
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH3432 June 11, 2002
OPPOSITION TO PRIVATIZING AIR

TRAFFIC CONTROLLERS
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

KELLER). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Mississippi
(Mr. SHOWS) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. SHOWS. Mr. Speaker, tonight I
rise to express my concern in opposi-
tion to privatizing air traffic control-
lers in airports across our country.

I do not know about my colleagues,
Mr. Speaker, but the safety of the fly-
ing public should not be done by the
lowest bidder. Congress has already de-
termined that privatization does not
guarantee better service, safety, or ef-
ficiency.

Frankly, we were all shocked to
learn of the President’s executive
order, released last Friday, deleting
the words ‘‘an inherently governmental
function’’ from an executive order of
December 2000 regarding air traffic
controllers, which set the wheels of pri-
vatization into motion.

It is amazing to me that this Con-
gress has invested billions of dollars on
a new agency to federalize baggage
screeners while at the same time enter-
taining the idea of contracting out our
important air traffic control positions
for the cheapest offer. This is an illogi-
cal step and inconsistent with our pre-
vious attempts to ensure a safe means
of transportation.

We should heed warnings from other
countries that are currently struggling
under privatization. The privatized sys-
tems of Canada and Great Britain have
not worked. Canada has delayed buying
new equipment, postponed hiring new
controllers, and even increased fees to
cover costs.
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Great Britain resorted to the banks

for a bailout. Is this the system we
want to follow? In talking about pri-
vatization and Social Security, I think
we have a comparison. Look what hap-
pened to the stock market. What would
happen if we privatized Social Security
today.

We talk about competition. I wish
the President and the administration
would look at competition towards
pharmaceutical companies and bidding
on the Medicare prescription drug pro-
gram, having pharmaceutical compa-
nies bid to get the business of Medicare
for pharmaceutical drugs for our sen-
iors. It makes it competitive, but they
will not talk about that. During the
confusion of September 11, our hard-
working air traffic controllers landed
5,000 planes in less than 2 hours with-
out one operational error. Should we
privatize a system that performed so
efficiently and accurately during the
most critical day of all days?

I hope this Congress is not fooled by
the promise, or gimmick, of privatiza-
tion.

f

AGRICULTURAL CROSSROADS
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

KELLER). Under the Speaker’s an-

nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
last month’s enactment of the agri-
culture authorization bill signaled that
we are at a crossroads here in America,
not just as it relates to agriculture,
but very interesting developments for
the environment, community develop-
ment, and even the huge increase in ag-
ricultural funding could not conceal
the cracks that are emerging as these
issues are coming forward.

Hidden behind all of the fireworks
that surrounded the agricultural bill,
we have ended up with it being further
removed from the needs of most farm-
ers. It is not only removed from the
public we are supposed to serve, not
only removed from the agricultural in-
terests, but it is even removed from the
will of the Members of this body.

I recall on this floor working hard on
a motion to instruct the conferees of
the House to vote in favor of provisions
of the Senate that would have placed a
$275,000 payment limit. Despite the fact
that it was passed by 265 of our col-
leagues, it was ignored by the conferees
in favor of a $360,000 payment limit
that itself was riddled with exemptions
which will make it largely meaning-
less.

Mr. Speaker, I am afraid we are hav-
ing two very different visions of the ag-
ricultural future of this country
emerge as a part of those deliberations.
One is for the status quo which is a mu-
tation of over 70 years of depression-
era subsidization which no longer
meets the needs of average farmers,
consumers, and certainly not the envi-
ronment.

This vision is opposed to one that is
economically sound, a sustainable fu-
ture, that is in fact healthy for the
farmers, the environment, consumers
and the taxpayer. What matters? Why
would a city representative like me be-
come so interested in farm policy?
Well, we cannot deal with the govern-
ments of this country without focusing
on the role that agriculture plays. It is
firmly grounded in American lore, our
history and our tradition. Think back
to Thomas Jefferson’s agrarian ideals.
Ignore for a moment that this was sort
of an effete intellectual who never
turned a profit on his many acres of
land and several hundred slaves, never
mind that he was hopelessly in debt,
and eventually lost his estate at his
death to his creditors. Nevertheless,
that vision, that agrarian ideal of
Thomas Jefferson persists; and agri-
culture still is essential today to
America, even though only 2 percent of
our population is actively involved
with farming, versus 25 percent or
more in the 1930s. There are still 2 mil-
lion family farms and ranches that
cover nearly 50 percent of the land area
in the lower 48 States.

Americans spend 10 percent of their
income on food, and that is one of the

lowest ratios in the world. However,
this 10 percent that we spend is dis-
guised by a variety of subsidies and tax
payments. Indeed, 40 percent of net
farm income comes from the Federal
Government. So there are a great num-
ber of tax dollars that are claimed.
There are huge environmental costs
that are associated with our current
system of production which I will talk
about in a few minutes, and consumers
are paying exorbitant prices for com-
modities like sugar, more than twice
the world market, pay dearly for avo-
cados, peanuts, and the list goes on.

The environmental impacts of agri-
business is something that I think is
important for us to focus on. It is, for
instance, in many areas extraor-
dinarily water-intensive. It is not just
a problem occasionally when we have
some parts of the country as they are
today facing drought and water quality
problems. Although even the adminis-
tration seems to acknowledge that we
are going to be facing serious problems
associated with global climate change,
they are not prepared to offer up any
solutions for that, but that is going to
have potentially very profound effects
on how water is supplied in the future.

