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spending millions of dollars on adver-
tising to get them reelected. They have
been doing it with this United Seniors
Association, which is basically just a
shell, I guess we could call it, for the
drug industry.

So I am saying the same thing the
gentleman has already said, but it is
just upsetting, because we are back
here now, we are taking the time here
in Special Orders trying to explain all
of this and, meanwhile, these ads are
going on, multimillions of dollars say-
ing just the opposite, 30 seconds, 1-
minute ads. I do not know how we even
succeed in getting the word out about
what is really happening about here,
but there is no question that we have
to try, and that is why I appreciate the
gentleman being here, once again.

Mr. Speaker, I wanted to spend a lit-
tle time just talking a bit more, if I
could, about what the Democrats in
the House have in mind for a Medicare
prescription drug benefit and how that
contrasts so much with the Republican
proposal that passed the House. As I
said before, what the Democrats have
been saying is that the only effective
way to provide a meaningful prescrip-
tion drug benefit for seniors is if we
simply expand Medicare, which has
been a very successful program, prob-
ably one of the most successful Federal
programs that ever existed, and we in-
clude a prescription drug benefit with-
in the confines of the Medicare pro-
gram.

Now, what we have put forward, and
this was the Democratic alternative to
the Republican bill, as I said before, is
very much modeled on Part D. Seniors
now under Medicare get their hospital
coverage under part A, and under part
B of Medicare, they pay a premium of
so much a month, and they get 80 per-
cent of their doctor bills covered by
Medicare, by the Federal program.

Now, the House Democratic proposal
adds a new Part D to Medicare that
provides a similar voluntary prescrip-
tion drug coverage for all Medicare
beneficiaries beginning in 2005. The
premium is $25 a month, the deductible
is $100 a year, just like Part B; the co-
insurance is 20 percent, the beneficiary
pays 20 percent, and Medicare pays 80
percent, and basically, it is a $2,000
out-of-pocket limit. After you have
spent $2,000 out-of-pocket, because of
the copayment, then the rest of your
prescription drug bills are paid by the
Federal Government 100 percent.

For those who are low income, those
seniors who cannot afford the pre-
mium, again, just like Part B, bene-
ficiaries with incomes up to 150 percent
of poverty pay no premium or cost-
sharing; beneficiaries with incomes be-
tween 150 to 175 percent of poverty pay
no cost-sharing and receive assistance.
So depending on your income, the Fed-
eral Government would actually pay
for the premium or a certain part of
the premium. But again, it is a 20 per-
cent a month premium, so most seniors
would pay the premium and they would
get the benefit, just like they do with
the current Part B under Medicare.
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Now, the amazing thing to me, and I
do not want to Kkeep stressing it all
night, but the amazing thing to me is
that during the August break I kept
hearing the President of the United
States constantly talk about the need
to privatize not only a prescription
drug program, which would be an ex-
pansion of Medicare, but actually talk
about privatizing Medicare itself. He
had a forum, I think it was in Waco,
Texas around the middle of August,
where he talked about, it was sort of
an economic forum primarily, but he
also talked about Medicare, and he said
that he thought Medicare should be
privatized. So what we are seeing on
the part of the Republican leadership
and the President is that they basi-
cally do not like Medicare. Not only
would they not expand Medicare to
cover prescription drugs, they do not
like the traditional Medicare that we
have now and that has been such a suc-
cessful program that so many seniors
depend upon.

Mr. Speaker, this is not the first
time that I have come to the floor to
point out that so many in the Repub-
lican Party historically have been crit-
ical of Medicare itself, let alone ex-
panding Medicare for prescription
drugs. Despite Medicare’s effectiveness
at improving the health of America’s
seniors and the disabled, there are
many Republicans that continue to op-
pose it. Former Speaker Gingrich once
said that Medicare would wither on the
vine because we think people are vol-
untarily going to leave it. Even as re-
cently as 1995, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ARMEY), who is the Repub-
lican majority leader now in the House
of Representatives, called Medicare a
program I would have no part of in a
free world. Of course, the program is
too popular to repeal, so instead the
House Republican leadership has im-
plemented a budget plan that is pro-
jected to raid all of the Medicare sur-
plus.

