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the Food and Drug Administration, and
then put in a bottle and sent to a phar-
macy in Canada.

It would not be unsafe. It would be
cheaper, but not unsafe. Here is the
issue. This is a global economy, we are
told, and the pharmaceutical industry
certainly benefits from that global
economy. They buy their chemicals all
around the world to get the best prices,
and they should. They use these chemi-
cals to produce wonderful, life-saving
medicines. Then they ship that medi-
cine all around the world. They ship it
to Pembina, ND, and to Emerson,
Manitoba in Canada. Those two com-
munities are about 5 miles apart. For
the same medicine, produced in the
same manufacturing plant by the same
company, in the same dosage strength,
put in the same bottle, the manufac-
turers will charge the U.S. consumer
triple, double, or quadruple the price
charged the Canadian consumer.

The question is this: Why should an
American citizen have to go to Canada
to buy a drug that was produced in the
United States in order to find that
they will save 50 to 70 percent on the
price of that same drug? The answer is
that they should not have to go to Can-
ada to do that. There ought to be fairer
pricing of prescription drugs in this
country.

There is a little sweetheart law on
the books in this country that needs to
be amended. This law says that the
only entity that can re-import pre-
scription drugs into the United States
is its manufacturer. So when a pharma-
ceutical manufacturer makes a drug in
the United States and ships it to Can-
ada for sale at a fraction of the price—
and that is because Canada won’t allow
them to sell it at the price at which
they sell it in the United States—they
are able to say to pharmacists and drug
wholesalers in the United States that
they can’t go to Canada and buy it and
bring it back and pass the savings
along to their customers. Even though
it is the same drug, made in a plant in
the United States, and the plant is ap-
proved by the FDA, they can’t bring it
back from Canada. Why? Because a law
in this country prevents that. Talk
about a sweetheart deal.

Some of us want to amend that law.
Some Republicans and Democrats have
come together on legislation to allow
pharmacists and drug wholesalers to
import FDA-approved medicines. So in
response, the pharmaceutical industry
spent a fortune putting full-page ads in
newspapers today, saying this is about
“‘counterfeit medicine” that will kill
people. What a sack of lies. There is no
counterfeit medicine problem here. We
are talking about the importation of
prescription drugs in this country only
in instances where the chain of custody
has been assured and guaranteed.

This is the most profitable industry
in the world, and I understand that it
wants to protect its profits. I think the
drug companies do a lot of wonderful
things. But I don’t think it is wonder-
ful when they tell senior citizens in
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this country—all citizens, for that
matter, but especially senior citizens—
we have a life-saving drug, but you will
pay double the price of what we charge
anywhere else in the world. That is not
fair. But it happens all the time.

What we ought to do is decide that if
this is a global economy, it is a global
economy for senior citizens and for
pharmacists, as long as we assure the
chain of custody and resolve the issue
of safety.

A pharmacist in Grand Forks, ND,
cannot go to Winnipeg, Canada, to buy
the same pill, in the same bottle, made
in the same manufacturing plant, and
bring it back and pass the savings
along to senior citizens. Senior citizens
are 12 percent of our population, yet
they use one-third of all the prescrip-
tion drugs in this country. They have
reached their retirement years, the
years in which their incomes are lim-
ited, and they discover that they must
pay the highest prices for prescription
drugs of any group of consumers in the
world. That is not fair.

Miracle drugs only perform miracles
if you can afford to take them. Life-
saving drugs only save lives if you can
afford to access those drugs. I have had
hearings all across this country, and I
have heard identical testimony in
every State. Senior citizens tell me:
When I go to the grocery store, I must
first go to the pharmacy at the back of
the store to buy my prescription drugs
because only then will I know how
much money I have left to pay for food.
Only then will I know how much
money I have left with which to eat.

That is happening all across this
country. The folks in the pharma-
ceutical industry want to continue to
charge U.S. consumers double, triple,
or quadruple the prices they impose
upon citizens of other countries. That
is not fair. We ought to change it.

In the appropriations bill when it was
considered by the House, the House en-
acted two amendments to essentially
prevent the FDA from enforcing the
current law.

