for purposes
of debate?

Mr. LOTT. Not at this time. We are
just trying to lock in the list of amend-
ments, which is a lengthy list, and all
of our agriculture friends, I am sure,
would like to have an agriculture ap-
propriations bill. So we need a little
cooperation here.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DASCHLE. Further reserving the
right to object, I hope we could agree
with this. The majority leader and I
have been working. As he made the
list, I am quite sure there are at least
as many Republican as Democratic
amendments, so this is true bipartisan-
ship. There is as much interest in
amending this from the Republican
side as there is from the Democratic
side, so I certainly hope no one would
come to any conclusion that it was
only the Democrats that were holding
this up.

But I do believe this unanimous con-
sent works for both sides. It protects
Senators to offer their amendments,
and it gives us an opportunity to work
tonight to address some of them. I hope
we could finish the work sometime to-
morrow.

Mr. CONRAD. Reserving the right to
object.

Mr. LOTT. I thank the Democratic
leader for his effort to be helpful in
this regard.

Mr. CONRAD. Reserving the right to
object, I ask the able majority leader
that I be added, a Conrad amendment
with respect to barley, so we have an-
other slot. So, hopefully, we can get
this worked out in a way that achieves
a result. If we could reach that under-
standing, I would not object.

Mr. LOTT. I will amend my unani-
mous-consent request to that extent:
Senator Conrad regarding barley.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. If I could ask the distin-
guished majority leader, did that list
include under my name an aquaculture
reauthorization?

Mr. LOTT. I had it listed as agri-
culture. Is it supposed to be aqua-
culture?

Mr. LEAHY. Aqua. You have to for-
give my New England accent.

Mr. LOTT. You talk a little funny.
Mr. LEAHY. We talk a little funny

up in New England, but we do our best.
I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. HEFLIN. Put my name down for
an amendment on dairy.

Mr. LOTT. Heflin regarding dairy. We
need to get dairy in here. It would not
be a normal agriculture bill without it.
All right, sir. We have added that.

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

Mr. DORGAN. Reserving the right to
object, and I will not object to this re-
quest, the majority leader does not, by
this request, limit the time on the bill.
He attempts to limit the amendments
that will be offered. I only want to
make certain the amendment that he
has referenced, the barley amendment
that I would offer—you are describing
an amendment about barley, not nec-
essarily the amendment that I have
sent to the committee. I may want to
change the method of paying for that.
I assume the unanimous-consent re-
quest simply allows me a relevant bar-
ley amendment; is that correct?

Mr. BUMPERS. That is right.
Mr. LOTT. Yes, you are on the list

for a relevant barley amendment.
Mr. DORGAN. But I am not nec-

essarily tied to the amendment I sub-
mitted to the committee. I assume I
will be able to modify that amendment.

Mr. LOTT. Any Senator can modify
his amendment.

Mr. DORGAN. I will not object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. LOTT. Then I further ask, as I

did earlier, when we begin the stacked
votes at 11 o’clock, the first vote be 15
minutes and the stacked votes there-
after be limited to 10 minutes, with 2
minutes of debate equally divided prior
to each vote.

Mr. HEFLIN. Reserving the right to
object, I sort of feel like some of these
things are a little complicated. Could
we have, on peanuts, 4 minutes equally
divided instead of 2?

Mr. LOTT. If there are any peanut
amendments, then 4 minutes on the
first of those that might be offered,
equally divided. Is that all right?

Mr. HEFLIN. First two. We have
eight.

Mr. LOTT. Four minutes on first two
equally divided with the hope there
would not be more than one. That
agreement is included in our request.

Mr. BUMPERS. Reserving the right
to object, Madam President, as I under-
stood the unanimous consent agree-
ment, the first part was these amend-
ments would be an exclusive list.

Mr. LOTT. Right.
Mr. BUMPERS. The second part of

the agreement, the second unanimous
consent agreement said that we would
stack votes beginning at 11 o’clock in
the morning.

Mr. LOTT. Right, sir.
Mr. BUMPERS. It did not say all of

these amendments would be disposed of
prior to that time?

Mr. LOTT. No, just those debated and
ready for votes.

Mr. BUMPERS. I am confused by the
Senator’s request for 4 minutes on pea-
nut amendments.

Mr. HEFLIN. If they come up. If we
can get everyone to agree to a 4-minute
time agreement, maybe we could finish
tonight.

Mr. LOTT. He wants 4 minutes imme-
diately prior to the votes in the
stacked order.

Mr. BUMPERS. OK.
Mr. LOTT. I renew my request.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. LOTT. I think the best thing to

do at this point, as laboriously as that
agreement was worked out, let us go
forward now with the efforts to get an
agreement on barley and start taking
up the amendments and turn it over to
the very able managers of the legisla-
tion. I yield the floor.

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont.
Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, if I

could have the attention of the two
managers, I do have an amendment on
behalf of myself, the Senators from
Maine, Ms. SNOWE and Mr. COHEN; the
Senators from New Hampshire, Mr.
GREGG and Mr. SMITH; the Senator
from Vermont, Mr. JEFFORDS; and Sen-
ators MOYNIHAN, KENNEDY, and KERRY
regarding the northern forest steward-
ship.

If the managers are in a position to
accept this, I am willing to offer it and
go forward. If they prefer we wait until
a later time, I am willing to do that. I
just understand some people want to
get some things moving forward. So I
ask the distinguished managers, if that
is the case, I will offer it on behalf of
those Senators, otherwise I will with-
hold until a later time.

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, if
the President will yield, let me respond
by saying this is an issue that is not an
agriculture appropriations issue, as the
Senator knows.

Mr. LEAHY. That is right.
Mr. COCHRAN. It is related to for-

estry and comes under the jurisdiction
of other committees. So I am not able
to accept the amendment or rec-
ommend it be accepted. I understand
there are some objections to it.

Mr. LEAHY. I will withhold, Madam
President. If I can ask the Senator
from Mississippi a further question, my
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understanding is that under the unani-
mous-consent agreement we are now
operating under, this amendment, how-
ever, is protected at least to the extent
of being able to bring it up, subject to
all the other conditions. If I do not
bring it up tonight, it is still protected.

Mr. COCHRAN. As I understand it, he
has the right to offer the amendment
at any time. He can offer it now, and it
will become a pending amendment
which will have to be laid aside tempo-
rarily to consider other amendments,
or he can offer it later.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I be-
lieve, then, I will offer it now and then
yield to the Senator from Mississippi
who will then move to set it aside and
make the bill available for other
amendments.

AMENDMENT NO. 4987

(Purpose: To implement the recommenda-
tions of the Northern Forest Lands Coun-
cil)
Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask

unanimous consent that it be in order
to offer an amendment on behalf of my-
self and Senators SNOWE, GREGG, JEF-
FORDS, SMITH, COHEN, MOYNIHAN, KEN-
NEDY, and KERRY, and that it be re-
ported and become the pending busi-
ness.

Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, re-
serving the right to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, I am
attempting to understand this amend-
ment and would like to work with the
Senator from Vermont. It has not had
the kind of airing I would hope for, and
there is a question, as the chairman
just said. I do not want to object this
evening to this, but I would like to sit
down with the Senator from Vermont
prior to the consideration of it.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, let
the distinguished chairman move to set
it aside, but it will be there. Under the
unanimous-consent agreement, I have
the right to bring it up at any time. I
will offer it just so I can now leave the
floor and it is there. Obviously, it will
not be brought up until such time as
the distinguished Senator from Idaho
and I have had a chance to talk.

Mr. CRAIG. Under that understand-
ing and consideration of the Senator
from Vermont, I will not object.

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi.
Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I

was going to say for point of clarifica-
tion, there are other amendments
pending as well, so it is not like this is
the only amendment offered. There is a
market access amendment, Senator
KERREY has three amendments pend-
ing, and there are others, all of which
are pending before the Senate now.
This is not unusual. The only reason
you were asking unanimous consent
was so that those could be set aside
and you could offer that amendment. I
suggest that the clerk report the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY],
for himself, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. GREGG, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Mr. SMITH, Mr. COHEN, Mr. MOYNIHAN,
Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr. KERRY proposes an
amendment numbered 4987.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I rise
to seek the Senate’s approval of S. 1163,
the Northern Forest Stewardship Act,
the result of a joint effort on the part
of my colleagues from New England
and New York—Senators JEFFORDS,
GREGG, SMITH, SNOWE, COHEN, MOY-
NIHAN, KENNEDY, KERRY, and thousands
of constituents who live in our region,
one characterized by some 26 million
acres of forest spanning four States.

The Northern Forest Stewardship
Act of 1995, S. 1163, is an example of
what Congress can achieve when it
heeds the public’s voice. The bipartisan
legislation that I introduced with sev-
eral other northern forest Senators on
August 10, 1995, is founded on extensive
research, open discussion, consensus
decisions, and visionary problem solv-
ing by the people who have a stake in
the future of the forest.

Legislation rarely embodies such a
thorough effort by so diverse a con-
stituency. Our goal was to accurately
reflect the recommendations of the
northern forest communities, envi-
sioned in the final report of the North-
ern Forest Lands Council.

The council process was initiated to
avoid the conflicts that have divided
communities in some regions of our
country. These conflicts have very
often been fueled by misinformation,
politics and short-term economic gain.

Over the past 4 years, northern forest
communities have made a dedicated ef-
fort to develop a shared vision for their
future. They have worked hard to ar-
rive at a consensus and our job is to in-
sure that their efforts are rewarded.

This legislation is guided solely by
the council’s recommendations—it
goes no further, nor does it fall short.
The bill includes a package of tech-
nical and financial assistance which
the Congress can and should support.

Between the Family Forestland Pres-
ervation Act (S. 692) and the Northern
Forest Stewardship Act (S. 1163), Con-
gress can meet the recommendations
made by the people of the northern for-
est.

The Northern Forest Stewardship
Act includes provisions on the coun-
cil’s fundamental principles; formation
of forestry cooperatives; defining meas-
urable benchmarks for sustainability; a
northern forest research cooperative;
interstate coordination and dialog; for-
est-based worker safety and training;
funding for land conservation planning
and acquisition; landowner liability;
and nongame wildlife conservation.

The legislation embodies the con-
servation ethic of the 1990’s—non-regu-
latory incentives and assistance to re-
alize community-based goals for sus-
tainable economic and environmental
prosperity. The rights and responsibil-
ities of landowners are emphasized, the
primacy of the States is reinforced, and
the traditions of the region are pro-
tected. Yet, the bill also promotes new
ways of achieving our goals and a com-
mon vision that did not exist several
years ago.

Moving ahead with the Council’s
work, we will pursue enhanced forest
management, land protection that sup-
ports the recreational and wildlife
needs of the region, integrated research
and decision making, and increased
productivity in the traditional as well
as new compatible industries.

Through this bill, we can boost sus-
tainable development and protect the
ecological integrity of biological re-
sources across the landscape. The Na-
tion has taken notice of this highly
successful effort as a model for meet-
ing the conservation challenges of the
country, and I am confident of its inev-
itable success.

We welcomed the constructive input
of many people and organizations who
compared our legislation with the final
recommendations, research, and public
participation of the Northern Forest
Lands Council.

It was our goal to create the best
possible representation of the future
described in the report to Congress,
Finding Common Ground: Conserving
the Northern Forest—to make the
Council’s solutions work, and work
well. I want to thank the many citizens
for their hard work which helped shape
the final product.

The Northern Forest Stewardship
Act is the work of many people. I want
to congratulate the members of the
council for their success, and most im-
portantly the people of the northern
forest for their enthusiasm during the
long process. Thousands of people took
time to turn out for public meetings
and share their views on the northern
forest. Hundreds more put pen to paper
or picked up the phone to register their
thoughts.

Senators GREGG, JEFFORDS, COHEN
and SNOWE deserve particular thanks
for their contributions to this effort.

The Northern Forest Lands Council
recommendations reflect the first, true
consensus vision of northern forest
communities. We must reward that co-
operation by providing a fair and true
legislative reflection of their combined
wisdom.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Madam President, I
rise in support of the Northern Forest
Stewardship Act and commend Senator
LEAHY for his leadership on this initia-
tive.

It was almost a decade ago that a
sudden sale of a large tract of forest
land in northern Vermont and New
Hampshire forced people to take notice
of the value and vulnerability of the
timber lands in an area which has be-
come known as the Northern Forest.
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Foresters, conservationists, and

recreationists became somewhat
alarmed at the prospects that these
forest lands, long valued for the afore-
mentioned traditional uses, might in-
stead be parceled and sold to bidders
whose intentions and values did not
necessarily match those of the land-
owners who had long provided steward-
ship of these lands.