So what we are seeing here now with
the Republican budget and with the
Republican economic policy is that we
go back into debt and we start bor-
rowing from Social Security, we bor-
row from Medicare and, ultimately,
these very good social programs, one a
pension program, Social Security, and
another a health care program, Medi-
care, eventually have no money, or
have less and less money, and then we
take that argument to say, well, if
they have no money, we better come up
with something else and we better pri-
vatize the program. It is unbelievable
to me that this is the way that they
are proceeding. So even though I want-
ed to stress the prescription drug pro-
gram tonight, I cannot help but point
out that this is part of a larger effort
on the President’s part and on the Re-
publican leadership’s part to talk
about privatizing Medicare as well as
Social Security.

I think that the most important
point that I can end with tonight is to
point out that as Democrats we feel
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that it is our obligation to not only
continue with a strong Medicare pro-
gram, as well as a strong Social Secu-
rity program, but that we need to build
on those programs, and that is why
when we talk about a prescription drug
plan we want it to be part of Medicare,
an expansion of Medicare, because that
has been a very successful program. It
is the only way to guarantee that
every senior not only gets health care,
but gets a prescription drug plan. If
you privatize prescription drugs as a
benefit, you have no guarantee that
people in any particular part of the
country are going to have access to
health insurance because they probably
will not be able to buy it. It will not be
for sale. If you include it as part of
Medicare, you guarantee that every
senior is going to have access to a good
prescription drug program.

The last point I will make is that not
only do we need to provide a benefit for
seniors, we need to address the rising
cost of prescription drugs, and whether
that means that we, in the context of
Medicare, give the Secretary negoti-
ating power to bring prices down
through negotiations over the cost of
drugs, or it means that we deal with
the generic issue, as I mentioned be-
fore, and plug up a lot of loopholes so
that it is easier to bring generic drugs
to market, or we allow reimportation
as a last resort from Canada or other
countries, we need to get at this price
issue. I am just so upset over the fact
that the Republican leadership in the
House refuses to address the price
issue. We are going to continue to
make the price issue an important
point and try to get something passed
here on that issue as well as the benefit
before we adjourn this Congress in Oc-
tober.

——
O 2015
THE FARM BILL
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

FLAKE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr.

OSBORNE) is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. OSBORNE. Mr. Speaker, during
the past 30 days of working recess, the
number one topic in my part of the
country has been the drought, and I
would like to display a map of the
drought as was portrayed at the end of
August.

Note here that roughly 45 percent of
the country is in an extreme drought.
The area that is brown is so excessive
that there is practically nothing grow-
ing. Pastures are burned up, no dry-
land crops, and even irrigated crops
have a hard time surviving. The red
area is a little better. Again, very little
can grow there because the rainfall has
been probably less than 50 percent of
normal, and we have even seen some of
this on the east coast. So very, very
few times in the history of our Nation
have we had a drought that is this



September 4, 2002

widespread, 45 percent, because in a
normal year we normally have a
drought covering somewhere between
10 and 15 percent of our Nation.

The other thing that has been re-
markable is not just the extent of it,
but the severity of it. As I mentioned,
we have a huge proportion of the coun-
try that is in extreme drought condi-
tion. Most years you might have a very
small percentage that would have that
type of drought. The other thing to
mention is that this has been a very
persistent drought. Many of these
areas are currently in their 3rd or 4th
year of drought conditions, and so
when a farmer or rancher has had to go
through multiple years, obviously he
becomes even more distressed than if it
was just a 1-year occasion.

So the situation is dire. Some type of
help is needed, some type of disaster
assistance. And the one thing I would
like to point out is that in recent farm
bills we have had what is called emer-
gency assistance and in the last 3 or 4,
5 years we have averaged somewhere
between 6 and $7 billion in emergency
spending. That emergency spending has
been primarily due to low prices, the
fact that no one can get an adequate
return on their crop.

What we are talking about now is not
low prices. We are talking about no
crop at all, and we are also talking
about really dire circumstances for the
livestock producers because in these
areas where there is no pasture, what
has happened is that a great many peo-
ple who own cattle, and in some cases
even hogs, they have had to sell off
their herds because there is nothing to
feed them; and most of their feed for
the winter has already been used up as
well.