Mr. Speaker, it takes a tremendous
amount of water for us to be involved
in some grotesquely inappropriate ac-
tivities. We are providing heavily sub-
sidized water for subsidized crops, like
growing cotton and rice in the desert.
In the Pacific Northwest, we have been
having problems in the Klamath River
basin where we have water-intensive
agriculture in an arid plane.

It takes an enormous amount of
water to produce meat for human con-
sumption. 1,000 tons of water for one
ton of grain; and increasingly, our cat-
tle are grain fed and it requires almost
5 pounds of grain to produce one pound
of beef for human consumption. If we
do the math, you see the huge amount
of water that is involved in the produc-
tion of cattle.

Agriculture also poses many of the
most important challenges to water
quality. It contributes to poor water
quality in 60 percent of the Nation’s
impaired river miles, which is more
than the dams, sewage discharges, and
urban storm drainage combined. Think
of it. Agriculture produces 60 percent
of the water quality problems in the
Nation’s impaired river miles, more
than dams, sewage discharges, and
urban storm drainage combined.

We have a situation where the petro-
chemical fertilizers are also exten-
sively required. It takes on average ap-
proximately 1.2 gallons for every bush-
el of corn. And then there is the oil
production for energy. A typical cow
will consume the equivalent of 284 gal-
lons of oil in their lifetime, the energy
necessary to sustain that animal. We
have essentially transformed cattle
from solar-powered animals to fossil
fuel machines.

It is also a diet that is unhealthy and
unnatural for these animals. It has
turned once bucolic agricultural enter-
prises into an extension of the modern

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 04:17 Jun 12, 2002 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00134 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K11JN7.124 pfrm01 PsN: H11PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3433June 11, 2002
factory. And it has not just made these
animals’ lives miserable, based entirely
on eating, adding weight until they can
be slaughtered, but there is persuasive
evidence that it is actually changing
their metabolisms and their digestive
systems, producing meat that is de-
monstrably less healthy to consume in
the short-term, and maybe having
long-term consequences that are ex-
traordinarily negative for overall
human health. There have been studies
which have contrasted some of the nat-
ural, grass-fed beef in Italy where there
is approximately 15 percent of the fat,
as opposed to grain-fed beef and 38 per-
cent of the calories of standard cattle.

It goes beyond just the fat content.
There are concerns about developing
resistance to medicines due to the in-
discriminate use of antibiotics. It is es-
timated that 80 percent of the total
quantity of antibiotics used in the
United States are administered to food
animals, putting that in the food
chain. It may well be that the kind of
meat that we are eating today as a so-
ciety is much less healthy because of
the increased presence of these anti-
biotics which in turn build up resist-
ance from the germs and create a cycle
which makes us more susceptible to
stronger germs, and having less ability
to use antibiotics to protect us.

And of course, dealing with the fat,
our House physician has been working
with Members in this chamber to en-
courage more awareness of our life-
style, the problems of saturated fat.
Now that the cows are eating more
corn instead of grass, the meat con-
tains more saturated fat. There is an-
other health and environmental prob-
lem dealing with prodigious quantities
of animal waste.

We are finding that county after
county in States like Nebraska are now
moving into areas of land-use planning
because they are being overwhelmed by
the consequences of these concentrated
feed lot operations.

In Iowa, it is an issue of hog waste. A
hog can produce up to 10 times the
waste of a human. U.S. factory farms
generated 1.4 billion tons of animal
waste in 1996 according to the EPA.
Imagine a farm of 100,000 hogs. It could
produce the waste of a city of almost a
million people, yet we will look at a
State like North Carolina, where there
are no requirements for the sewage
treatment plant of these vast hog oper-
ations. Think of that. Living next to a
city of 100,000, 500,000, up to a million
people, and not having adequate sew-
age treatment. We would not stand for
it. Sadly, in this country, in many
rural areas, the States do not have ade-
quate protection to ensure that these
vast quantities of waste are going to be
adequately processed to protect
against damage to water quality.

Again, in some States they have bent
over backwards in fact to protect these
interests at the expense of people. In
Iowa, their State legislature in its wis-
dom has prevented local governments
from providing land use protections

against the damage that is brought
about by these vast hog factory farms.
In fact, it was interesting recently in
Iowa there was a special election for a
State Senate position where the in-
cumbent, a Republican in a very safe
Republican district, had been ap-
pointed by the President to some ad-
ministrative position. There was a spe-
cial election. The outrage in this Re-
publican district was such that with a
62 percent vote, they elected a Demo-
crat to take that position.

There is slowly at the grassroots
level a realization that States and the
Federal Government that are not deal-
ing with the protection of the citizens,
are doing them a disservice. People in
Iowa again cannot sue for damages as
long as some minimum spacing re-
quirement is maintained. There have
been people who have basically lost the
entire value of their property with no
recourse as a result of it.