The States of Vermont, New Hamp-
shire, Maine, and Vermont marshaled
their resources and convened a study
group to investigate the nature and ex-
tent of the matter. We learned, frank-
ly, that some of our concerns were
overstated. A study of land transfers
did not reveal an imminent threat of
large scale land sales. But we also
learned how fragile the economics of
forestry has become. And if the busi-
ness of forestry cannot be sustained,
then neither can we take for granted
the benefits of the wooded lands.

So the Northern Forest Lands Coun-
cil studied these issues in depth and in
1994, issued its recommendations.
These recommendations, it is impor-
tant to note, reflect a consensus among
many sectors concerned with forest is-
sues. The council worked hard to en-
sure a high level of agreement between
diverse constituencies, and we here in
Congress have sought to continue in
that mode.

We have followed two tracks to im-
plement the consensus recommenda-
tions, and the Northern Forest Stew-
ardship Act represents the conserva-
tion and stewardship part of the equa-
tions. Our goal here has been to closely
follow the council’s suggestions, and I
greatly appreciate the efforts and ener-
gies of the many stakeholders who
have helped move this initiative for-
ward. This Stewardship Act is designed
to help the States and private owners
to move forward on many initiatives
designed to protect and enhance the
forest health, forest economies, and
community development.

The other part of the equation has
been put forward in a bill sponsored by
Senator GREGG. These measures would
implement the many Federal tax pol-
icy changes recommended by the coun-
cil. My desire would be to merge the
two bills, as one complements the
other. As I have said, there is broad
agreement that it is increasingly dif-
ficult to make a living as a forester,
and the tax changes contained in the
Gregg bill would be of great benefit to
Vermont forestry professionals. While
it is not practical or possible to move
the Gregg bill in concern with the
Stewardship bill at this time, I think it
is something toward which we should
work, and I know several of my col-
leagues share this view.

Madam President, this bill is an im-
portant step for the Northern Forest.
As our progress here tonight is only
possible because of the work already
done by the Lands Council and all
those involved in developing the con-
sensus recommendations, I ask unani-
mous consent that the mission state-

ment of the Northern Forest Lands
Council be printed in the RECORD. This
statement reflects the guiding prin-
ciples of the council, and serves as our
benchmark, as well.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows;

NORTHERN FOREST LANDS COUNCIL

MISSION STATEMENT

The mission of the Northern Forest Lands
Council is to reinforce the traditional pat-
terns of land ownership and uses of large for-
est areas in the Northern Forest of Maine,
New Hampshire, New York, and Vermont,
which have characterized these lands for dec-
ades. This mission is to be achieve by:

Enhancing the quality of life for local resi-
dents through the promotion of economic
stability for the people and communities of
the area and through the maintenance of
large forest areas;

Encouraging the production of a sustain-
able yield of forest products, and;

Protecting recreational, wildlife, scenic
and wildland resources.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I
thank my distinguished friend from
Mississippi for his usual courtesy and
help, and the rest of the Leahy family
thanks him, because I think this will
make my evening somewhat easier
than his.

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi.
Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I

appreciate the remarks of the Senator
from Idaho, who is chairman of the
Forestry Subcommittee of the Senate
Committee on Agriculture. He is famil-
iar with these issues, and his help and
efforts to understand the implications
of this amendment will be deeply ap-
preciated.

I am hoping that other Senators can
come to the floor and offer their
amendments or debate amendments
that are pending. We had a lot of de-
bate yesterday on the market access
program. I suggest we probably debated
that enough. We can vote on that at 11
o’clock in the morning, in accordance
with the request of the majority lead-
er.

There may be other amendments
that can be voted on at that time as
well. Certainly, the market access pro-
gram is one we fully debated yesterday,
and I expect a vote can occur at 11
o’clock on that amendment. There are
probably others as well.

There may be some amendments that
have been cleared. I do know Senator
THURMOND had an amendment that we
talked about involving research by the
Department of Agriculture. It might be
cooperative State research. I am pre-
pared to submit that amendment. I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendments be set aside for the pur-
pose of offering this amendment.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 4988

(Purpose: To provide funding for the Cooper-
ative State Research, Education, and Ex-
tension Service)
Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, on

behalf of the Senator from South Caro-

lina [Mr. THURMOND] and the other
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. HOL-
LINGS], I send an amendment to the
desk and ask it be reported.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. COCH-
RAN], for Mr. THURMOND, for himself, and Mr.
HOLLINGS, proposes an amendment numbered
4988.

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
On page 12, line 25, strike ‘‘$46,330,000’’ and

insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$46,830,000’’.
On page 14, line 10, strike ‘‘$418,620,000’’ and

insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$419,120,000’’.
On page 21, line 4, strike ‘‘$47,517,000’’ and

insert ‘‘$47,017,000’’.

Mr. THURMOND. Madam President, I
rise today, along with my colleague
from South Carolina, Senator HOL-
LINGS, to introduce an amendment to
restore funding for three agricultural
research projects that are conducted by
Clemson University. While I am aware
that funding is limited this year for all
programs, these particular research
projects will benefit all American
farmers.

The alternative cropping systems
project is a joint research effort with
Clemson University, the University of
Georgia, and North Carolina State Uni-
versity, which is conducting research
in production and marketing of alter-
native crops to the traditional agro-
nomic crops grown in the southeast. To
continue this research, $232,000 is need-
ed.

The peach tree short life research
project is currently conducting field
trials to determine if a ground cover
used in peach orchards inhibits repro-
duction of ring nematodes, a contribut-
ing cause of peach tree short life. This
disease causes the premature death of
peach trees. Of the $500,000 included in
this amendment, $162,000 would be used
to continue this research.

The last program this money would
be used for is the pest control alter-
natives research project. Currently,
Clemson University is working to de-
velop innovative pest control tech-
niques which help reduce environ-
mental concerns and increase returns
to farmers. For this research program,
$106,000 is requested.

The consumer is asking for safer food
production methods. Further, our
farmers need research assistance to
help reduce pesticide usage on fruits
and vegetables and increase the mar-
keting potential of our crops. These re-
search projects will help find solutions
to these problems, thus aiding farmers
as well as consumers.

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President,
this amendment has been cleared on
both sides. It deals with research in the
State of South Carolina. I know of no
objection to the amendment.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, the amendment is agreed to.
The amendment (No. 4988) was agreed

to.
AMENDMENT NO. 4989

(Purpose: To make necessary reforms to the
rural multifamily loan program of the
Rural Housing Service)

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that I be per-
mitted to set aside the pending amend-
ments and send an amendment to the
desk on behalf of the Senator from
Kansas, Mrs. FRAHM.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. COCH-
RAN], for Mrs. FRAHM, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 4989.

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place in title VII of the

bill, add the following new section:
SEC. 7 . RURAL HOUSING PROGRAM EXTEN-

SIONS.
(a) EXTENSION OF MULTIFAMILY RURAL

HOUSING LOAN PROGRAM.—
(1) AUTHORITY TO MAKE LOANS.—Section

515(b)(4) of the Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C.
1485(b)(4) is amended by striking ‘‘September
30, 1996’’ and inserting ‘‘September 30, 1997’’.

(2) SET-ASIDE FOR NONPROFIT ENTITIES.—
The first sentence of section 515(w)(1) of the
Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1485(w)(1) is
amended by striking ‘‘fiscal year 1996’’ and
inserting ‘‘fiscal year 1997’’.

(b) EXTENSION OF HOUSING IN UNDERSERVED
AREAS PROGRAM.—The first sentence of sec-
tion 509(f)(4)(A) of the Housing Act of 1949 (42
U.S.C. 1479(f)(4)(A)) is amended by striking
‘‘fiscal year 1996’’ and inserting ‘‘fiscal year
1997’’.

(c) REFORMS FOR MULTIFAMILY RURAL
HOUSING LOAN PROGRAM.—

(1) LIMITATION ON PROJECT TRANSFERS.—
Section 515 of the Housing Act of 1949 (42
U.S.C. 1485) is amended by inserting after
subsection (g) the following new subsection:

‘‘(h) PROJECT TRANSFERS.—After the date
of the enactment of the Act entitled ‘An Act
making appropriations for Agriculture,
Rural Development, Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, and Related Agencies programs for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1997, and
for other purposes’, the ownership or control
of a project for which a loan is made or in-
sured under this section may be transferred
only if the Secretary determines that such
transfer would further the provision of hous-
ing and related facilities for low-income fam-
ilies or persons and would be in the best in-
terests of residents and the Federal Govern-
ment.’’.

(2) EQUITY LOANS.—Section 515(f) of the
Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1485(t)) is
amended—

(A) by striking paragraphs (4) and (5); and
(B) by redesignating paragraphs (6)

through (8) as paragraphs (4) through (6), re-
spectively.

(3) EQUITY TAKEOUT LOANS TO EXTEND LOW-
INCOME USE.—

(A) AUTHORITY AND LIMITATION.—Section
502(c)(4)(B)(iv) of the Housing Act of 1949 (42
U.S.C. 1472(c)(4)(B)(iv)) is amended by insert-

ing before the period at the end the follow-
ing: ‘‘or under paragraphs (1) and (2) of sec-
tion 514(j), except that an equity loan re-
ferred to in this clause may not be made
available after the date of the enactment of
the Act entitled ‘An Act making appropria-
tions for Agriculture, Rural Development,
Food and Drug Administration, and Related
Agencies programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1997, and for other purposes’,
unless the Secretary determines that the
other incentives available under this sub-
paragraph are not adequate to provide a fair
return on the investment of the borrower, to
prevent prepayment of the loan insured
under section 514 or 515, or to prevent the
displacement of tenants of the housing for
which the loan was made’’.

(B) APPROVAL OF ASSISTANCE.—Section
502(c)(4)(C) of the Housing Act of 1959 (42
U.S.C. 1472(c)(4)(C)) is amended by striking
‘‘(C)’’ and all that follows through ‘‘pro-
vided—’’ and inserting the following:

‘‘(C) APPROVAL OF ASSISTANCE.—The Sec-
retary may approve assistance under sub-
paragraph (B) for assisted housing only if the
restrictive period has expired for any loan
for the housing made or insured under sec-
tion 514 or 515 pursuant to a contract entered
into after December 21, 1979, but before the
date of the enactment of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development Reform Act
of 1989, and the Secretary determines that
the combination of assistance provided—’’.

(C) TECHNICAL CORRECTION.—Section
515(c)(1) of the Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C.
1485(c)(1) is amended by striking December
21, 1979’’ and inserting ‘‘December 15, 1989’’.

(d) EQUITY SKIMMING PENALTIES.—
(1) INSURANCE OF LOANS FOR THE PROVISION

OF HOUSING AND RELATED FACILITIES FOR DO-
MESTIC FARM LABOR.—Section 514 of the
Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1484) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘‘(j) EQUITY SKIMMING PENALTY.—Whoever,
as an owner, agent, or manager, or who is
otherwise in custody, control, or possession
of property that is security for a loan made
or insured under this section willfully uses,
or authorizes the use, of any part of the
rents, assets, proceeds, income, or other
funds derived from such property, for any
purpose other than to meet actual or nec-
essary expenses of the property, or for any
other purpose not authorized by this title or
the regulations adopted pursuant to this
title, shall be fined not more than $250,000 or
imprisoned not more than 5 years, or both.’’.

(2) DIRECT AND INSURED LOANS TO PROVIDE
HOUSING AND RELATED FACILITIES FOR ELDER-
LY PERSONS AND FAMILIES IN RURAL AREAS.—
Section 515 of the Housing Act of 1949 (42
U.S.C. 1485) is amended by adding at the end
the following new subsection:

‘‘(aa) EQUITY SKIMMING PENALTY.—Who-
ever, as an owner, agent, or manager, or who
is otherwise in custody, control, or posses-
sion of property that is security for a loan
made or insured under this section willfully
uses, or authorizes the use, of any part of the
rents, assets, proceeds, income, or other
funds derived from such property, for any
purpose other than to meet actual or nec-
essary expenses of the property, or for any
other purpose not authorized by this title or
the regulations adopted pursuant to this
title, shall be fined not more than $250,000 or
imprisoned not more than 5 years, or both.’’.

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President,
this deals with the 515 housing pro-
gram, the low-income housing pro-
gram.
∑ Mrs. FRAHM. Madam President, this
is an amendment to H.R. 3603, the 1997
agriculture appropriations bill, to rem-
edy a problem with an important low-
income housing program.