In the Senate, there will be an
amendment offered by one of my Re-
publican colleagues, myself, and oth-
ers. The Senate amendment would also
allow pharmacists and drug whole-
salers to import prescription drugs
that were produced in the United
States, in plants that are approved by
the FDA, but it includes provisions to
ensure this is done in a safe manner.
We hope enough Members of the Senate
will agree so that we will be able to get
this done in the coming days.

I yield the floor.

————

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

ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2001

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate now
turn to H.R. 4461, the Agriculture ap-
propriations bill. I further ask unani-
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mous consent that all after the enact-
ing clause of H.R. 4461 be stricken and
the text of S. 25636 with a modified divi-
sion B be inserted in lieu thereof, and
that the new text be treated as original
text for the purpose of further amend-
ment, and that no point of order be
waived.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I express my appre-
ciation to Senator WELLSTONE for
being so reasonable on this issue. As
usual, he spotted the issue. It has been
explained to him. We are now moving
forward on this legislation.

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

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I know the
manager, Senator COCHRAN, is ready to
proceed. We hope to go forward with
opening statements and any amend-
ments that can be considered tonight. I
will consult with Senator COCHRAN and
the managers about how to proceed
throughout the remainder of the night.
But we will turn back to this legisla-
tion in the morning not later than 9:30.
We will have stacked votes, if any are
ready by then, at 2:15 or 2:30 p.m. to-
morrow. We will indicate a specific
time later.

I thank the Senator from Mississippi,
Senator COCHRAN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 4461) making appropriations
for Agriculture, Rural Development, Food
and Drug Administration, and Related Agen-
cies programs for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, and for other purposes.

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

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am
very pleased to present for the Senate’s
consideration the fiscal year 2001 Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and
Drug Administration, and related agen-
cies appropriations bill. This bill pro-
vides fiscal year 2001 funding for the
programs and activities of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, the Food and
Drug Administration, and the Com-
modity Futures Trading Commission.
The U.S. Forest Service is funded by
the Interior appropriations bill.

This bill, as reported, also provides
fiscal year 2000 supplemental appro-
priations and rescissions to respond to
emergency needs resulting from nat-
ural disasters and other unanticipated
funding requirements.

The fiscal year 2001 provisions are
contained in Division A of the reported
bill. It provides total new budget au-
thority for fiscal year 2001 of $75.3 bil-
lion. This is $295 million less than the
fiscal year 2000 enacted level, excluding
emergency appropriations, and $1.5 bil-
lion less than the President’s budget
request.

Just over eighty percent of the total
recommended by this bill is for manda-
tory appropriations over which the Ap-
propriations Committee has no effec-
tive control. The spending levels for
these programs are governed by au-
thorizing statutes. The mandatory pro-
grams funded by this bill include the
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Commodity Credit Corporation, the
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation,
and the Food Stamp and Child Nutri-
tion Programs.

About twenty percent of the total ap-
propriations recommended by this bill
is for discretionary programs and ac-
tivities. Including Congressional budg-
et scorekeeping adjustments and prior-
year spending actions, this bill rec-
ommends total discretionary spending
of $14.850 billion in budget authority
and $14.925 billion in outlays for fiscal
year 2001. These amounts are con-
sistent with the Subcommittee’s dis-
cretionary spending allocations.

I would like to take a few moments
to summarize the bill’s major funding
recommendations. For the Food Safety
and Inspection Service, appropriations
of $678 million are recommended, $29
million more than the fiscal year 2000
level. For the Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, $468 million is rec-
ommended, $25 million more than the
2000 level.

Appropriations for TUSDA head-
quarters operations and for other agri-
culture marketing and regulatory pro-
grams are approximately $84 million
more than the fiscal year 2000 appro-
priations levels. Included in this in-
crease is $256 million to support infor-
mation technology investments in sup-
port of the Department’s Service Cen-
ter Modernization initiative; $42.4 mil-
lion to support the Department of Ag-
riculture’s buildings and facilities and
rental payment requirements; $5.9 mil-
lion, as requested, for costs associated
with implementing the Mandatory
Livestock Reporting Act; and $6.2 mil-
lion for the Agricultural Marketing
Service to implement a micro-
biological data program.