So because of the glut on the cattle
market, and in some cases the hog
market, what we are finding is terribly
low prices; and people are losing tre-
mendous amounts of money, and a
great number of cow/calf operations
will be simply driven outside of exist-
ence because of this and of course a
great many farmers as well. So this is
a very difficult situation and one would
assume that under these cir-
cumstances, it would be almost auto-
matic that we would be able to come
up with some type of assistance be-
cause the economic impact here will be
much greater than the wildfires that
we have seen in the West; and of course
those were very serious and we cer-
tainly needed some aid, and we gave
$700 million very quickly to provide as-
sistance for the damage that was ac-
corded to those wildfires; and yet here
just in my State alone we are talking
about roughly $1.4 billion, State of Ne-
braska, and we would multiply that by
10 or 15 when we look at this larger re-
gion. So the damage is tremendous.

What we notice is that if we have a
hurricane such as we had down in
southern Florida a few years ago or if
we had a tornado or a wildfire or even
9-11, the events are very dramatic. We
see destruction, we see television 30-
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second soundbytes, and in a drought it
is more insidious. It is slower, but the
economic impact is every bit as great,
if not greater than some of these other
situations that we have addressed with
disaster assistance. So, anyway, we feel
this is a difficult situation.

What I would like to do at this point,
Mr. Speaker, is to amplify some of the
arguments that have to do with why we
are having such a difficult time getting
the word out here in Congress and get-
ting approval nationally for disaster
assistance for agriculture; and the big
problem that we have is that there is a
widespread belief that the new farm
bill that was passed just a few months
ago is very fat, that it has all kinds of
money in it; and therefore because of
the excessive amounts of money in the
farm bill, any disaster assistance for
agriculture should be covered by the
farm bill. And so you might say, well,
is this perception correct, this percep-
tion that the farm bill is really over-
loaded with money?

And I would like to point out just a
few newspaper articles that I think
pretty much capture the tenor of the
time. One major newspaper said this
and the headline said ‘“‘Farm Welfare”
and went on to say in an editorial ‘. . .
the House voted to slide backwards
some 70 years, choosing socialism and
abandoning market-based reforms in
the Nation’s Stalinesque farm policy”’
in voting for the new farm bill. Here
they are talking about a Stalinesque
farm policy which is, of course, totally
a socialized system which is absolutely
not true.

The Washington Post said this:
“Cringe for Mr. Bush.” This was the
headline. And the editorial said ‘‘Mr.
Bush signed a farm bill that represents
a low point in his presidency, a waste-
ful corporate welfare measure that pe-
nalizes taxpayers and the world’s poor-
est people in order to bribe a few vot-
ers.”” So the President took some tre-
mendous hits for signing this farm bill
and the idea being that this was just
done to appease a few farmers to get
some votes and it was done at the ex-
pense of urban citizens and also the
world’s poorest countries.

We will examine the accuracy of this
statement in a little bit, but this again
captures the tenor of the time. This is
essentially how this is perceived in so
many quarters, particularly in urban
areas.

The Wall Street Journal went on to
say this. The headline was ‘“The Farm
State Pig Out.” The editorial said,
“That great rooting, snooting noise
you hear in the distance, dear tax-
payers, is the sound of election-year
farm-state politics rolling out of the
U.S. Congress. This alone amounts to
one of the greatest urban-to-rural
wealth transfers in history, a sort of
farm bill Great Society.”

So the gist of this editorial was that
it is going to be a huge economic trans-
fer from urban areas to rural areas,
kind of a get-rich-quick scheme.

So let us examine this a little bit in
greater detail. Did the President really
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sell out for the farm vote? Did we real-
ly have a tremendous urban-to-rural
transfer of wealth? Is the new farm bill
obscene, as so many have said?

I guess what we might do here is look
at some figures. We will note here, Mr.
Speaker, that under Freedom to Farm
in 1999, 2000, and 2001, we spent an aver-
age of $24.5 billion a year on agri-
culture. This year in 2002, under the
new farm bill, we are projected to
spend $19 billion; in 2003, about $22 bil-
lion; then $21 billion, and then $20 bil-
lion. It will tail on down from there.

So what we are saying is, projected
for the first 4 years of the new farm
bill, we are going to spend less than $21
billion a year on agriculture, whereas
in the last years of Freedom to Farm,
we spent $24.5 billion. So if that is the
case, can we really say that this new
farm bill is obscene, it is a sell-out to
rural America? Is it something that is
irresponsible? Should the President be
castigated for signing this bill?

I think very clearly the answer in
this case is no, that this is a respon-
sible piece of legislation. The thing
that we will see later on is that actu-
ally now we have had enough produc-
tion and crops are pretty much done in
their growing season, and the prices
are becoming more and more fixed for
this year.