My amendment specifically addresses
the Rural Housing Services Program
administered by the Department of Ag-
riculture—the so-called section 515 pro-
gram. This multifamily rural rental
housing program is one of the few re-
sources available to give very low-in-
come and low-income residents of rural
America access to decent, safe, and af-
fordable housing. My staff has been in-
formed by the CBO that this amend-
ment will not increase the deficit.

While I firmly believe that housing
issues and problems are best resolved
on the State and local level, as the Ag-
riculture Department still retains con-
trol of these programs we should make
them work as efficiently as possible. I
hope that in the near future we can
make sweeping reforms that push these
responsibilities to State and local gov-
ernments; just as our forefathers origi-
nally intended when they wrote the
tenth amendment.

Despite improvements in housing
quality, 2.7 million families still live in
substandard housing. According to 1990
census data, rural renters were more
than twice as likely to live in sub-
standard housing as people who owned
their homes. With lower median in-
come and higher poverty rates than
homeowners, many renters simply can-
not find decent, affordable housing.

The section 515 program assists the
rural elderly, the disabled, and fami-
lies. The average tenant served by the
program has an income of $7,300. In my
home state of Kansas the average ten-
ant income is even lower, only $6,590.
Make no mistake, these people would
not be able to afford decent housing
without this program.

My amendment would make several
changes to the section 515 program
that help alleviate existing problems.
It would limit project transfers to in-
stances when the Secretary determines
that such transfer would be in the best
interest of the Federal Government.

Currently, when a project begins to
fail financially, the Rural Housing
Service transfers the property to an-
other owner rather than institute fore-
closure proceeding. When the property
is transferred, the new owner assumes
the terms of the old debt, but at the
fair market value at the time of the
transfer. As many of these properties
have decayed and experienced vacancy
problems, the appraisal will often be
for much less than the previous loan
amount. The losses the Government in-
curs can be substantial as properties
age and tax credits are exhausted.

Under current law, an account is es-
tablished in the Department of Agri-
culture to offset the cost of guarantees
for private-market equity takeout
loans. Owners pay a certain amount
into the account to offset the future
cost of those loan guarantees.

Current law requires each owner to
deposit $2 per unit rent into the reserve
account each month. It further allows
the owner to increase the per unit rent
by this amount to pay for these depos-
its. Since tenants are limited as to how
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much they can pay for rent, these pay-
ments must come from additional rent-
al assistance. My amendment would re-
duce the cost of rental assistance by no
longer letting owners increase the
rents to fund their deposits into the re-
serve.

The most important part of the
amendment is the addition of criminal
penalties for any owner, agent, or man-
ager who willfully uses or authorizes
the use of rents or income of the prop-
erty for any purpose other than to
meet actual or necessary expenses.
This provides an effective deterrent to
wrongdoing by unscrupulous partici-
pants.

Madam President, I believe these
modifications to the section 515 pro-
gram are a good first step toward get-
ting the program back on track. They
return the program to its important
public purpose, one that has worked in
Kansas, of creating safe and sanitary
rental alternatives for very low-income
residents in America’s rural commu-
nities. I ask that my colleagues sup-
port my amendment and urge its adop-
tion.∑

Mr. D’AMATO. Madam President, I
rise to support the amendment spon-
sored by the gentlelady from Kansas
which would reform the Department of
Agriculture’s section 515 Rural Rental
Loan Program. I salute Senator FRAHM
for her dedication and commitment to
reforming and improving this program
which serves as the only source of af-
fordable rental housing in much of our
Nation’s rural areas. As chairman of
the Committee on Banking, Housing
and Urban Affairs I would like to per-
sonally commend our newest Member
for her quick action in proposing bipar-
tisan reform measures which should be-
come law this year.

I would also like to express apprecia-
tion to Senator COCHRAN and Senator
BUMPERS for their consideration of this
amendment at the request of the Bank-
ing Committee. The Banking Commit-
tee will consider more comprehensive
reforms to the section 515 program in
the context of an overall examination
of housing programs within the Rural
Housing Service of the Department of
Agriculture. However, Senator FRAHM’s
amendment includes changes to sec-
tion 515 which are overdue and should
be made in advance of a thorough anal-
ysis of this important program.

This amendment would respond to a
February, 1996 evaluation report enti-
tled ‘‘Legislative Proposals to
Strengthen the Rural Housing Serv-
ices’ Rural Rental Housing Program’’
issued by the Department of Agri-
culture’s Office of Inspector General.
Specifically, the amendment would in-
clude the inspector general’s No. 1 leg-
islative objective—the enactment of
civil and criminal penalties for partici-
pants in the program that misuse rural
rental housing project assets or in-
come. It is absolutely imperative that
those in criminal violation be swiftly
and severely punished. Specifically,
any owner, agent or manager of section

515 or section 414 farm labor housing
projects that willfully uses or author-
izes the use of any part of the rents, as-
sets, proceeds, income or other funds
derived from the property for an unau-
thorized purpose may be fined up to
$250,000 or imprisoned for up to 5 years.

In addition, the amendment would
make reforms to the section 515 pro-
gram which include: the prohibition of
transfer of ownership of a project un-
less the Secretary of Agriculture—Sec-
retary—determines that such transfer
would further the provision of low-in-
come housing and be in the best inter-
ests of residents and the Federal Gov-
ernment; the elimination of the occu-
pancy surcharge charged to residents
to fund equity loans; and the require-
ment that an equity loan may not be
made unless the Secretary determines
that available incentives are not ade-
quate to provide a fair return on the
investment, prevent prepayment, and
prevent resident displacement.

Finally, the amendment would ex-
tend the section 515 program for 1 year,
from its current expiration date of Sep-
tember 30, 1996 to September 30, 1997. A
permanent extension will be considered
during comprehensive reform of the
program.

The need for affordable housing in
rural areas is severe. The 1990 census
estimated that 2.7 million rural Ameri-
cans live in substandard housing. The
section 515 program is one of the few
resources available to respond to this
critical unmet housing need. Since its
inception in 1962, the section 515 pro-
gram has financed the development of
over 450,000 affordable rental units in
over 18,000 apartment projects. The
program assists elderly, disabled, and
low-income rural families with an av-
erage income of $7,300.

I thank Senator FRAHM for her rec-
ognition of the great need for this pro-
gram and her steadfast commitment to
ensuring that every Federal dollar ap-
propriated serves the greatest number
of rural poor. I look forward to work-
ing with her to further improve this
much needed program in the future and
I support immediate passage of this
amendment. Thank you.

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I
know of no objection to this amend-
ment, and I recommend its approval.

Mr. BUMPERS. The amendment has
been cleared on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 4989) was agreed
to.

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

Mr. BUMPERS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, on
the authority of the majority leader, I
can announce there will be no further
rollcall votes this evening. That infor-
mation is being hotlined to all Sen-
ators’ offices, but for those who might
be watching their television monitor,
there will be no more votes this
evening. The first vote will occur to-
morrow no earlier than 11 o’clock a.m.

AMENDMENT NO. 4990

(Purpose: To reauthorize the National
Aquaculture Act of 1980)

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, on
behalf of Senator LEAHY, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no objection, the pending amend-
ments are set aside, and the clerk will
report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMP-
ERS], for Mr. LEAHY, proposes an amendment
numbered 4990.

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of the bill, and the following:

SEC. . REAUTHORIZATION OF NATIONAL AQUA-
CULTURE ACT OF 1980.

Section 10 of the National Aquaculture Act
of 1980 (16 U.S.C. 2809) is amended by striking
‘‘1991, 1992, and 1993’’ each place it appears
and inserting ‘‘1991 through 1997’’.

Mr. BUMPERS. This is an amend-
ment offered on behalf of Senator
LEAHY dealing with reauthorization of
the aquaculture program. It has been
cleared on both sides.

Mr. COCHRAN. We have no objection
to the amendment.

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

The amendment (No. 4990) was agreed
to.

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 4991 AND 4992, EN BLOC

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I
send two amendments to the desk on
behalf of Senator KERREY of Nebraska
that I understand have been cleared on
both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS]
for Mr. KERREY, proposes amendments num-
bered 4991 and 4992, en bloc.

The amendments (Nos. 4991 and 4992)
are as follows:
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AMENDMENT NO. 4991

(Purpose: To provide the Secretary of Agri-
culture authority through fiscal year 2000
for the use of voluntary separation incen-
tives to assist in reducing employment lev-
els, and for other purposes)
In lieu of the pending amendment insert

the following:
SEC. . DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE VOL-

UNTARY SEPARATION INCENTIVE
PAYMENTS.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this
section—

(1) the term ‘‘agency’’ means the Depart-
ment of Agriculture;

(2) the term ‘‘employee’’ mean an em-
ployee (as defined by section 2105 of title 5,
United States Code) who is employed by the
agency (or an individual employed by a coun-
ty committee established under section
8(b)(5) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic
Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h(b)(5))), is serv-
ing under an appointment without time limi-
tation, and has been currently employed for
a continuous period of at least 3 years, but
does not include—

(A) a reemployed annuitant under sub-
chapter III of chapter 83 or chapter 84 of title
5, United States Code, or another retirement
system for employees of the agency;

(B) an employee having a disability on the
basis of which such employee is or would be
eligible for disability retirement under the
applicable retirement system referred to in
subparagraph (A);

(C) an employee who is in receipt of a spe-
cific notice of involuntary separation for
misconduct or unacceptable performance;

(D) an employee who, upon completing an
additional period of service as referred to in
section 3(b)(2)(B)(ii) of the Federal
Workforce Restructuring Act of 1994 (5
U.S.C. 5597 note), would qualify for a vol-
untary separation incentive payment under
section 3 of such Act;

(E) an employee who has previously re-
ceived any voluntary separation incentive
payment by the Federal Government under
this section or any other authority and has
not repaid such payment;

(F) an employee covered by statutory re-
employment rights who is on transfer to an-
other organization; or

(G) any employee who, during the twenty-
four month period preceding the date of sep-
aration, has received a recruitment or relo-
cation bonus under section 5753 of title 5, Un-
tied States Code, or who, within the twelve
month period preceding the date of separa-
tion, received a retention allowance under
section 5754 of title 5, United States Code.

(b) AGENCY STRATEGIC PLAN.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The head of the agency,

prior to obligating any resources for vol-
untary separation incentive payments, shall
submit to the House and Senate Committees
on Appropriations and the Committee on
Governmental Affairs of the Senate and the
Committee on Government Reform and Over-
sight of the House of Representatives a stra-
tegic plan outlining the intended use of such
incentive payments and a proposed organiza-
tional chart for the agency once such incen-
tive payments have been completed.

(2) CONTENTS.—The agency’s plan shall in-
clude—

(A) the positions and functions to be re-
duced or eliminated, identified by organiza-
tional unit, geographic location, occupa-
tional category and grade level;

(B) the number and amounts of voluntary
separation incentive payments to be offered;
and

(C) a description of how the agency will op-
erate without the eliminated positions and
functions.

(c) AUTHORITY TO PROVIDE VOLUNTARY SEP-
ARATION INCENTIVE PAYMENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—A voluntary separation
incentive payment under this section may be
paid by an agency to any employee only to
the extent necessary to eliminate the posi-
tions and functions identified by the strate-
gic plan.

(2) AMOUNT AND TREATMENT OF PAYMENTS.—
A voluntary separation incentive payment—

(A) shall be paid in a lump sum after the
employee’s separation;

(B) shall be paid from appropriations or
funds available for the payment of the basic
pay of the employees;

(C) shall be equal to the lesser of—
(i) an amount equal to the amount the em-

ployee would be entitled to receive under
section 5595(c) of title 5, United States Code;
or

(ii) an amount determined by the agency
head not to exceed $25,000 in fiscal year 1997,
$20,000 in fiscal year 1998, $15,000 in fiscal
year 1999, or $10,000 in fiscal year 2000;

(D) shall not be a basis for payment, and
shall not be included in the computation, of
any other type of Government benefit; and

(E) shall not be taken into account in de-
termining the amount of any severance pay
to which the employee may be entitled under
section 5595 of title 5, United States Code,
based on any other separation.

(3) LIMITATION.—No amount shall be pay-
able under this section based on any separa-
tion occurring before the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, or after September 30, 2000.