For farm credit programs, the bill
funds an estimated $3.1 billion total
loan program level, the same as the fis-
cal year 2000 level, excluding additional
loans funded through fiscal year 2000
emergency appropriations. The amount
recommended includes $559.4 million
for farm ownership loans and $2.4 bil-
lion for farm operating loans.

For salaries and expenses of the
Farm Service Agency, total appropria-
tions of $1.095 billion are recommended.
This is $89 million more than the 2000
level and the same as the President’s
budget request.

The bill provides total appropriations
of $1.4 billion for agriculture research,
education, and extension activities. In-
cluded in this amount is an increase of
$3.8 million from fiscal year 2000 for
Agricultural Research Service (ARS)
buildings and facilities, an increase of
$41.2 million for research activities of
the ARS; and a $19.2 million increase in
funding for the Cooperative State Re-
search, Education, and Extension Serv-
ice.

For conservation programs adminis-
tered by USDA’s Natural Resources
Conservation Service, total funding of
$867.6 million is provided, $63 million
more than the 2000 level. This includes
$714 million for conservation oper-
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ations, $11 million for watershed sur-
veys and planning, $99 million for wa-
tershed and flood prevention oper-
ations, $36 million for the resource con-
servation and development program,
and $6 million for the forestry incen-
tives program.

USDA’s Foreign Agricultural Service
is funded at a program level of $117.7
million, $4 million more than the fiscal
year 2000 level. In addition, a total pro-
gram level of $996.7 million is rec-
ommended for the Public Law 480 pro-
gram, the same as the fiscal year 2001
budget request and $51.4 million more
than the fiscal year 2000 level. This in-
cludes $159.7 million for Title I and $837
million for Title II of the program.

The bill also provides a total pro-
gram level of $2.5 billion for rural eco-
nomic and community development
programs. Included in this amount is
$749 million for the Rural Community
Advancement Program, $33 million for
the Rural Business-Cooperative Serv-
ice, and $75 million to support a total
$2.6 billion program level for rural elec-
tric and telecommunications loans.

In addition, the bill devotes addi-
tional resources to those programs
which provide affordable, safe, and de-
cent housing for low-income individ-
uals and families living in rural Amer-
ica. Estimated rural housing loan au-
thorizations funded by this bill total
$4.6 billion. Included in this amount is
$4.3 billion in section 502 low-income
housing direct and guaranteed loans
and $114 million in section 515 rental
housing loans. In addition, $680 million
is included for the rental assistance
program. This is the same as the budg-
et request and $40 million more than
the 2000 appropriations level.

Appropriations totaling $35 billion
for USDA’s nutrition assistance pro-
grams continue to command the high-
est percentage of the total appropria-
tions recommended by the bill—mearly
47 percent of the total new budget au-
thority provided. This includes $9.5 bil-
lion for child nutrition programs, in-
cluding $6 million to complete funding
for the school breakfast pilot program;
$4.05 Dbillion for the Special Supple-
mental Nutrition Program for Women,
Infants, and Children (WIC); $140 mil-
lion for the commodity assistance pro-
gram; $140 million for the elderly feed-
ing program; and $21.2 billion for the
food stamp program.

For those independent agencies fund-
ed by the bill, the Committee provides
total appropriations of $1.2 billion, $54
million more than the 2000 level. In-
cluded in this amount is $67 million for
the Commodity Futures Trading Com-
mission, and $1.1 billion for the Food
and Drug Administration (FDA). The
bill also establishes a limitation of
$36.8 million on administrative ex-
penses of the Farm Credit Administra-
tion.

Total appropriations recommended
for salaries and expenses of the FDA
are $33.7 million more than the 2000 ap-
propriations level. This additional
amount, along with $34 million redi-
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rected from FDA’s tobacco program in
light of the recent Supreme Court deci-
sion, provides a total increase of $67.7
million for fiscal year 2001. Included in
this amount is the full increase re-
quested in the budget for FDA rental
payments to the General Services Ad-
ministration; an additional $24 million
for FDA food safety initiatives; and $25
million for premarket review activi-
ties. The additional funding for pre-
market review will continue to
strengthen FDA’s ability to perform its
core statutory mission of reviewing
drugs, foods, medical devices and prod-
ucts within statutory time frames and
to ensure patients’ speedy access to
new products and the latest tech-
nology.