In North Carolina, I am sad to say,
the Members of this House in the after-
math of Hurricane Floyd a couple of
years ago, and Members may recall in
the aftermath of that terrible hurri-
cane, the damage that was done. Our
hearts went out to the people of North
Carolina. We stepped up, provided
money and disaster assistance, but who
can forget the disgusting photos of the
bloated bodies of hogs, or hogs perched
on floating debris.
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As a result of those floods, there were
massive problems associated with hog
lagoons in flood plains that resulted in
a leaching of these animal wastes,
these toxins, out into the environment
for months after the hurricane. Unfor-
tunately, Federal money was spent to
rebuild those hog lagoons in the flood
plains, back in harm’s way, where
again in the future, as sure as any-
thing, we are going to be faced with
that tragedy again, the damage to the
environment.

We are finding that in State after
State there are problems with large
farm operations that change the hy-
drology of farm country. There is cre-
ation of vast amounts of soil erosion
that takes the toxins and the fer-
tilizers and washes it into waterways,
actually waterways that did not used
to be there. Throughout the upper Mid-
west, we have these vast fields today
that are a result of miles and miles,
hundreds of thousands of miles, of
drainage tiles that have been installed.
Yet we have not taken the steps that
are necessary in the main to protect
the further erosion of the soil, the tox-
ins, into those waterways.

And it is not just a case of erosion,
pesticides, toxins. We are losing vast
acreages of farmland still to sprawl.
More than 90 million acres of farmland
across this Nation are threatened by
sprawl today, and we lose more than 2
million acres every year to urban de-
velopment. That is more than all the
topsoil that is eroded. We cover it with
blacktop. The number of acres of farm-

land lost to sprawl has doubled over
the last 6 years, most of which was
amongst our most productive farm-
land.

Think back in history. What was the
most productive farm county in the
United States in 1950? Los Angeles
County. From what we have seen, this
pattern continues. Because the settle-
ment patterns were in areas that were
rich agricultural arenas, people moved
there. That is where the settlements
started. There were trade activities.
People radiated out from them in areas
that were the most productive farm-
land. Thus it is today that most of our
major metropolitan areas are in and
around extraordinarily productive
farmland. But we are watching this
farmland being lost at a dramatic rate.

It took us approximately 350 years to
create America’s footprint of urban de-
velopment and settlement. Three hun-
dred fifty years. But 15 percent of that
footprint occurred in the years 1992 to
1997. We developed an area approxi-
mately 17 million acres. This is ap-
proximately the size of West Virginia.
It is important, Mr. Speaker, for us to
focus on the need of this country to be
able to protect that delicate area
where the urban and the farm areas
intersect, and we must do a better job.

There are some that suggest that this
is an area or that it is something that
the Federal Government does not be-
long in, that if we are talking about
land use and agricultural policy, that
is something that is local and State. I
would beg to differ. American agri-
culture has developed as a direct result
of Federal Government policy. It start-
ed when the Federal Government en-
forced taking land away from Native
Americans and giving it to European
settlers to farm during the beginning
of the Republic. We had major pieces of
legislation that exploded, the Home-
stead Act of 1862, legislation that cre-
ated the land grant colleges where we
had the agricultural colleges and uni-
versities. There were the vast reclama-
tion projects that changed the hydrol-
ogy of whole ecosystems.

I mentioned earlier in the Pacific
Northwest, the Klamath Basin. This
has been an area of great agitation and
concern because we had these interests
clash this last year when we had ex-
treme drought conditions, and it sort
of put a spotlight on the fallacy of the
Federal programs over the last 100
years. We committed as a Federal Gov-
ernment far more in terms of water
than we could deliver to those farmers
that we lured to that area. We lured
them a century ago, we did it again
after World War II when we encouraged
returning veterans to settle in the
Klamath Basin, but a terrible price has
been paid.

We have overallocated water rights
to farmers and ignored critical habitat
requirements. This vast Klamath River
Basin is an area where the flightway
for 90 percent of the north-south mi-
gratory waterfowl stop. It is an area
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where there are significant commit-
ments to other wildlife and, Mr. Speak-
er, one of the areas that we have made,
I think, a serious misstep deals with
our commitments to Native Ameri-
cans. Native Americans in this region
and elsewhere, particularly in the arid
West, had claims for fishing and hunt-
ing. Their water rights are not being
properly acknowledged and respected.
So in total in the Klamath River Basin
as we have seen elsewhere in the West
in particular, there is more than the
U.S. Government and Mother Nature
can now deliver.

But there was a front page story in
the New York Times 10 days ago that
talked about the problem that is being
faced by the city of Atlanta, where
there is a three-state struggle over
scarce water in an area where people
think of it as being rich and certainly
water not being a problem. But it is.
We have other areas here where we are
dealing with the vast range of Federal
programs that the Federal Government
built, railroads at government expense
that helped promote agriculture. I will,
I guess, not go into that because the
time is late and I want to deal with
some of the other issues that relate to
the way that the industry is structured
today.

Today’s agricultural industry looks
far different than it did even a genera-
tion ago. We have huge agribusiness
processing plants that are dominating
the commodities, processing, meat
packing. Eighty percent of the beef
cattle born in this country are slaugh-
tered and marketed by four giant meat
packing companies. There is a similar
concentration in poultry, in hog farm-
ing.

We are seeing increasingly with our
agricultural programs, and the most
recent farm bill sadly brings it to a
new level, that we are concentrating
those farm subsidies to large farms,
large corporate interests, shutting out
smaller operations and changing the
nature of how people choose to farm
based on government programs, not on
what the marketplace requires.