(d) ADDITIONAL AGENCY CONTRIBUTIONS TO
THE RETIREMENT FUND.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to any other
payments which it is required to make under
subchapter III of chapter 83 of title 5, United
States Code, the agency shall remit to the
Office of Personnel Management for deposit
in the Treasury of the United States to the
credit of the Civil Service Retirement and
Disability Fund an amount equal to 15 per-
cent of the final basic pay of each employee
of the agency who is covered under sub-
chapter III of chapter 83 or chapter 84 of title
5, United States Code, to whom a voluntary
separation incentive has been paid under this
section.

(2) DEFINITION.—For the purpose of para-
graph (1), the term ‘‘final basic pay’’, with
respect to an employee, means the total
amount of basic pay which would be payable
for a year of service by such employee, com-
puted using the employee’s final rate of basic
pay, and, if last serving on other than a full-
time basis, with appropriate adjustment
therefor.

(e) EFFECT OF SUBSEQUENT EMPLOYMENT
WITH THE GOVERNMENT.—An individual who
has received a voluntary separation incen-
tive payment under this section and accepts
any employment for compensation with the
Government of the United States, or who
works for any agency of the United States
Government through a personal services con-
tract, within 5 years after the date of the
separation on which the payment is based
shall be required to pay, prior to the individ-
ual’s first day of employment, the entire
amount of the incentive payment to the
agency that paid the incentive payment.

(f) REDUCTION OF AGENCY EMPLOYMENT
LEVELS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The total number of fund-
ed employee positions in the agency shall be
reduced by one position for each vacancy
created by the separation of any employee
who has received, or is due to receive, a vol-
untary separation incentive payment under
this section. For the purposes of this sub-
section, positions shall be counted on a full-
time-equivalent basis.

(2) ENFORCEMENT.—The President, through
the Office of Management and Budget, shall
monitor the agency and take any action nec-
essary to ensure that the requirements of
this subsection are met.

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall
take effect October 1, 1996.

AMENDMENT NO. 4992

(Purpose: To provide funds for risk
management, with an offset)

On page 25, line 16, strike ‘‘$795,000,000’’ and
insert ‘‘$725,000,000’’.

On page 29, between lines 7 and 8, insert
the following:

RISK MANAGEMENT

For administrative and operating expenses,
as authorized by section 226A of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture Reorganization Act of
1994 (7 U.S.C. 6933), $70,000,000, of which not
to exceed $700 shall be available for official
reception and representation expenses, as au-
thorized by section 506(i) of the Federal Crop
Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1506(i): Provided,
That this appropriation shall be available
only to the extent that an official budget re-
quest for a specific dollar amount is submit-
ted by the President to Congress.

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the
amendments be agreed to, en bloc.

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, we
have reviewed the amendments, and
they have been cleared on this side.

Mr. BUMPERS. I urge the adoption
of the amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments Nos. 4991 and 4992, en bloc.

The amendments (Nos. 4991 and 4992),
en bloc, were agreed to.

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. COCHRAN. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4993

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I
send an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS]
proposes an amendment numbered 4993.

On page 12, line 25, strike ‘‘$46,830,000’’ and
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$47,080,000’’.

On page 14, line 10, strike ‘‘$419,120,000’’ and
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$419,370,000’’.

On page 21, line 4, strike ‘‘$47,017,000’’ and
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$46,767,000’’.

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President,
this deals with a project in Rhode Is-
land. I think it has been cleared by
both sides.

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President,
that amendment has been cleared on
this side of the aisle.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment No. 4993.

The amendment (No. 4993) was agreed
to.

Mr. BUMPERS. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. COCHRAN. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.
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Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I

ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the pend-
ing amendments be set aside so I may
offer this amendment on behalf of Sen-
ator HEFLIN of Alabama.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 4994

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, on
behalf of Senator HEFLIN I send an
amendment to the desk and ask that it
be reported.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. COCH-
RAN] for Mr. HEFLIN, proposes an amendment
numbered 4994.

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that further
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place, insert: ‘‘Section

101(b) of the Agriculture and Food Act of 1981
(Public Law 97–98; 7 U.S.C. 608c note) is
amended by striking ‘‘1996’’ and inserting
‘‘2002’’.

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President,
this deals with the dairy issue, and it
has been cleared on this side of the
aisle.

Mr. BUMPERS. It has been cleared
on this side of the aisle.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment No. 4994.

The amendment (No. 4994) was agreed
to.

Mr. COCHRAN. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. BUMPERS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I
do not know of any other amendments
we have cleared at this point. Senators,
of course, who would like to offer their
amendments tonight should do so. We
are going to try to get as many amend-
ments dealt with tonight as we can.
But if Senators do not come and offer
them, we cannot do anything.

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I
would like to fortify what the chair-
man just said. And that is, that we
should not be required—and I do not
think we are going to be required—to
sit here all night pending some Senator
deciding to come over and offer his
amendment.

The unanimous-consent agreement
has been entered into. Everybody
knows which amendments are going to
be in order. Senator COCHRAN and I do
not have any interest in sitting here
during numerous quorum calls hoping
that somebody will show up. So I hope
Senators will be considerate enough to

get them offered and disposed of this
evening, if we can. And with that, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SMITH). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I un-
derstand that the majority leader is
working on an agreement of some sort.
So I will not begin any kind of formal
amendment proceedings. But I do have
an amendment at the desk, which I
would like to talk about.

I am not going to offer this amend-
ment. I want to talk about it because I
think it is important to realize the
cost of the peanut program. Not only
do I refer to the cost of the peanut pro-
gram to the American peanut farmers,
to the millions of processing jobs, and
to the consumers, but the cost to the
Federal Government of the peanut pro-
gram.

As a result of the past farm bill, we
now have a no-cost peanut program.
Well, that may be true within the con-
fines of the peanut program, but the
program does two things. It limits the
amount of peanuts grown for domestic
consumption. It is a program that says
here is how much will be grown in this
country for use in this country. The
Department of Agriculture sets that
amount. In addition, it doesn’t just
limit the amount of the peanuts that
are grown, it also sets the price.

You might think that I am talking
about the former Soviet Union here.
No, this is America. We set how much
farmers can grow, and we set what we
are going to pay for that—all done by
the Federal Government—which is an
amazing thing, but that is how the pea-
nut program works.

Well, the fact is that the Federal
Government is a consumer of peanuts.
We have a variety of nutrition pro-
grams in the Federal Government. We
have TEFAP and the school lunch pro-
grams, and all down the list. You
would not be surprised that a lot of
these programs are focused on kids,
and you probably wouldn’t be further
surprised that one of the major staples
of young kids is peanuts and peanut
butter. I have a 5-year-old who loves
peanut butter. Guess where we have to
buy our peanuts for domestic consump-
tion with the Federal programs; we
have to buy quota peanuts.

Quota peanuts sell between $600 and
$700 a ton. The world market price for
peanuts—the price for additional pea-
nuts not grown under the blessings of
the Federal Government, which can be
sold here but have to be exported—is
about $350 to $400 a ton. So the Federal
Government has to pay roughly twice
what the world pays for peanuts. All
these nutrition programs have to pay
twice what the world pays for peanuts
to go ahead and feed our kids.

The GAO—this was some 6 years ago,
and the quota price has jumped around
a bit, but it is relatively the same as 6
years ago—said that over $14 million a
year the Federal Government spends.
Where? Out of the mouths of people
who could be fed through Federal nu-
tritious meals. To where? To wealthy
quota farmers. That is where that
money goes, instead of feeding more
kids.

We heard Member after Member,
frankly, on both sides of the aisle, say,
‘‘What about the kids? Don’t you care
about the kids? We should have more
money to feed these children. We
should have more money to take care
of these kids.’’ So what do we do with
the peanut program? We suck money
out of these nutrition programs to go
to help kids, and it goes where? To a
bunch of wealthy quota owners, many
of whom don’t even farm the land.
They sit all over the world with their
little quota that they got passed down
from their granddaddies. They take
money right out of the mouths of kids
in our Federal Government programs.

I had an amendment at the desk that
would say that USDA, who purchases
peanuts and peanut products for the
variety of the nutrition programs that
they operate, would not have to buy
quota peanuts, would not have to pay
twice the world price to feed our poor
kids in America.

The problem with that amendment,
as I find out, is that the quota has al-
ready been set for this year. Thereby, if
we took those quota peanuts that—the
way they calculate the market and the
production—would have ordinarily
come to the USDA, we would, in a
sense, have more peanuts go on loan,
which means the price of the peanut
program would go up about $5 million.
So we score it as a $5 million loss this
year.

Unfortunately, because this is an ap-
propriations bill, I cannot change the
law in the future. As a result, the sav-
ings in the future are tens of millions
of dollars. But because of the quirk in
the way this bill is structured, and the
way the amendment had to be struc-
tured to comply with the bill, the
amendment that I have to offer, in
fact, would not be a cost-effective
amendment. Therefore, I am not going
to offer it. But the principle is a solid
one.

We just finished welfare reform. We
just finished saying that we need to
make sure that those resources that we
do have dedicated to helping the poor
should be used as efficiently and effec-
tively as possible. A lot of the reform
we saw in the nutrition programs out
of the Department of Agriculture, par-
ticularly the Food Stamp Program,
were focused in on making this system
a more effective and efficient system in
delivering services to people who need
them in this country. Yet, we have this
dinosaur of a program that looks more
like something that came out of Com-
munist Russia than out of the United
States, which is costing children food.
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Let us just lay it on the line. We are

taking food out of the mouths of chil-
dren and putting money in the pockets
of wealthy quota holders. Now, that is
wrong. That is wrong by anybody’s
standard. We should fix that.

Unfortunately, again, because of the
legislative vehicle we have before us,
we cannot fix that. But I will tell you
that I will be back. We will talk about
this issue. I am anxious to hear how
those who defend the peanut program
can defend money being taken away
from these necessary feeding programs
for children to put money in the pock-
ets of wealthy quota holders, most of
whom don’t even farm their own land
to grow peanuts.

At this point, because I understand
the majority leader is working on
something, I will yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. HEFLIN. 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. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise in
disagreement with the Senator from
Pennsylvania. I do not want to prolong
this, so I will make a brief statement.

I assume the distinguished Senator
from Pennsylvania was speaking of the
amendment he had at the desk, No.
4962, which was the prohibition on pur-
chase of quota peanuts for domestic
feeding programs. I assume that is
what he had. He was talking about the
School Lunch Program. As I under-
stand it, he was saying that, because of
the program, the Government has to
pay twice the world price—twice as
much for peanuts that go to the School
Lunch Program and other programs
that the Government might be in-
volved in. Unfortunately, I believe that
the distinguished Senator is not really
familiar with the School Lunch Pro-
gram and the other USDA commodity
distribution programs.

We have a chart here that I will point
out briefly, which is based upon USDA
calculations. This chart here is de-
signed to show the manufacturer’s
cost, based on USDA figures, of two
jars of peanut butter, both being the
same size, both being generic.

This chart shows that the manufac-
turers are able to make and sell peanut
butter to the USDA School Lunch Pro-
gram at 81 cents a pound. Yet, consum-
ers at the market would pay $1.87 a
pound. Eighty-one cents doubled is
$1.62. So already when you have a pro-
gram by which the manufacturers, in
effect, bid against each other for the
school lunch purchases, it ends up that
there are considerable savings.

I would like to point out the pack of
peanuts and the jar of peanuts. This
chart was prepared before the bill was
passed dealing with the farm bill which
had the peanut program and in which
the peanut program was substantially

reformed. In fact, it was reformed to
the extent that it is about a 30-percent
cut to the producer. But this is where
it was prior to that time. A bag of pea-
nuts that cost 50 cents is 99 percent
peanuts. This is the jar of peanuts, and
of peanut butter, which shows that the
farmer was getting 7 cents out of the
50. Then on peanut butter where it is 90
percent peanuts, the farmer was get-
ting 54 cents. That would have been
$1.64, and then 44 cents in addition to
that, which would be $2.08 for a jar of
peanuts which had 90 percent peanuts.
But with the cuts that have now taken
place under the farm bill and under
this reform, you would have to take
away 30 percent, which would show 4.9
cents that the farmer got. And here, in
regard to the 30 percent, it was
changed; the farmer, instead of getting
54 cents, is going to get 38 cents.

There has been a lot of talk that
there would be pass-ons by which the
savings would be passed on to the
consumer. The GAO, in a study, con-
sulted and talked to the manufactur-
ers, and the manufacturers had indi-
cated that they could not guarantee
any savings would be passed on in that
the money would be used to develop
new products and advertising.