The bill also makes available $149
million in Prescription Drug User Fee
Act collections, $4 million more than
the fiscal year 2000 level.

The discretionary budget authority
allocation for this bill is approxi-
mately $200 million more than the CBO
baseline level, or a ‘‘freeze’ at the 2000
enacted appropriations level. To pro-
vide the increases the Committee felt
were necessary to maintain funding for
essential farm, housing, and rural de-
velopment programs, several manda-
tory funding restrictions are included
in the bill. Modest limitations on the
Environmental Quality Incentives and
Conservation Farm Option programs
are maintained at the fiscal year 2000
levels. Funding for the Initiative for
Future Agriculture and Food Systems
and the Fund for Rural America is de-
ferred until fiscal year 2002, as pro-
posed in the President’s budget.

Although the total discretionary
spending recommended by this bill is
approximately $277 million in budget
authority below the President’s budget
request level, as reestimated by the
Congressional Budget Office, the Presi-
dent’s proposed budget relies on addi-
tional revenues and savings to accom-
modate much higher levels of discre-
tionary spending. The President’s
budget proposes to generate a net total
of $664 million in collections from new
user fee proposals, and to redirect
funds from ongoing projects and Con-
gressional initiatives to pay for Presi-
dential initiatives.

This Committee does not have the
luxury of relying on revenues and sav-
ings from legislative proposals that
have not been acted on by the Congress
and signed into law. Consequently,
within the discretionary spending limi-
tations established for this bill, we
have not been able to afford many of
the discretionary spending increases
and new initiatives proposed by the Ad-
ministration, and still remain con-
sistent with the Budget Act.

Food safety continues to be a high
priority of this Committee. This bill,
as recommended to the Senate, pro-
vides the funds necessary to ensure
that American consumers continue to
have the safest food supply in the
world. Not only does this bill provide
increased funds required for meat and
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poultry inspection activities of the
Food Safety and Inspection Service, it
provides total funding of $377 million, a
$563 million increase from the 2000 level,
for USDA and FDA programs and ac-
tivities included in the President’s
Food Safety Initiative.

Turning to ‘Division B”’, the re-
ported bill recommended a net total of
$2.2 billion for emergency and regular
supplemental appropriations and re-
scissions for the fiscal year 2000.

A number of these provisions have
been enacted into law as part of the
conference report on the fiscal year
2001 Military Construction Appropria-
tions Act. The substitute amendment
deletes those provisions and makes
other accompanying technical and con-
forming changes to Division B of the
reported bill.

The Chairmen of the various Appro-
priations Subcommittees may speak to
those provisions in Division B of the
reported bill under their respective ju-
risdictions.

However, for programs and activities
within the jurisdiction of the Agri-
culture Subcommittee, Division B, as
modified, recommends $1.1 billion in

emergency supplemental appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2000.
Supplemental appropriations for

emergency housing and relief to farm-
ers as a result of the North Carolina
hurricane and other natural disasters;
for the Farm Service Agency to meet
high workload demands; and to offset
the assessment on peanut producers for
program losses have now been enacted
into law.

The remaining emergency supple-
mental appropriations recommended in
the bill reported to the Senate still
must be addressed.

These include the $13 million re-
quested by the President to cover a
shortfall in available funding for crop
insurance premium discounts; $35 mil-
lion to support ongoing acreage enroll-
ments in the Conservation Reserve and
Wetlands Reserve programs; and an ad-
ditional $130 million for the Rural
Community Advancement Program.

Just as devastating to producers as
losses from hurricanes, drought and
other natural disasters are losses from
new and emergent diseases and pest in-
festations. The bill provides authority
for the Secretary of Agriculture to
compensate growers for losses as a re-
sult of the plum pox virus which has
devastated the stone fruit industry;
citrus canker; Mexican fruit fly; grass-
hoppers and Mormon crickets; and
Pierce’s disease, a new problem plagu-
ing the grape industry.