One example that struck me was a
story earlier this year in the New York
Times celebrating how cotton was now
king again in certain areas of Mis-
sissippi and Texas, that farmers did not
have to grow soybeans, that somehow
cotton was more in keeping with their
traditions, and they liked it. But as
you read the text of the article, it was
not because somehow there was an up-
surge of demand for cotton or that
there has been a lack of interest in soy-
beans. It is just that for the time
being, the rate of subsidization for cot-
ton exceeded the rate of subsidization
for soybeans, so we were growing cot-
ton now. Cotton was king, not because
that is what the marketplace wanted
or demanded; it is because that is what
the Federal Government’s subsidies
made more lucrative.

We have talked on the floor of this
Chamber, and I have worked since I
have been in Congress with my col-

league, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. DAN MILLER), joined with the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE
MILLER), dealing with the outrageous
situation we have in this country deal-
ing with the sugar quota system. It is
hard to imagine a cycle that is more
frustrating for the taxpayers, more
damaging for the environment and
frankly makes us look more foolish.

Over the last 40 years, we have dra-
matically increased the acreage of
sugar cane production in Florida’s Ev-
erglades. It was approximately 60,000
acres. Today it is in the neighborhood
of 450, 460,000 acres, an increase of more
than seven times in 40 years. This has
been fueled because the United States
has a restrictive quota system that
mandates that we in this country will
pay two or three times the world price
of sugar, and people that can grow it
more cheaply or more efficiently are
not able to bring it into this country.
In fact, we are growing so much sugar
that we are paying millions of dollars
this year to store the surplus sugar.

But it is not just that the American
consumers are paying more for the
sugar and that they are paying to store
the surplus sugar. We are also driving
confectioners out of this country be-
cause people who are making candy
rely heavily on sugar as a principal in-
gredient and sugar is so much more in-
expensive just across the border in
Canada or in Mexico that it does not
make sense to manufacture these prod-
ucts in the United States. So Life-
savers, that quintessential American
icon, is now moving its production out
of the United States, in part because
we are shooting ourselves in the foot
with the environment, with the econ-
omy.

And of course, there is no small irony
that this Congress in recent years has
been patting itself on the back, the last
two administrations have celebrated
that we are investing $8.5 billion as a
down payment to clean up the Ever-
glades which are appropriately tar-
geted for investment because they are
a precious natural resource, a national
treasure. But we are paying to clean up
what we are subsidizing people to pol-
lute at the same time we are paying
the world market times two or three;
and because of the sugar prices, we are
driving candy manufacturers out of the
United States. It is hard to imagine a
textbook case that more vividly under-
scores how our environmental, trade
and agricultural policies are bumping
into each other, running amuck.

Indeed, I think you do not have to
look very far to find examples where
the farm bill is a pretty good barom-
eter about how far out of whack things
are. It is hard to get a good handle on
the actual costs, because the official
estimates that we used for the arcane
sort of budget scoring were based on
some numbers from April 2001 that by
the time March of 2002 came around,
earlier this spring, it was quite clear
that the assumptions were wrong. Be-
cause of the overproduction that would

be stimulated, prices would be lower.
Because there is more support, it would
encourage more production. So there
will be more participation at lower
prices which means the gap is not
going to be assumed by the market-
place, and is not going to be assumed
by the farmers who will bear the price
of producing too much that the world
markets do not want.
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The gap is going to be paid by the
American taxpayer.

We already know that our estimates
from a year ago are probably at least
$12 billion understated, and it is very
likely as time goes on, as we find out
all the little provisions that are in this
bill, as the media is exploring new pro-
tections for lentils and chick-peas, as
it is clear that we are going to have a
new transitional payment on top of
what we are doing for peanuts to try to
pay them to move into the future, that
there is going to be additional costs
that are buried. This Congress had a
chance to draw a line and establish
some reasonable limits and caps.

I mentioned earlier that there was an
effort on the part of the Senate, and I
tip my hat to Senator HARKIN. I appre-
ciate the strong voice that has been of-
fered by Senator LUGAR to try to focus
on ways to reign this in. The gentle-
men had different approaches, but they
were moving in the right direction. The
House had limits of $450,000. We stepped
forward, my colleague, the gentleman
from the State of Michigan (Mr. SMITH)
in particular, it was a great pleasure to
work with him, carried this measure to
the floor, and we were able to find sup-
port for the Senate cap of $275,000, but
unfortunately the House in its wisdom
was not able to persuade its own con-
ferees to listen to it, and they fell back
on a system that is going to raise the
limits to $360,000 and have exemptions
that are going to render that largely
meaningless for very large producers,
defeating the intent of the House.