It is sort of interesting what has oc-
curred recently in regard to cereals.
This is not about peanuts but about ce-
reals. Corn and other grain prices
today are at an all-time high. Corn, for
example, was at a 5-year historical av-
erage of $2.30 a bushel, and the price
today on corn is $5.35 a bushel, which is
substantially more than double. But
yet, the cereal manufacturers have re-
cently reduced the price of their break-
fast cereal by as much as 25 percent to
30 percent.

I think this demonstrates that there
is very little relationship between what
the farmers are paid for their commod-
ity and what food products are sold for
at retail.

So, therefore, it ought to be plain
that any savings to the manufacturers
through reduced or capped costs on the
farmer would not translate into sav-
ings to the retail consumers.

To give you some idea as to the cost,
we have a chart showing what a jar of
peanut butter sells for in the United
States, being an 18-ounce equivalent
jar of brand name peanut butter, not
generic. It sells for $2.10. These are
USDA figures. In Mexico it is $2.55, and
so on.

Actually, ours are the lowest in the
world and by far the safest. There are
matters pertaining to inspection of for-
eign peanuts coming in that raise ques-
tions concerning food safety because
there is a problem that is known as
aflatoxin, and aflatoxin in the United
States is controlled. It is a disease, and
it is such that can cause cancer. But
the peanuts that come in from foreign
countries do not have the standards
that we have in the United States.

I could go on, but I do not want to
unduly take time to talk about this.
The matter of peanuts could be dis-

cussed for a great while. The peanut
program has been substantially re-
formed. The Department is now in the
process of implementing the law. I just
do not believe that we ought to move
at this time to try to change it. Let us
see what is going to happen with the
program.

So I would say that this is not the
time. Most of the peanut farmers have
gone to the bank, and they have made
their loans. They have made their
plans for the year. They have signed up
relative to the crop insurance and
other things. Now in the middle of a
crop year, I just do not believe is the
time for us to be changing the peanut
program.

I appreciate very much the fact that
the distinguished Senator from Penn-
sylvania is not planning to offer the
amendment.

I yield the floor.
Mr. President, I suggest the absence

of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. BUMPERS. 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. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be set aside in order to
offer a couple of amendments that have
been agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that an amendment
by myself, which was inadvertently left
off the unanimous consent agreement
list, be in order.

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

AMENDMENTS NOS. 4996 AND 4997, EN BLOC

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that amendment
together with an amendment that I
would like to offer on behalf of Senator
SARBANES and Senator MIKULSKI be
considered en bloc. They have been
agreed to by both sides.

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

Mr. BUMPERS. I send those amend-
ments to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendments.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS]

proposes amendments numbered 4996 and
4997, en bloc.

The amendments (Nos. 4996 and 4997),
en bloc, are as follows:

On page 42, line 22, after ‘‘development’’,
add the following, ‘‘as provided under section
747(e) of Public Law 104–127’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 4997

(Purpose: To restore funding for certain agri-
cultural research programs, with an offset)

On page 5, line 8, strike ‘‘$25,587,000’’ and
insert ‘‘$23,505,400’’.
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On page 5, line 10, strike ‘‘$146,135,000’’ and

insert ‘‘$144,053,400’’.
On page 10, line 18, strike ‘‘$721,758,000’’ and

insert ‘‘$722,839,600’’.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, the
amendments have been cleared on this
side of the aisle.

Mr. BUMPERS. I urge their adoption.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

no further debate?
Without objection, the amendments

are agreed to.
The amendments (Nos. 4996 and 4997),

en bloc, were agreed to.
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I

move to reconsider the vote.
Mr. COCHRAN. I move to lay that

motion on the table.
The motion to lay on the table was

agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 4998

(Purpose: To require that certain funds be
used to comply with certain provisions of
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act
relating to approval deadlines)
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, in be-

half of Senator HATCH and Senator
HARKIN, I send an amendment to the
desk and ask it be considered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. COCH-

RAN], for Mr. HATCH, for himself and Mr.
HARKIN, proposes an amendment numbered
4998.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
On page 55, line 7, after the colon, insert

the following: Provided further, That a suffi-
cient amount of these funds shall be used to
ensure compliance with the statutory dead-
lines set forth in section 505(j)(4)(A) of the
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21
U.S.C. 355(j)(4)(A)):’’.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, the pur-
pose of this amendment is simple. It di-
rects the Food and Drug Administra-
tion [FDA] to devote sufficient re-
sources to making sure that generic
drug applications are reviewed within
the statutory deadline, which is 180
days.

Many of my colleagues may be sur-
prised to know that the FDA is not
meeting this deadline. In fact, it has
fallen woefully short of meeting the
law’s requirement.

It is obvious to me that the Senate
has learned one thing from our exten-
sive debate on GATT and pharma-
ceutical patents over the past 8
months. We all want to do what we can
to speed less-costly pharmaceutical
products to the marketplace.

And that is the goal of our amend-
ment.

There are two compelling points I
want to leave with Members of this
body.

The first is that FDA resources de-
voted to review of generic drugs are in-
sufficient, and are dwindling from an
alltime high in 1993.

The second is that the FDA’s actual
review time for generic drugs is in-

creasing, even while their estimates of
that review time would have us believe
the time is falling.

Let me elaborate.
On the first point, the FDA estimates

that they will devote 390 full-time
equivalents [FTE’s] to generic drug re-
view in fiscal year 1997, which is down
from the fiscal year 1996 estimate of 397
FTE’s. It is also down from the actual
number of 396 FTE’s in fiscal year 1995
and 432 FTE’s in fiscal year 1994.

As a matter of fact, statistics pro-
vided by the FDA itself indicate that
there has been a build up over the past
decade from 227 FTE’s devoted to ge-
neric drug reviews in fiscal year 1986,
steadily increasing to the all-time high
of 448 FTE’s in fiscal year 1993, and now
declining each year.

Perhaps not coincidentally, the start
of the decline was the exact time when
the Prescription Drug User Fee Act
[PDUFA] was enacted, the law which
guaranteed subsidization of innovator
drug reviews through new user fees.
Those fees were not applied to generic
drug reviews.

On the second point, I would like to
note that there is a substantial gap be-
tween the FDA’s estimates of how long
it will take them to review generic
drugs and the actual review time.

For 2 recent years for which I have
statistics supplied by the FDA, there
has been a large discrepancy between
the time FDA thinks it will need to re-
view generic drug applications and the
actual review time. In fiscal year 1995,
for example the FDA told the Appro-
priations Committee it would take an
average of 24 months to review generic
drug applications; in fact, it took 34.2
months. The next year, the current fis-
cal year, even though the FDA had not
come close to meeting its target from
the year before, FDA estimated that
the approval time would fall—to an av-
erage of 20 months. In fact, the current
estimates are that it is taking an aver-
age of 30 months.

What is really astonishing is that the
law mandates a 6-month review time.

Instead of seeking the resources to
meet that statutory deadline, the FDA
has been seeking to expand its regu-
latory purview, by dusting off old regu-
lations such as ‘‘Medguide’’ or starting
new initiatives such as tobacco, each of
which undoubtedly requires new fund-
ing.

While the FDA blindly rushes to
make a case for both initiatives, only
part of which is compelling from a pub-
lic health perspective, I find it intrigu-
ing that the Agency has chosen to ig-
nore a statutory mandate on the one
hand while it voluntarily seeks to ex-
pand its purview on the other.

What is particularly compelling is
that, as the review times for generic
drugs increased, the review times for
innovator drugs has decreased dramati-
cally. It is now about 24 months on av-
erage; the median is estimated at 17.5
months.

And so we find ourselves in the ironic
position that review times for new

drugs—both actual and projected—is
shorter than the review time for the
generic copies, a position I find unten-
able.

Mr. President, generic drugs rep-
resent a very cost-effective means of
controlling health care expenditures.

Any delay in sending these drugs to
market increases costs to patients,
who may end up paying more for phar-
maceuticals, and it increases costs to
taxpayers through Government-funded
programs such as Medicare and Medic-
aid.

It is clear to me that the FDA should
be giving generic drug applications
more attention, not less.

That is the motivation for the
amendment we offer today, and I urge
its adoption.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, this is
an amendment that deals with a ge-
neric drug issue in the Food and Drug
Administration jurisdiction. We sup-
port passage of the amendment and
recommend its approval.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, the
amendment has been cleared on this
side. It is agreeable to us.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 4998) was agreed
to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. BUMPERS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4999

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, in be-
half of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. SMITH], I send an amend-
ment to the desk and ask that it be re-
ported.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. COCH-

RAN], for Mr. SMITH, proposes an amendment
numbered 4999.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
On page 47, line 17, before the period, insert

the following: ‘‘: Provided further, That, not-
withstanding section 306(a)(7) of the Consoli-
dated Farm and Rural Development Act (7
U.S.C. 1926(a)(7)), the town of Berlin, New
Hampshire, shall be eligible during fiscal
year 1997 for a grant under the rural utilities
assistance program’’.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, this
amendment has been cleared on this
side. It deals with a water issue in the
State of New Hampshire. I understand
it has been cleared on both sides.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, let me
ask the indulgence of the Senator from
Mississippi for a moment. We have not
seen the language on this yet. We prob-
ably will have no objection but before
agreeing to it, we would like to see the
language.
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Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent to withdraw the
amendment.

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

The amendment (No. 4999) was with-
drawn.

CANE SUGAR REFINING

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, cane
sugar refining has been around in
America since the beginning of the Re-
public. Christopher Columbus intro-
duced sugarcane from West Africa to
Santo Domingo on his second voyage in
1495. Our Nation’s leading cane sugar
refiner, Domino Sugar, which is
headquartered in New York City, has
been in business for nearly 200 years.
Domino’s Brooklyn refinery has been
in operation for 119 years.

The refining industry is an important
part of our economy, employing thou-
sands of Americans in good-paying
manufacturing jobs. The Domino em-
ployees at the Brooklyn plant, for in-
stance, make about $40,000, on average.
Domino alone employs over 800 people
in New York and 2,000 nationwide. Re-
fined Sugar Inc., located in Yonkers,
employs another few hundred. These
refining jobs are, for the most part, lo-
cated in inner cities and along urban
waterfronts where other manufactur-
ing jobs are scarce.

But the refining industry is on the
brink of collapse. In the last 10 years,
the number of cane sugar refineries na-
tionwide has been cut in half, from 22
to 11. Plants in Boston and Philadel-
phia have closed; a refinery in Hawaii
may have to close later this year.
Other domestic refiners, including
Domino and Refined Sugar Inc., have
had to shut down several times because
they have been unable to obtain ade-
quate quantities of the raw product
and affordable prices.

The domestic refining industry—one
of the last bastions of manufacturing
in some of our cities—is being crippled
by overly restrictive administration of
the sugar price support program. The
loan rate for sugar is 18 cents per
pound. But bowing to pressure from
beet sugar producers, the administra-
tion has kept cane imports so low that
the domestic price for raw sugar has
fluctuated between 22 and 25 cents per
pound. These prices are far higher than
what is necessary to prevent loan for-
feitures, and they have stimulated beet
sugar production, which has driven
down the price of refined sugar. Cane
refiners operated in the red throughout
1995.

The situation has eased somewhat
this year as the administration belat-
edly and sporadically increased the
quotas. But more is needed, and it is
needed urgently, or we will lose this in-
dustry.

I understand my colleagues’ concerns
about potential disruptions to sugar
growers in their States. In turn, I
would expect them to share my con-
cern about the very real disruptions re-
finers in my State and elsewhere are
experiencing.

The House version of H.R. 3603 in-
cludes an eminently sensible provision,
section 729, designed to ensure that the
sugar price support program is oper-
ated in a fashion beneficial for both
growers and refiners. The provision
stipulated that no Federal funds could
be spent to support raw cane sugar
prices at more than 117.5 percent of the
statutory loan rate of 18 cents per
pound. This amounts to a little more
than 21 cents per pound. A very reason-
able price for producers. More than the
loan rate, more than enough to prevent
forfeitures—a price sufficient to repay
loans and cover interest and transpor-
tation of raw sugar to market. And a
price at which refiners can operate. In
practice, the House provision would re-
quire the Secretary of Agriculture to
allow sufficient imports from existing
quota holders so that the price does
not exceed 21.1 cents per pound. Grow-
ers would profit. Refiners could stay in
business. Adequate supplies would be
available at affordable prices.