In addition, emergency assistance to-
taling an estimated $443 million is rec-
ommended for dairy producers and $450
million for livestock producers.

Mr. President, this appropriations
bill was reported by the Committee on
May 10th. It was one of the first of the
thirteen fiscal year 2001 appropriations
bills to be reported to the Senate by
the Appropriations Committee.

Although the companion bill was re-
ported from the House Appropriations
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Committee around that same time, on
May 16th, the House did not begin con-
sideration of the bill until June 29. The
House resumed consideration of the bill
immediately following the July recess
and passed the bill on July 11 by a vote
of 339-82.

There are approximately 26 legisla-
tive days remaining before the October
1 start of the fiscal year. It is my hope
we can expedite the Senate’s consider-
ation of this bill so we can go to con-
ference with the House and get this bill
to the President as quickly as possible.

I thank the distinguished Senator
from Wisconsin, the ranking member
of the subcommittee, Mr. KOHL, as well
as other members of the subcommittee,
for their support and cooperation in
putting this bill together. It is never
easy to determine funding priorities, or
to balance the many competing and le-
gitimate needs that confront agri-
culture in this bill and stay within the
subcommittee’s required spending limi-
tations. I believe this bill represents a
responsible funding recommendation. I
ask the Senators to give it their favor-
able consideration.

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. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent
that the order for the quorum call be
rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWNBACK). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

————

MEASURE READ THE FIRST
TIME—S. 2886

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, on behalf of the leader, I un-
derstand that S. 2886 is at the desk, and
I ask for its first reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 2886) to provide for retail com-
petition for the sale of electric power, to au-
thorize States to recover transition costs,
and for other purposes.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I now ask for its second
reading, and object to my own request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The bill will receive its second read-
ing on the next legislative day.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. MURKOWSKI. 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. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I be al-
lowed to speak as in morning business
for a period of about 15 minutes, or
until the leader seeks recognition.

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

———

ENERGY

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
would like to chat a little bit about en-
ergy this evening because there are
several misconceptions relative to the
position that the United States is cur-
rently in relative to the high gasoline
prices that we have been subjected to
in the last several months.

First of all, the bad news is, there is
no relief in sight. What we currently
have is a situation where, simply, the
available refining capacity associated
with gasoline production and the de-
mand is such that the two lines are al-
most parallel. In other words, our abil-
ity to produce gasoline and the current
consumption of gasoline are about
equal. So as a consequence, in reality,
we are drawing down our reserves. This
is at a time when normally our re-
serves would be substantially higher.

There is a reason for this. I think the
American people should understand
and appreciate reality because what we
have is a situation where our refining
capacity has been reduced dramati-
cally over the last 8 years. We have
lost about 37 refineries in the United
States during the last 10-year period.
There has not been a new refinery built
in the United States in almost two dec-
ades.

What we have, then, is a concentra-
tion of our existing refineries operating
at near full capacity, producing the re-
quirements associated with the public’s
demand for gasoline, coupled with the
problems associated with meeting the
Clean Air Act, which mandates certain
reformulated gasolines in various parts
of the country.

We had testimony before the com-
mittee of which I am chairman, the En-
ergy and Natural Resources Com-
mittee, earlier last week. One of the
principals with the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency identified that the En-
vironmental Protection Agency, under
their interpretation of the Clean Air
Act, has mandated as many as nine
specific cuts of reformulated gasolines
that have a regional application
around the country. That means in
California you have one type of refor-
mulated gasoline. You have another
type in Chicago. You may have another
type in Atlanta.

These have gone into effect as a con-
sequence of the June 1 new mandates
for reformulated gasoline in various
parts of the country. What this means
is, the refineries have to separate and
move and store separately these dif-
ferent cuts of gasoline. The cost, of
course, is significant from the stand-
point of what the American public has
to pay.

We have seen, since the spiraling
price of crude oil over the last year—
where a year ago prices were $11, $12,
$13, $14 a barrel—an average price of
nearly $30 a barrel this year.

The difficulty we experience is, hav-
ing become so dependent on imported
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