We have, to be sure, some areas of
this bill that deal with conservation
that look on the surface positive. This
is something that was pushed on the
floor of the House. There was a very
strong vote that came very close to
passing that would have, when it was
here in its original form, have cut 15
percent of the commodity payments
and shifted them into conservation.
There was a successful measure that I
was pleased to cosponsor with the gen-
tlewoman from North Carolina (Mrs.
CLAYTON) that took a couple percent of
the commodities to deal with rural de-
velopment, with conservation, with
planning. The message got through a
little bit that conservation was at least
in some small way going to have to be
addressed. There is what appears on
paper to be a 79 percent increase, al-
though it is only $20 billion. But unlike
the commodity payments, where you
open the spigot and the payments go
out and the only condition is how
many people participate and how low
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the prices go and how much of a gap
the taxpayer pays, that is automatic.
Conservation is authorized, but it re-
quires each year an appropriation, and
as we continue to hemorrhage red ink,
as we have gone from, in a little over a
year, thanks to the blueprint that the
President advanced and some of our
Republican colleagues here embraced
with massive tax cuts, the slowdown in
the economy, the massive increase in
the farm bill, increase in defense, you
name it, we are spending a great deal
of money on seemingly everything ex-
cept what we promised in the last elec-
tion, like prescription drug coverage
for senior citizens. We have gone in a
little over a year from the greatest
projected surplus in our history to now
looking at borrowing about a trillion
and a half dollars from Social Security,
driving up over a trillion dollars of ad-
ditional interest payment.

In the face of these escalating costs,
increased red ink, and what are going
to be increased agricultural payments
through the commodities, do we think
we are going to get fully funded the en-
vironmental requirements? I think not.
I think as a practical matter, these
being backloaded, as they will, means
that we are not going to see all of the
money that is in fact authorized.

There are other rather perverse
twists in this story that end up looking
bad for the environment. We have got
the great Environmental Quality In-
centives Program which helped live-
stock producers clean up their waste.
This is an important program. For this
program and others like this that
would have helped people with small
scale operations, there were some
200,000 unmet claims that averaged
about $9,000. There was a current limit
of $10,000 under these claims.

Well, as we started going through
this process in Congress this year, we
did not speak to putting more money
into that program, keeping the funding
level even. The House argued in the bill
that came through here that we would
raise those limits to $50,000. The Sen-
ate argued, well, just $30,000. Either
way, it was going to be a great increase
in payments to larger operations.

When it came time for the con-
ference, the Washington Post had a
great line, I wish I could quote it ex-
actly, but we had the $50,000 that the
House wanted, the Senate would cap it
at $30,000, and instead of splitting the
difference, they added it together and
raised the limit to $75,000, and then al-
lowed large operators to get 6 years
payments in 1 year, raising it effec-
tively to $450,000, subsidizing the ex-
treme largest operations, depleting
scarce resources, making it less likely
that the people that are out there now,
the smaller operations, remember, I
mentioned they average just $9,000 in
payments, we had a couple hundred
thousand of them that were not met
because there was not adequate fund-
ing. But by raising the levels for the
largest operations, we are going to
make it even less likely that they get

what they want, and there is going to
be more that is going to be bled off to
the largest operations.

Well, sadly, that is very much the
case with how these subsidies work. As
a result of this farm bill, we are going
to see half the benefits flow to only six
States. The majority of them, the vast
majority, are going to go to producers
of 13 commodities. Two-thirds of the
subsidies will go to 3 percent of the
farmers, most with annual incomes
over $250,000 a year. It is estimated
that the top 10 percent of these 2 mil-
lion family farms are going to get close
to three-quarters of the total benefit.
It means in a State like mine, in Or-
egon, the pattern is exceedingly frus-
trating.

I have heard from agricultural inter-
ests who would like some help. But in
our State, like most of the agriculture
in this country, it is not unique in my
State, we deal a lot with nuts and ber-
ries, the specialty crops, the orchards.
These people are off on their own. They
do not get the support. Oregon gets a
small fraction of the agricultural sub-
sidy in terms of the national average,
far less than the big producers of the
commodities. Illustrating the perverse
nature of it, one-quarter of the entire
Federal subsidy for the last 6 years in
Oregon went to one small county that
just happened to grow wheat.

We are, I am sad to say, Mr. Speaker,
dealing with a situation today where
our agricultural policy is going to con-
tinue to be concentrating benefits to a
few. We are going to continue to lose
family farms. Small family-scale oper-
ations are going to be forced out of
business, on one side by increased ur-
banization. Their neighbors are en-
croaching on them as sprawl moves
into their backyard. We do not have
adequate protections.

As the costs of compliance with the
environment continue to go up, small
operations are not going to get their
fair share. We are going to be concen-
trating benefits to the largest pro-
ducers, which means that they can
produce even more, which is going to
drive down the prices for everybody.
They are going to get a larger subsidy,
they are going to have the money to
buy out the smaller producers, and we
are going to continue this cycle, losing
family farms, concentrating the bene-
fits of the Federal taxpayer on fewer
and fewer farmers who are more and
more disconnected from the market.

It is bad for the environment, it is
bad for people who care about the hu-
mane treatment of animals, it is bad
for people who want to protect against
the incursion of suburban sprawl, it is
bad for people who care about having
the rich diversity of farm product in
terms of vegetables, in terms of nuts,
berries, specialty crops, that could
make such a difference in so many
parts of the country.

I would suggest, Mr. Speaker, that it
is appropriate for us to start envi-
sioning a new future for agriculture in
this country. First and foremost, we

have to stop the lunacy of subsidizing
people to grow things that the market
does not want, disconnecting them
from a responsibility to the environ-
ment, rewarding larger and larger scale
operations, while we say we are sup-
porting small operations.