Let me be clear. I’m no fan of the
sugar price support program. It’s So-
viet-style intervention in the market.
But if we are stuck with it—for the
time being—at least we can operate the
program so that it doesn’t drive our re-
finers out of business.

The House provision does not abolish
the sugar program. It does not lower
the loan rate for sugar. It will not in-
duce loan forfeitures or cost the Fed-
eral Government any money. Indeed,
revenue from import duties would in-
crease. And the provision does not open
the door for ‘‘subsidized European
sugar.’’

I think the House provision is a very
fair compromise that balances the in-
terests of producers, refiners, and end
users. I urge the Senate conferees to
H.R. 3603 to agree to the House provi-
sion, or something much like it. Last
year, when Congress reviewed the
sugar price support program and a ma-
jority decided to retain it, there was an
understanding the program would be
operated in a way that is beneficial not
only to producers, but to refiners,
users, and consumers alike. Implemen-
tation of the program has left some-
thing to be desired in this respect. Sec-
tion 729 would help. I entreat the Sen-
ate conferees to H.R. 3603 to support
the House provision. Otherwise, we will
be driving thousands of manufacturing
jobs overseas.

EMERGENCY DISASTER LOAN PROGRAM

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let me
first commend the Chairman on the
outstanding work he has done on this
important appropriations bill. I would
like to bring his attention to one provi-
sion in the bill that is especially im-
portant to New Mexico and the South-
west in general. The entire Southwest
is currently in the grip of the worst
drought in half a century. Despite re-
cent rains, stream flows in New Mexico
are predicted to be 33 to 100 percent
below average through the summer,
with no end in sight. This drought has
devastated crops and livestock in my

State to such an extent that every sin-
gle county in New Mexico is currently
eligible for USDA’s disaster assistance
programs. I know that every State in
the Southwest is suffering just as
greatly.

One of the USDA programs that has
been critical in helping the citizens of
my State cope with this drought is the
emergency disaster loan program. The
Western Governors’ Association has
identified funding this program at the
maximum level possible as one their
top priorities in combating the effects
of the drought. Sadly, the Clinton ad-
ministration chose to zero this crucial
program out of its fiscal year 1997
budget. In addition, the House has allo-
cated the program a mere $25 million
for fiscal year 1997. Fortunately, under
the Chairman’s leadership, the Senate
has included $75 million for emergency
disaster relief. I would like his com-
mitment to fight to maintain the Sen-
ate funding level for this much-needed
program.

Mr. COCHRAN. I understand just how
important the emergency disaster loan
program is to those people whose farms
and ranches have been devastated by
this drought, and I agree with the Sen-
ator that it was unfortunate that the
Clinton administration chose to zero
out the program just when those farm-
ers and ranchers will need it the most.
The Senator has my commitment that
I will seek to maintain the Senate
level of $75 million when this bill goes
to conference.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair-
man for his outstanding leadership on
this important issue.

RAW CANE SUGAR SUPPLY

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
commend the chairman for his work on
this bill and recognize the delicate bal-
ance he must strike in satisfying the
varying interests of each Member. I
would like to bring to the chairman’s
attention a situation that has plagued
many of our domestic sugar refineries
with regard to raw cane sugar supply.
Is the chairman aware that the Sec-
retary of Agriculture has administered
the Sugar Program in such a manner
as to cause shutdowns and cutbacks in
certain sugar refineries across the
country?

Mr. COCHRAN. Yes, I am aware of
this.

Mr. COVERDELL. Is the chairman
also aware of the fact that it is the
Secretary’s responsibility to admin-
ister the program in such a manner
that provides an adequate supply of
sugar to satisfy our domestic needs?

Mr. COCHRAN. I am aware of this
and am cognizant of the Senator’s
point.

Mr. COVERDELL. I would like to ad-
vise the chairman that we have a re-
curring problem with regard to supply
of raw sugar for cane refineries in the
current administration of the sugar
program. I would appreciate the chair-
man’s support in reviewing report lan-
guage addressing this supply issue as
the bill moves to conference. I will be
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happy to provide him with such lan-
guage.

Mr. COCHRAN. The comments of the
Senator from Georgia are appreciated
and his points are well received. We
will review such language that the Sen-
ator provides in conference.

Mr. COVERDELL. The Senator’s
overture is appreciated.

AMENDMENT NO. 4995

(Purpose: To prohibit the use of funds to pro-
vide a total amount of nonrecourse loans
to producers for peanuts in excess of
$125,000)

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
call up amendment No. 4995 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.

SANTORUM] proposes an amendment num-
bered 4995.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of the bill, add the following:

SEC. . LIMITATION ON AMOUNT OF NON-
RECOURSE LOANS FOR PEANUTS.

None of the funds appropriated or other-
wise made available by this Act may be used
to provide to a producer of a crop of quota
peanuts a total amount of nonrecourse loans
under section 155 of the Agricultural Market
Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7271) in excess of
$125,000.

Mr. SANTORUM. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, I am offering an

amendment here that I think remedies
a huge inequity in the peanut program
that makes the peanut program, frank-
ly, different than any of the other tra-
ditional commodity programs in exist-
ence. The other commodity programs
in existence have a limitation on pay-
ments for a particular entity that
farms that product, that produces that
product. Under the freedom to farm
act, the limitation per commodity, per
entity—entity can be either a single
person or a partnership, corporation or
whatever—the limitation of a commod-
ity payment—and for the purposes of
making it easier on me—per person is
$40,000. Prior to the freedom to farm
act the limitation was $50,000 per pay-
ment to an entity, to a person. We re-
duced it to $40,000 in the freedom to
farm bill.

Now, unlike all of these other com-
modity programs, there is no limita-
tion on how much Government support
a peanut quota holder can receive. And
in fact there are quota holders who re-
ceive in Government subsidized quota
payments $6 million a year —$6 million
in guaranteed income from the Federal
Government as a result of the peanut
program.

We made some reforms in the free-
dom to farm bill. This is one area that
slipped through the noose. What this
amendment does—it is a very simple
amendment. It says we are going to
limit the benefits of the peanut pro-

gram to small- and medium-size farm-
ers.

I hear my friends on the other side of
the aisle and, frankly, on this side of
the aisle who support the peanut pro-
gram say: You know, Rick, if you go
after this program, there are thousands
of small farmers in my State you will
destroy, the small- and medium-size
farmers in my State, if you change the
peanut program.

I have been sensitive to that. I under-
stand the rural economy. In many
areas where peanuts are grown, there is
a limited number of crops that can be
grown. Many areas are impoverished. I
understand that, and I sympathize with
the Members who represent those
areas. But what we are talking about
here are not small farmers.

Let me review. I have talked about
this many, many times, and I have
talked about the peanut program. But
just let me report to you what a GAO
study reported: That 22 percent of the
peanut growers in this country receive
85 percent of the quota benefits. What
does that mean? You have a bunch of
big farmers who get almost all the ben-
efits of this program.

What I am doing here is actually a
very modest change, one I would think,
if Members want to target these funds,
target the benefits of the program to
the farmers who need it, then they
should be supportive of this. This is
one I am hoping we can get some sup-
port for.

It is an amendment that says that
every entity, person, can get up to—are
you ready for this?—$125,000 of loan
payments from the Federal Govern-
ment—$125,000. That means every en-
tity can get that much. If you have $6
million of peanuts to sell, you still get
$125,000 at the guaranteed quota price,
but the rest you have to sell on your
own. If you are producing $6 million
worth of peanuts, I would think you
have a pretty good slice of the market
and you can probably get a pretty good
price for your peanuts. What we have
done here is focus the program in on
the folks who need it the most.

I want to step back and give a little
bit of the origin of the peanut program,
to show how it has evolved over the
years to concentrate more and more of
these quotas in the hands of bigger and
bigger quota holders. I mentioned be-
fore who holds 68 percent of these
quotas. A quota is the right to grow
peanuts and sell them in this country.
You get a quota from the Federal Gov-
ernment. It is passed on from genera-
tion to generation. They are sold like
stocks. It is a right. It is worth some-
thing. It is worth a lot. It is worth $200
to $300 a ton, if you are growing pea-
nuts.

Mr. President, 68 percent of the quota
production in this country is held by
people who do not touch one speck of
dirt. They do not farm a lick. They
rent it to somebody else to do it for
them. These are people who sit in—I
am from Pennsylvania. We have quota
holders in Pennsylvania. We do not

grow a whole lot of peanuts in Penn-
sylvania. There are quota holders in
New Hampshire, and I am sure they do
not grow any peanuts in New Hamp-
shire.

What we are trying to do here is deal
with those folks who have sat back and
said, ‘‘This looks like a pretty good in-
vestment. Let’s buy some quota shares
and make a little money on the Fed-
eral Government program.’’ They have
done that. They have done very well
for many years. Now we are going to
say, ‘‘Look, you folks, start selling
those quotas back to the small farm-
ers.’’

If anything, what this will accom-
plish, in my mind, is not to really af-
fect the overall amount of quota pea-
nuts grown. What it will do is make
some of these big barons, quota barons,
sell their quotas to folks who are out
there leasing land right now to grow
their additional peanuts, which are
peanuts that do not get these big, high
prices. Imagine. This is the United
States of America. If you do not have a
quota to grow peanuts, if you do not
have a license from the Federal Gov-
ernment to grow peanuts, you cannot
sell your peanuts in this country. This
is America. If you do not have a license
from the Federal Government to grow
peanuts, you cannot sell your peanuts
here.

I know some may have just tuned in
and thought, ‘‘Am I looking at the Rus-
sian Duma?’’ No. This is the U.S. Sen-
ate, not the Russian Duma. You are
not getting a translation from an in-
terpreter. My lips actually match the
words that I am saying. But, in Amer-
ica this goes on every day. This is a
program that started during the De-
pression. They handed out these quotas
during the Depression, prior to World
War II.

You can imagine who got these
quotas. It is no surprise that most of
the quotas are held by wealthy land-
owners. You had to own your land to
qualify for a quota. There were a lot of
sharecroppers back then, many of them
minorities, who did not own their land.
Who were these quotas given to? They
were given to these local associations
to distribute around to their buddies
and themselves. It is no shock that a
lot of the unwashed never ended up
with any quotas. This is a system that,
from its origin, is rife with injustice,
injustice to the people who grow pea-
nuts, injustice to the consumers who
have to pay higher prices as a result.

What we are trying to do here is put
one little—little—restriction in, to say
$125,000 of guaranteed income from the
Federal Government of 50 percent more
than what your peanuts are really
worth is a pretty good deal. Take it. Be
happy. And sell some of those quotas to
other people who can use them and
maybe benefit from them a little bit
more.

If I was a Senator from the peanut
States, I would say this is a good
amendment because what this will do
is divest a lot of these peanut quotas
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and give more people a stake in this
program. That means more people who
want to see this program survive.
There are a lot of people in peanut-
growing States who do not have quotas
who would very much like to see this
program go away. We are giving you an
opportunity to say let us get some of
these benefits, if they are going to con-
tinue. I know the powerful Senator
from Alabama—and I will miss him, I
will miss him as a person, I will not
miss him as an adversary on this issue
because he whips me every time we
come to the floor—but I will tell the
Senator from Alabama that he has an
opportunity here to broaden his coali-
tion, to get more folks to participate in
the quota system because of the limita-
tion on what people can benefit from
the program.

I would think, if you are truly con-
cerned about small- and medium-size
farms, farms of 100 or 200 acres, if you
really are concerned about those folks,
then give them a chance here. They
will be fine under this amendment.
They will not be hurt at all under this
amendment. They will not be hurt one
bit by this amendment.

I am hopeful that maybe we can get
this amendment accepted. It is a
change to the peanut program. I know
nobody likes to change programs. I
heard the Senator from Idaho come
down here and say: You know we have
7-year farm bills and 5-year farm bills
for a reason. We do not like to change
and monkey with these programs year
by year, and we want to keep the farm
communities stable.

I do not think this will have a major
impact on the farm communities. I
think what it will do, it will have a
major impact on small farmers, on
farmers who do not have quotas right
now, who will be able now to go out
and have quotas available to them be-
cause a lot of these wealthy quota bar-
ons will have to divest themselves of
all these quotas they hold.

Who are they going to sell them to?
They are going to sell them to folks
who right now have to sweat, toil as
hard as the folks who get $650 a ton for
their peanuts, and they sweat and toil
for $350 a ton for their peanuts. Now we
are going to give them a chance at the
pot at the end of the rainbow that
Washington has created in this pro-
gram. We are going to get the small
and medium-size farmers in Alabama,
in Georgia, in Mississippi, in Okla-
homa, in Texas, in New Mexico, all
over the United States where they
grow, now we are going to have people
who have heretofore never had the op-
portunity to enjoy the fruits and bene-
fits of this very generous program, to
participate in it. I am hopeful that we
can get this amendment accepted.