We need to make sure that our pay-
ments go to farmers across the coun-
try, not to grow particular things that
we do not need, but to behave in ways
that we as a society value; pay them to
protect water quality; pay them to be
stewards of the land; pay them to re-
spect this buffer between urban and
rural areas; pay them to preserve, not
develop their land, or protecting scenic
easements. There are a wide range of
areas that the public desires that
would not interfere with our trade poli-
cies, that would actually save money
for things like water quality and flood-
ing, and that would make sense in
terms of what we say our stated values
are.

Second, I think it is important that
we work to reconnect people with their
food supply. There is an explosion
around the country of farmers’ mar-
kets. We have a half a dozen in my
community. I am going to go to a
neighborhood in Portland where they
are celebrating the opening of yet an-
other farmers’ market. They are in
Milwaukee, in Gresham, in Beaverton.
We are seeing farmers’ markets in
Washington, D.C. There are half a
dozen of them here in our Nation’s Cap-
ital, and all around the country.

This is an opportunity for people to
connect with local production. It tends
to be a higher quality product. People
are connecting with the folks that ac-
tually produce it. They cut out the
middleman or woman so that they deal
direct. It is more profitable to them. It
just makes good sense. There are ex-
traordinarily thoughtful people that
are thinking about ways to apply these
principles more broadly.
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Alice Waters in Berkeley, California
with the famous restaurant, Chez
Panisse, has a vision of being able to
have the children in that school dis-
trict be able to be a part of knowing
where the food comes from and, in
some cases, actually growing it and
preparing it. They can be part of the
educational process, and make for
healthier, as well as smarter, kids.
There is burgeoning activities of com-
munity gardens in urban agriculture;
the slow food movement, organic.
There are people who are taking a hard
look at meat production in this coun-
try. I have talked earlier about the
health benefits of having, whether it is
the free-range chicken, or the grass-fed
cattle, or the hogs that are not in con-
fined factory farm operations. It is
more humane, it is healthy, it has
properties that those who are qualified
to comment suggest that it is better in
terms of flavor, texture; it is a better
value for consumers, and it is produced
in a more humane fashion.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 04:17 Jun 12, 2002 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00137 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K11JN7.130 pfrm01 PsN: H11PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH3436 June 11, 2002
Mr. Speaker, I think that we have

reached a point where I hope this agri-
culture bill was sort of the high water
mark for low water politics; where we
felt that if we throw enough money at
enough little interest groups, a little
bit for dairy here, a little bit for apples
over there, lentils, peanuts, if we give a
tiny increase in the food support for
school lunch and for nutrition pro-
grams, for food stamps, which actually
were a very small increase, but an in-
crease nonetheless, that somehow we
could sort of balance things out and
get that legislation passed.

Well, I hope this is the last gasp of a
system that is bad for the environ-
ment, bad for the economy, bad for the
health of the American public; that is
clearly a bad signal for those who care
about international trade. We are only
4.7 percent of the world’s population.
There is 95.3 percent out there that are
potential markets, and we are sure
sending a very negative signal to them.
I am hopeful, Mr. Speaker, that we will
no longer stand for shortchanging the
environment, sidestepping animal wel-
fare issues, and turning fundamental
fairness on its head.

It was interesting to watch. As this
bill worked its way through Congress,
we were able to see a chorus that was
formed by newspapers. Virtually all of
the editorial writers around the coun-
try, the Times, the Post, the Wall
Street Journal, conservatives and lib-
erals alike; we saw environmentalists
join with fiscal conservatives. The vast
majority of farmers in this country
who were shortchanged, there is a con-
sensus emerging, there is a coalition
that is possible. And if, and if, this un-
fortunate bill serves to unite these
forces for better agricultural and envi-
ronmental policy, perhaps in some
way, it will be worth it.

Mr. Speaker, I will conclude my re-
marks this evening. But first, I wanted
to just add a brief comment about what
we have seen with the administration
dealing with the declaration that air
traffic control is no longer going to be
an inherently governmental act. A
number of my colleagues earlier in the
evening took to the floor to express
deep reservations about that, and I
must join them. I find great irony at a
time when finally Congress and the ad-
ministration have given the American
public what they wanted in terms of
federalization and professionalization
of baggage inspection, but the adminis-
tration would somehow conclude that
the sensitive, critical function of air
traffic control is no longer essential,
and we can just sort of farm that out to
the lowest bidder and throw that into
chaos.

We saw what those dedicated men
and women did on September 11, land-
ing 5,000 planes in 100 minutes, maybe
a little more, without incident,
smoothly, under great stress. We have
seen this in my community where peo-
ple have undertaken problems with
malfunctioning equipment, be able to
rise to the occasion. Frankly, Mr.

Speaker, with hundreds of thousands of
situations across this country every
day, I do not want us to be rolling the
dice with some sort of evolutionary ef-
fort and the conclusion that this is not
an inherent governmental function. I
think we have only to look at the very
rocky performance in Great Britain, in
Canada, problems in Australia. This is
not an area that we need to go at this
point in time.

Mr. Speaker, I am hopeful that we
are not going to engage in another bat-
tle here that is I think going to doom
us to hopefully just get back to ground
zero; I guess that is an ill-advised term;
I did not mean it in that context, but
just get us back to where we are today
at best. We cannot afford to waste that
time, that energy, and the expertise of
these dedicated men and women.

I see my colleague from Texas is
here. I serve with him on the Com-
mittee on Transportation. I know he
has deep concerns about the integrity
of our air transport system, and I
would yield to him if he would wish to
comment.

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Oregon.

Mr. Speaker, safety is the issue and
it is the only issue, and as has been in-
dicated by the gentleman from Oregon,
identifying the low bid is not. The ad-
ministration’s executive order stating
that air traffic control is not an inher-
ently governmental function is totally
misguided and it is another slap in the
face at our hard-working, dedicated
Federal employees, and it places in
jeopardy the safety of the American
traveling public. The President’s senior
staff has stated the administration has
been considering privatizing the oper-
ation of the Nation’s air traffic control
system. That would be a huge, costly,
and dangerous mistake. If ensuring the
safety of our Nation’s skies is not in-
herently governmental, then I would
like to know what is.

Currently, public employees make
sure our streets are safe, they make
sure our coastline is secure, our bor-
ders are protected, so why does the ad-
ministration believe that public em-
ployees should not ensure the safety of
our skies?

As has been indicated by the gen-
tleman from Oregon, the events of Sep-
tember 11 proved how important it was
to have experienced staff in our control
towers. They brought down 5,000 planes
in less than 2 hours without any prob-
lem. Our Nation’s controllers were able
to do this because they are highly
trained professionals whose only mis-
sion is safety.

We do not need to turn this job over
and the safety of our friends over to
the lowest bidder. It seems that the ad-
ministration is intent on contracting
out critical government responsibil-
ities to the lowest bidder. That is not a
savings. In our current environment,
we face countless unknown threats. We
need people in our government whose
first mission, whose only mission, is se-
curity and safety, not corporate prof-

its. The administration states that pri-
vate systems would be more cost-effec-
tive; they would be more efficient. Re-
cent examples in Great Britain, Can-
ada, and New Zealand have proven just
the opposite. The administration offers
no reason for this order and can pro-
vide no justification for privatizing air
traffic control. Managing air traffic
control services is not a for-profit busi-
ness and should not be run like one.
The bottom line is safety; the bottom
line is not profits.

As a member of the Subcommittee on
Aviation of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, I listened
to countless hours of testimony, along
with the gentleman from Oregon, de-
tailing the complete disregard for safe-
ty and security with which private air-
port screening firms operate. After
much deliberation and over the House
Republican leadership’s objections, the
vast majority of this Congress deter-
mined that the screeners, given their
importance to aviation and national
security, should be Federal employees.

Now, the administration wants to
strip air traffic control functions from
public employees and contract it out to
the lowest bidder. We should not pro-
mote someone whose only criteria is
the lowest bid.

Our professional controllers require
years of complex and comprehensive
training. Does the administration real-
ly expect private companies to make
this substantial investment in human
capital? Our air traffic control system
is the envy of the entire world. It han-
dles more traffic and manages the most
congested airspace in the entire world.
The men and women who operate this
system are among the finest employees
the government has. The country is
facing a crisis in air traffic control.
Thousands of controllers will be retir-
ing soon, and Congress needs to adopt
policies that will keep these talented,
hard-working people as controllers for
as long as possible. We should not be
adopting policies driving these dedi-
cated people from service.

On its very face, this action by the
administration flies in the face of rea-
son. The President’s action has no jus-
tification, except to serve business at
the expense of the traveling public. We
need to focus on the safety of American
travelers, not on profits to the lowest
bidder.

Ask yourselves this: Just how impor-
tant are the lives of your family? Do
you really want to trust them to the
lowest bidder?

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate the gentleman’s insightful
comments. If I may just direct a ques-
tion to the gentleman. The gentleman
serves on the subcommittee which has
been dealing with some of the most
critical areas of air safety in our coun-
try. I know it has been accelerated
here in the last 9 months. I am curious
if the gentleman has had any evidence
that has been presented to the sub-
committee, or if the administration
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heretofore had brought forth any indi-
cation that there were problems with
our air traffic system that merited this
drastic action and the conclusion that
air traffic control was not an inher-
ently governmental function.

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, the ad-
ministration, as the gentleman from
Oregon who also serves on the com-
mittee knows, has brought forth abso-
lutely no testimony, no evidence of any
sort showing that there is a need to
move this from a governmental func-
tion into a private function. In fact, if
the gentleman wants to follow the rea-
soning presented to the committee, it
is exactly the opposite. If we want to
say that the private companies were
not doing a good job of screening the
baggage and we agreed to move that
into a governmental function with gov-
ernment employees because of the dan-
ger presented to the traveling public,
why then should we move the opposite
way and say our extremely efficient,
well-trained and hard-working govern-
ment employees that keep our skies
safe, that are the envy of the entire
world? Why should we move that from
a position of government trust where
we are protecting the public into the
lowest bidder, the person that comes in
that says, I can do it the cheapest
would be the person that would get the
job. I think the American public de-
serves more than that, and I think the
administration needs to bring testi-
mony or evidence to show why the
cheapest instead of the best should get
the bid.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate the gentleman’s analysis. I
was struck; I was here earlier in the
evening when the gentleman gave elo-
quent testimony to the need to support
our rail investment. The gentleman
talked about what a difference it made
in east Texas, how people had moved
forward, how Texas has had ridership
increase on the order of 9 percent
where the State had been investing,
where the private sector had been
there. The gentleman was talking
about the legislation that we have
worked on in our Subcommittee on
Railroads of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, under bi-
partisan leadership of the gentleman
from Tennessee (Mr. CLEMENT), the
ranking minority member; the chair-
man, the gentleman from Buffalo, New
York (Mr. QUINN), the Republican
chair, that has been virtually unani-
mous on the part of our committee to
move forward to keep on track. I was
struck with what the gentleman was
talking about in terms of supporting
that and the need to move forward
with our bipartisan consensus to pro-
tect Amtrak, with the absolute failure
to work with the committee structure,
to look at the evidence and come for-
ward with a program that made sense
for the American public. I thought that
the contrast between the gentleman’s
two comments, one, the importance of
preserving what the committee could
do on behalf of rail, contrasted with