I think this is an amendment that
probably, contrary to my own good,
will broaden the base of support of this
program by including a lot of small
farmers who have heretofore been
boxed out by folks who have gobbled
up, used their masses of wealth to gob-

ble up these quotas and make money
out of this Federal program.

Now we are going to get this money
out of the boardrooms in Pittsburgh
and in Concord and Boston and Paris
and all the other places they own these
quotas, and get them back into the
hands of the folks who go out everyday
and till that soil and make sure those
crops are healthy and produce a good
yield.

That is the way it should be. If we
are going to have a program—and I am
resigned to the fact that the Senator
from Alabama, the Senators from
Georgia and the others, have whopped
me fair and square—but I am saying, if
we are going to continue this program,
let’s continue this program to where it
benefits everyone—all of the small
farmers, all of the medium-size farm-
ers.

If you folks really believe that is who
you are representing and you are not
representing the big peanut interests,
the big guys who come down here in
force and lobby and the big guys who
are very influential lobbyists, very in-
fluential in the political process in
these States, if that is not who you are
representing, then you will be for this
amendment. You will be for an amend-
ment that says ‘‘get the big guys out of
the big money of big Government and
put it back to the little guy who really
needs the help.’’

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. HEFLIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alabama.
Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, let me

say that one aspect of his argument
was agreed to in the recently passed
farm bill, when he talks about these
people who had quotas and lived in
Boston and farmed in Alabama. There
was a provision in the farm bill where
production was shifted to the family
farm, and that was one of the accom-
plishments that the Senator from
Pennsylvania brought about.

He has already brought about several
changes in this bill which was in the
farm bill. The production will shift to
the family farms. Public entities and
the out-of-State nonproducers are in-
eligible now for participation in the
program.

What he was talking about, in giving
his illustration, he has already accom-
plished. So that argument, I do not
think, is applicable to this amendment.

Originally, the amendment had a
$40,000 figure on it. We figured up at
2,500 pounds of production per acre that
this would come out to about a farm of
about 52 acres, and the national aver-
age of the peanut farmer is 98 acres.
But he then, in effect, by raising it to
125, has tripled it, which means that
basically he is talking about a farm of
about 156 acres which would be in-
volved.

The Senator from Pennsylvania con-
fuses payments with a loan. They are
two separate and distinct things. You
put a commodity in loan; therefore, it
is sort of like going to the bank, you

get some money. But the commodity is
in loan, and it is designed for farmers
to use in order that if the price goes
up, then they can make money. It is a
sort of hedge. The loan program is a
Government program designed to allow
for generally and, in most of the com-
modities, for 12 months that it stays in
the loan. During that time, the price
may go up and down, and the farmer
can choose when he wants to sell. It is
sort of an aid and assistance, it is not
a payment.

Payment limitations, as we have it,
have been in the past, up until this
farm bill was passed, a limitation on
what is known as target prices in a de-
ficiency payment, and that is where
the limitations came in as to how
much a farmer could draw relative to a
deficiency payment.

For example, in cotton, there was a
target price that they hoped a cotton
farmer might be able to obtain in order
to be able to meet the cost of produc-
tion. As I recall, up until this year, it
was 72.9 cents a pound. If the cotton
price per pound fell below that price,
then that deficiency payment paid the
difference between the market price
and the target price, but there was a
limitation in that.

Loans are different. They are not any
type of limitation relative to that. It is
a different situation.

Now the farm bill came along and we
have a contract price, and there is a
limitation relative to contract price.
But peanuts have never had any defi-
ciency payments. It has only had a
loan; therefore, it is entirely different.
You are mixing apples with oranges
here, and, therefore, it is a confusing
situation.

In regard to peanuts and the fact
that he is talking about these people
who have these quotas and they do not
farm, that is more of the factor of what
is known as tenants or leasing. In re-
gard to all of the commodities—these
are based on the Bureau of Census fig-
ures—actually there are more farmers
who farm their land in peanuts than
there are in wheat, than there are in
soybeans, than there are in cotton. So
that argument relative to that, I
think, is one that is just misunder-
stood and a lot of people misunder-
stand it because of the fact of quotas.

In regard to price, this next chart
shows the relationship between the
peanuts and the peanut support price
and the farm value and the retail price
of a 16-ounce jar of peanut butter over
a period from 1984 to 1992. That is basi-
cally the same as to the present time.
The blue shows the support price. The
red shows the farm price. And then the
green here shows the retail price.

Well, note that really that in the
loan price, it has always in each of
these years been lower than the farm
price that they got on the market. In
none of these years has it been where
the loan rate of where the Government
is involved in it, with the payment—
that could be made in the event that
the peanuts have defaulted to the loan
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to the CCC—but in all of those years,
the price has always been above the
loan rate where he wants to put a limi-
tation in regard to it. So again, that is
a misunderstanding of the program as
it has occurred over the years relative
to this.

Then the argument is made that you
have to have a license to sell peanuts
in the domestic market. I think you
find here that this is a chart which
shows that we have had a substantial
increase from 1986 now here to 1995 of
the number of new farms that receive
quotas.

Farmers have easy access into the
peanut program. More than 10,000 new
farmers received quotas under the pea-
nut program over the last 10 years,
proving the point that the program is
not closed to outsiders. And so we have
had a situation that has developed over
the years that has shown that you can
grow peanuts, you can start growing
peanuts, you can gain quotas, you can
do it. And the people that grow peanuts
can sell in the U.S. market.

There is, in regard to the national
eatable market, restrictions relative to
that. But as to the other aspects of it,
they can be sold. And you do not have
to have a license. You can start grow-
ing additional peanuts today anywhere
you want to. There are many farmers
that are doing that that have started
growing it.

In the new farm bill that we had, the
peanut is open to new producers, more
so than even in the past. Access to the
program has been made easier for pro-
ducers desiring to grow peanuts. So I
think there is some confusion.

I think, No. 1, that the Senator from
Pennsylvania is to be congratulated
relative to the fact that out-of-State
people in these nonentities, that are
public entities, that held it before —he
moved and was able, with the help of
his staff, to get that changed.

But we now find that we are in a situ-
ation where I think there is confusion
here, particularly on a payment as op-
posed to a loan. They are just two dif-
ferent things. He wants to limit the
ability to use the loan. And what he is
saying, in arguing on all the rest of the
commodities, they have a payment
limitation on Government payments to
them. So I think there is a distinction
there that has sort of been overlooked
relative to this.

So we are really talking about small
farmers here, when the average peanut
farm in the country is 98 acres. And we
are talking about here at the utmost
this would apply to a farm of about 150
acres. And those are not big farmers,
the people involved in it. They are just
slightly above what is the average
farmer in this country. I yield the
floor.

Mr. SANTORUM addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania is recognized.
Mr. SANTORUM. The Senator from

Alabama is a clever man. And he fo-
cuses in on a number of farmers. I have
never said that there are not a lot of

farmers who have a little quota. The
point I have tried to make is 22 percent
of the farmers own 80 percent of the
quota. Sure there are people who have,
you know, a little quota here, a little
quota there. But it does not amount to
much. This program is stacked with
the big farmers.

So he makes these arguments that,
you know, well, you look at peanuts
and cotton and soybeans and that, you
know, peanut farmers are a dispropor-
tionate number of them, more of them
own the farms that they grow peanuts
on than cotton, soybeans, and the like.
What he does not say in the chart—
maybe it is true—he does not say
whether those peanut farmers are
quota holders or nonquota holders.

Probably a lot of these peanut farm-
ers do own their land but they did not
own a quota. He said, well, you know,
there are some restrictions. I know it
was an euphemism, but he said there
are some restrictions on the domestic
sale of additional peanuts. I will tell
you what those ‘‘some restrictions’’
are. You cannot sell them for eatable
use. That is some restriction. I think
maybe he meant to say that is sum re-
striction instead of saying that is some
restriction. Maybe it was the emphasis.
But that is a complete restriction. You
cannot sell them here. You have to sell
them overseas. And you have to sell
them at a heck of a lot less than what
the quota price is.

He said there are, you know, there
are no restrictions. Everybody wants
to go out and plant peanuts. That is
right. No restrictions. Go out and plant
peanuts and sell them at $300 a ton, if
you own quota, at $400 a ton or $700 a
ton, but there is no restriction to sell
your peanuts for half the price to the
guy next door that has a quota. You
are absolutely right. It is a good deal.

But I would just suggest that this
amendment, which says that every per-
son who owns a quota of peanuts can
put on loan up to $125,000 worth of pea-
nuts, and get a price double the world
market, that that is a pretty good deal.
I mean, that is a pretty generous offer.

How many peanut growers are we
talking about? How many would be
covered by this amendment? Oh, about
1,900. So 1,900 farmers would be limited
as to how much they could put on loan,
a very select few of the tens of thou-
sands, and maybe hundreds of thou-
sands of peanut growers in this coun-
try. Talking about 1,900 of the wealthi-
est farms.

I have made this sound like this is a
dramatic change for those folks who
are the 1,900 select few. The point of
fact is, and the Senator from Alabama
knows this, this is not. This is not a
substantial amendment. The Senator
from Alabama, and folks who know
this issue, realize that the only reason
you would put your peanuts on loan is
if you could not sell your peanuts for
more than the quota price.

As we know, as a result of the farm
bill, the Secretary of Agriculture has
an interest in keeping demand above

supply, in other words, shorting the
market, keeping the price well above
the quota price. Why? Because in the
farm bill we say we want peanuts to be
a no-cost program. We do not want pea-
nuts to be put on loan and have the
Federal Government buy this crop.
That is what ‘‘put on loan’’ means.
That means the quota holder will sell
the peanuts to the Government for
that quota price.

We do not want that to happen. The
only way you can stop that from hap-
pening is to control the amount of pea-
nuts that are open. If you short the
market, prices go up. So the only time
that this might—this amendment, as
minor as it is, as limited as it is to the
number of farmers that we are talking
about—the only time that this could
even have an impact is if there is a
huge crop of peanuts in excess of what
the Secretary thought could be grown
by the number of quota holders.

In that case you are talking about a
lot of farmers who have a lot of prod-
uct, who will sell a goodly amount at
the quota price. And they have to sell
the rest out on the market and make,
I suggest, well above what additional
farmers are making. So this is an
amendment that is fair.

This is an amendment that has lim-
ited scope with respect to the number
of people involved and is limited to an
occurrence that is not likely to hap-
pen, given the controls of the Sec-
retary of Agriculture over the amount
of peanuts grown in this country. This
truly is an amendment that is more
principle than it is of tremendous sub-
stance.

That is why I was hoping the Senator
from Alabama, who made a lot of argu-
ments about the difference between
loans and deficiency payments—and I
understand the difference—that is why
deficiency payments were limited to
$50,000 and I put $125,000 as a loan pay-
ment. It is substantially more. There is
a reason: Because there is a difference.
I recognize that difference. I set a limit
that was a very small percentage of the
people who farm peanuts. I wanted to
get at the hoi polloi of the peanut
growers. We have done that. I think
this is a fair amendment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to set aside amendment 4995.

AMENDMENT NO. 4967

(Purpose: To prohibit the use of funds to
carry out a peanut program that is oper-
ated by a marketing association if the Sec-
retary of Agriculture determines that a
member of the Board of Directors of the as-
sociation has a conflict of interest with re-
spect to the program)
Mr. SANTORUM. I send to the desk

an amendment No. 4967.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
The clerk will report.
The assistant legislative clerk read

as follows:
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.

SANTORUM] proposes an amendment num-
bered 4967.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S8551July 23, 1996
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
The amendment is as follows:
At the end of the bill, add the following:

SEC. . PROHIBITION ON CONFLICTS OF INTER-
EST IN PEANUT PRICE SUPPORT
PROGRAM.

None of the funds appropriated or other-
wise made available by this Act may be used
to carry out a peanut program under section
155 of the Agricultural Market Transition
Act (7 U.S.C. 7271) or part VI of subtitle B of
title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1357 et seq.) that is operated
by a marketing association if the Secretary
of Agriculture determines, using standards
established to carry out title II of the Ethics
in Government Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.),
that a member of the Board of Directors of
the association has a conflict of interest
with respect to the program.

Mr. SANTORUM. This is an amend-
ment that gets, again, to what I see as
a group of very influential, wealthy,
graced quota holders who have been
put in a position to profit extraor-
dinarily by this program, and have put
themselves in a position that is, I
think, virtually unique in the agri-
culture industry.

Most of the commodity programs, all
but a couple, have been run histori-
cally by the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture. That would make sense. USDA
has the authority to oversee these pro-
grams, and, as a result, the USDA has
taken the responsibility of running the
program, of operating their loan pro-
grams or deficiency programs, of carry-
ing out the price of programs, of penal-
izing wrongdoers, of promulgating reg-
ulations—all of that has been done
within the Department of Agriculture,
with the soybean program, the cotton
program, and a whole lot of other pro-
grams. All of them have been run and
operated by a bureaucrat out of USDA,
but not the peanut grower. Not the
peanut grower.

The Government, USDA, contracts
with what are called marketing asso-
ciations or cooperatives to administer
the program. What does that mean?
These are associations—get this—these
are the people who operate the pro-
gram, who oversee it, penalize wrong-
doers, help promulgate regulations for
the program. And who are the people
who compose the marketing associa-
tions? I will give three guesses—you
are right, the quota growers. The peo-
ple who participate in the program run
the program.

Now, some of the skeptics among us
might consider that to be a conflict of
interest, that people who own the
quotas are responsible for overseeing
the program of which they benefit, of
administering the program of which
they benefit, of promulgating regula-
tions of which they benefit, of punish-
ing the wrongdoers among them, of
which they benefit.

My amendment is a very simple
amendment dealing with conflicts of
interest. My amendment is very
straightforward. It says you have to
comply with the Government standards
for conflict of interest. Since you are
in a sense an agency of the Federal

Government carrying out this pro-
gram, we will hold you to the same
standards as someone who would, in
fact, be a member of the Government
in administering this program, and
that is, you cannot have a conflict of
interest.

Now, if they are, in fact, vested, as
they are, with the authority to carry
out this program and have, in fact, the
ministerial duties and other policy-
making duties and other programs re-
served to USDA, they should be held to
the conflict-of-interest standard of a
USDA employee administering the pro-
gram.

I know that sounds like a very radi-
cal idea. What that will cause is a
much more arm’s-length regulation of
this industry than the folks who are
running it now, for their benefit.
Maybe you need to look back histori-
cally how these associations—and they
have run them for a long time, and
maybe this anomaly that has occurred
with a small percentage of the farmers
owning a big percentage of the quotas
is a result of who runs the program. I
suggest if we look at these marketing
associations that run the programs lo-
cally, they probably are not a lot of the
folks who have just a ton or two of
quota. They are folks who have the big
quotas, who have the big interest in
this program, and run the program to
benefit themselves.

That clearly is a conflict of interest.
This has nothing to do with denying
anybody a quota. This has nothing to
do with, really, reforming the program
per se. What this is, again, these are
two amendments that I am offering
today on peanuts, where I have accept-
ed the fact this program is going to
continue. We are going to have a pea-
nut program. I will not mess around
with it. Like the Senator from Idaho,
Senator CRAIG said, ‘‘Do not mess
around with these programs; keep
them in place so we have some cer-
tainty.’’ Well, I am for that. If that is
what happens, that is the way it has to
be, then that is the way it has to be,
but at least have a program that does
not benefit the wealthy, which is what
my first amendment deals with, and,
No. 2, does not have what appears to be
a blatant, bald-faced conflict of inter-
est between the people who benefit
from the program who also happen to
be the very same people who operate
and regulate the program.

What I am offering here is an amend-
ment that, again, I hope, given the na-
ture of the amendment, we can get an
agreement on this and maybe adopt it
tonight with little discussion after
mine. I yield the floor.

Mr. HEFLIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alabama.
Mr. HEFLIN. There are marketing

co-ops. There is the Virginia-Carolina
peanut growers marketing cooperative
and the Georgia-Florida-Alabama co-
op, and the Southwest peanut growers
co-op, who are allowed under the USDA
regulation to enter into various activi-

ties pertaining to the operation of the
peanut program.

In regard to this, it is my under-
standing that the manufacturers are in
the process of having a lawsuit pertain-
ing to this issue. They have filed a pro-
test letter to the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, but the issue over the
years has been worked out with the co-
op with the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture in such a manner as to be with-
in the purview of the ethics rules and
regulations. And therefore the concept
is not a violation of a conflict of inter-
est. The associations and co-ops are
closely supervised by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture personnel. They
have extensive in-house audits by Gov-
ernment officials, which are conducted
each year. It results in cost savings to
the Government because the operation
is contracted out. These are conducted
in small towns where the cost is less
than it would be if operated in Wash-
ington.

Now, there have been large groups of
merchants pertaining to it that have
attempted to bid for these positions
and to qualify to administer the pro-
gram, and that has been several years
ago, but they did not qualify pertain-
ing to this matter. This is a matter
that if there is any violation or any
conflict of interest, in our judgment, it
ought to be determined by the courts
rather than by the Congress at this
time, because there is a law firm that
is very much involved. They have al-
ready filed some letters, and they cer-
tainly are in the process of working
themselves into a court case pertaining
to this matter. But under it, the U.S.
Department of Agriculture has clearly
looked at this over the years, and they
do not feel that this is any violation of
any conflict of interest.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
just say to the Senator from Alabama
that my amendment merely says

if the Secretary of Agriculture determines,
using standards established to carry out title
II of the Ethics in Government Act of 1978,
that a member of the Board of Directors of
the association has a conflict of interest
with respect to the program.

You say that is something informally
being done. If we have an agreement
here, I would be happy to move the
amendment and, hopefully, we can
adopt it by consent.

Mr. HEFLIN. We can consult with
the Department of Agriculture before
any agreement relative to this matter.
As I understand it, this has been sub-
mitted to them and they have objec-
tions to it.

Mr. SANTORUM. I can’t hear the
Senator.

Mr. HEFLIN. As I understand it, this
has been shown to the Department of
Agriculture, and they have reserva-
tions pertaining to this. They are in
the process right now of probably be-
coming involved in a lawsuit. There-
fore, they object to it, and because
they object to it, I cannot agree to it.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays on this
amendment.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a

sufficient second?
There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 4995

Mr. SANTORUM. I call up amend-
ment No. 4995 and ask for the yeas and
nays on that amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. SANTORUM. I yield the floor to

the Senator from Mississippi, so we can
all go home.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 4979 AND 4980, WITHDRAWN

Mr. COCHRAN. Earlier tonight, the
Senate adopted two amendments of-
fered by the Senator from Nebraska,
Mr. KERREY. These were modifications
of previous amendments that he had
filed and were at the desk.

I, therefore, ask unanimous consent
to withdraw amendments Nos. 4979 and
4980, offered previously by the Senator
from Nebraska, Senator KERREY.

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

The amendments (Nos. 4979 and 4980)
were withdrawn.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, there
have been cleared two additional
amendments—one we offered earlier
and had withdrawn, and another
amendment.

I will send one up on behalf of Mr.
SMITH of New Hampshire, dealing with
rural utilities assistance program, and
the other offered on behalf of the Sen-
ator from Idaho, Mr. CRAIG, and others.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 5000 AND 5001, EN BLOC

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I send
two amendments to the desk, en bloc,
and ask for their immediate consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. COCH-
RAN] proposes amendments numbered 5000
and 5001, en bloc.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendments be dispensed with.

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

The amendments are as follows:
AMENDMENT NO. 5000

(Purpose: To provide that the town of Berlin,
New Hampshire, shall be eligible during
fiscal year 1997 for a grant under the rural
utilities assistance program)

On page 47, line 17, before the period, insert
the following: ‘‘: Provided further, That, not-
withstanding section 306(a)(7) of the Consoli-
dated Farm and Rural Development Act (7
U.S.C. 1926(a)(7)), the town of Berlin, New
Hampshire, shall be eligible during fiscal
year 1997 for a grant under the rural utilities
assistance program’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 5001

(Purpose: To require a review and report on
the H–2A non immigrant worker program)

At the end of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the amendment, insert the follow-
ing:

SEC. . REVIEW AND REPORT ON H–2A NON IMMI-
GRANT WORKERS PROGRAM.

(a) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense
of the Congress that the enactment of this
Act may impact the future availability of an
adequate work force for the producers of our
Nation’s labor intensive agricultural com-
modities and livestock.

(b) REVIEW.—The Comptroller General
shall review the effectiveness of the H–2A
nonimmigrant worker program to ensure
that the program provides a workable safety
valve in the event of future shortages of do-
mestic workers after the enactment of this
Act. Among other things, the Comptroller
General shall review the program to deter-
mine—

(1) that the program ensures that an ade-
quate supply of qualified United States
workers is available at the time and place
needed for employers seeking such workers
after the date of enactment of this Act;

(2) that the program ensures that there is
timely approval of applications for tem-
porary foreign workers under the H–2A non-
immigrant worker program in the event of
shortages of United States workers after the
date of enactment of this Act;

(3) that the program ensures that imple-
mentation of the H–2A nonimmigrant worker
program is not displacing United States agri-
cultural workers or diminishing the terms
and conditions of employment of United
States agricultural workers; and

(4) if and to what extent the H–2A non-
immigrant worker program is contributing
to the problem of illegal immigration.

(c) REPORT.— Not later than December 31,
1996, or three months after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, whichever is sooner, the
Comptroller General shall submit a report to
Congress setting forth the findings of the re-
view conducted under subsection (b);

(d) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section—
(1) the term ‘‘Comptroller General’’ means

the Comptroller General of the United
States; and

(2) the term ‘‘H–2A nonimmigrant worker
program’’ means the program for the admis-
sion of nonimmigrant aliens described in sec-
tion 101(a)(15)(H)(ii)(a) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am
authorized to announce to the Senate
on behalf of the Senator from Arkansas
that these two amendments have been
cleared on both sides of the aisle.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, without objection,
the amendments are agreed to.

The amendments (No. 5000 and No.
5001) were agreed to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote, and I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
f

MORNING BUSINESS

(During today’s session of the Sen-
ate, the following business was trans-
acted.)
f

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the
close of business yesterday, Monday,
July 22, the Federal debt stood at
$5,169,928,910,388.19.

On a per capita basis, every man,
woman, and child in America owes
$19,483.10 as his or her share of that
debt.

REPORT OF A NOTICE CONCERN-
ING THE CONTINUATION OF THE
IRAQI EMERGENCY—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT—PM 164

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the President of the United
States, together with an accompanying
report; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

To the Congress of the United States:
Section 202(d) of the National Emer-

gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides
for the automatic termination of a na-
tional emergency unless, prior to the
anniversary date of its declaration, the
President publishes in the Federal Reg-
ister and transmits to the Congress a
notice stating that the emergency is to
continue in effect beyond the anniver-
sary date. In accordance with this pro-
vision, I have sent the enclosed notice,
stating that the Iraqi emergency is to
continue in effect beyond August 2,
1996, to the Federal Register for publica-
tion.

The crisis between the United States
and Iraq that led to the declaration on
August 2, 1990, of a national emergency
has not been resolved. The Government
of Iraq continues to engage in activi-
ties inimical to stability in the Middle
East and hostile to United States in-
terests in the region. Such Iraqi ac-
tions pose a continuing unusual and ex-
traordinary threat to the national se-
curity and vital foreign policy inter-
ests of the United States. For these
reasons, I have determined that it is
necessary to maintain in force the
broad authorities necessary to apply
economic pressure on the Government
of Iraq.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, July 22, 1996.

f

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 11:22 a.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the
following bills, in which it requests the
concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 3159. An act to amend title 49, United
States Code, to authorize appropriations for
fiscal years 1997, 1998, and 1999 for the Na-
tional Transportation Safety Board, and for
other purposes.

H.R. 3267. An act to amend title 49, United
States Code, to prohibit individuals who do
not hold a valid private pilots certificate
from manipulating the controls of aircraft in
an attempt to set a record or engage in an
aeronautical competition or aeronautical
feat, and for other purposes.

H.R. 3536. An act to amend title 49, United
States Code, to require an air carrier to re-
quest and receive certain records before al-
lowing an individual to begin service as a
pilot, and for other purposes.

H.R. 3665. An act to transfer to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture the authority to con-
duct the census of agriculture.

H.R. 3845. An act making appropriations
for the government of the District of Colum-
bia and other activities chargeable in whole
or in part against revenues of said District
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