what had not happened with air traffic
control and safety, was stunning.

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, there is no one in
the United States Congress who has
done more for rail or to focus the at-
tention of Congress and the adminis-
tration on rail than my good friend
from Oregon, and I know it fits in well
with his livable communities agenda
and trying to save energy and having a
complete travel and infrastructure sys-
tem of rail and air and water and oth-
erwise.
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I think it is important, as the gen-
tleman mentioned, that as we are try-
ing to protect one sort of transpor-
tation, as we are trying to say, let us
invest in rail, let us do something to
make it safer, let us use rail as a viable
alternative, that at the same time we
are backing away from aviation; and
we are saying, we have a system that
works, we have a system with profes-
sional folks, we have a system that
brought down 5,000 planes in 2 hours
with no problems, we have the envy of
the world; but we want to change that.

We want to strip these professionals,
these Federal employees that have
only safety, that is their only criteria,
we want to strip them of that responsi-
bility, and we want to put it out on the
market to a private company who says,
How can I cut costs? How can I pay as
little as possible to these employees?
How can I make sure they do not have
benefits? What can I do to get this so
low and so stripped down and so poorly
administered that I will get that con-
tract? Because they look at it as profit,
and our government employees that
have worked so hard and trained so
hard look at it as an obligation to safe-
ty for the traveling public, to safety as
part of our national security. Cer-
tainly, since September 11, we need to
look at rail and air and help them, not
do something to back away from our
obligation.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate the gentleman’s leadership
and eloquence in summarizing that. I
do not say it any better.

f

THE REPUBLICAN PRESCRIPTION
DRUG PLAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KELLER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
FLETCHER) is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Speaker, it is
truly a privilege to be here this
evening representing the leadership,
the Republican leadership, on a very,
very critical issue.

Let me go back in time just briefly
and look at when Medicare was first
developed. We know that has been one
of the most successful programs for our
seniors, for their retirement security,
for their health. Certainly it has been
extremely successful.

But since that time, medicine has
changed tremendously. It has moved
from a system that primarily was fo-
cused on acute care. In other words, if
you had a problem, if you had a disease
diagnosed, if you needed surgery, you
went to the hospital, to the physician,
and that was cared for. It was acute
care.

Medicine has transitioned tremen-
dously since we first established Medi-
care. Medicare needs to be enhanced
and improved and strengthened to
meet those changes.

Now, the Republican Party has al-
ready, over the last few years, cer-
tainly begun that change as we have
increased some of the efforts toward di-
agnosis of early disease and screening
of disease, and also on prevention, par-
ticularly in areas like diabetes, which
certainly represents a tremendous
problem in this Nation. Hopefully,
through our increased funding of not
only Medicare but NIH, we will find
cures for these diseases.

But we have already begun to move
Medicare into an enhanced, improved
program and strengthened it. Now, to-
night, we would like to talk about pre-
scription drugs. I think it is probably
the most critical issue facing the
United States and the health care, cer-
tainly, of our seniors, so it is certainly
an honor for me to be able to be part of
the Speaker’s task force addressing
this issue. Let me just review it brief-
ly.

First off, this program focuses and
will provide coverage for all seniors.
Every senior who is eligible for Medi-
care will be eligible for this program,
and this program will cover them. It
has been estimated about 95 percent of
those seniors will take advantage of
this.

The other thing, it would provide im-
mediate help, help right now: a 30 per-
cent estimated reduction of drug costs,
prescription drug costs, immediately.
This is an up-front discount that will
take effect immediately on the bill
passing not only the House but the
Senate and being sent to the Presi-
dent’s desk, where he certainly is very
much in favor of this.

It is voluntary, and it provides at
least two choices guaranteed to every
senior. It cannot be taken away. It is
not like a program that some others
are offering on the Democratic side
that would be sundowned or sunsetted.
This program will not be able to be
taken away. It has the same provisions
and the same assurance guaranteed by
the U.S. Government as Medicare and
as Social Security.

One thing, it also has provisions to
ensure our seniors do not have to
choose between food and prescription
drugs. Certainly, I have seen that
occur, and I will talk about that a lit-
tle later. For those on fixed incomes, it
certainly is critical that we provide
this help to those.

It also protects people from the
bankruptcy of runaway drug costs. We
have a lot of wonderful new medica-
tions that help tremendously, but the
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