Actually, this year, in 2002, and we
know this is not going to be a projec-
tion, the reality is going to be that we
are going to spend not $19 billion but
we are going to be spending somewhere
in the range of $15 billion this year, $14
billion, for the new farm bill; and we
will go into the reasons for that.

Instead of being up here, this bar
should be down here. There is some
pretty good evidence that leads us to
believe that these may not be as high.
So, actually, these estimates here may
turn out to be a little bit on the high
side, and obviously the new farm bill
may actually prove to be a consider-
able savings over the old farm bill.

Let us talk about this a little bit,
too. Is the new farm bill a large part of
the budget? As we read those editorials
and as we hear conversation, we would
assume that payments to the farm sec-
tor are maybe 10 percent of the total
Federal budget; maybe 15, maybe 20,
maybe even 25 percent.

What is it? How much do we spend
each year on agriculture? The actual
case is that we spend a little bit less
than or right at one-half of 1 percent of
the Federal budget on farm policy. So
out of every $200 of tax money that is
spent, roughly $1 goes to the farm
economy, $1 out of every $200. So this
is not a huge giveaway. This is not
something that breaks the Federal
budget. I think it is important to real-
ize this.

Also, I think it is important for peo-
ple to understand that out of that one-
half of 1 percent that goes to the farm
bill, the farmers do not receive all of
that money. There are school lunch
programs, there are conservation
issues, there are environmental ac-
counts. So actually the farmer himself
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receives only somewhere in the vicin-
ity of 656 percent to 75 percent of that
one-half of 1 percent, so it is not nearly
as big a boondoggle as some would have
us believe.

What do we receive in return for that
one-half of 1 percent that we are spend-
ing in tax dollars? What we have is the
most diverse, the cheapest, and the
safest food supply in the world.

In the United States, we have no
foot-and-mouth disease, where many
other countries do have that in their
livestock herds. We have no mad cow
disease, or BSE, in this country. We do
not use DDT. We do not use dangerous
chemicals in our livestock and in our
crops. So for all of this, we have a very
safe food supply, we have a very diverse
food supply, and we are totally self-suf-
ficient. We do not have to import, al-
though we do import some, but we
would not have to import to sustain
ourselves.

Then lastly, I would like to make the
point that we spend less than 10 per-
cent of our total income on food. Now,
most countries spend much more than
that. They spend 15, 20, sometimes 25 or
30 percent of their total income to pur-
chase food. In the United States, we
have a cheap food supply that is safe,
that is diverse, and is the best in the
world. For that, we are spending rough-
ly one-half of 1 percent.

Another common myth is that farm-
ers are getting rich off of this farm pro-
gram. Let me just go through a few
numbers here. Last year in the State of
Nebraska, we lost 1,000 farmers in 1
year. There are not that many to lose
anymore. We are down to under 2 mil-
lion farmers and ranchers in the United
States, whereas at one time it was
many, many times that.

In 1987, there were 12,600 farmers
under the age of 35 in the State of Ne-
braska. Ten years later, in 1997, accord-
ing to the U.S. census figures, the num-
ber of farmers under the age of 35 in
the State of Nebraska was 5,500, so that
is less than half of what we had 10
years before. That is a trend that is
seen throughout rural America, not in
Nebraska but in all States everywhere.

So we are running out of young farm-
ers, and we are running out of farmers,
period. If it was so lucrative, if this
was something that was a get-rich-
quick scheme, then we would certainly
see more young people coming into it.
We would certainly see more peobple
staying in farming and more people in
ranching.

The facts are that this is a very, very
difficult profession; and it is very, very
hard to make a living in it.

One of the things that I have noticed
in traveling my district is that out of
the poorest counties in the TUnited
States, the three poorest counties, one,
two, and three in ranking, are in my
district in Nebraska. These counties
are totally rural. They relay totally
upon farming and ranching. There are
no metropolitan areas, or there is not
even a large town in any of these coun-
ties. So when we talk about per capita
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income, we are talking somewhere in
the range of $6,000 per person. We can
go to inner cities, to any part of the
country, and we will find that the poor-
est counties in per capita income are in
rural America. This is not a wealthy
situation.

I think one of the reasons we have
this perception of how much of a give-
away the farm bill is is that the Envi-
ronmental Working Group put up a
Web site this past year in which they
published the farm payments to all
those who received payments over the
last 4 years. Naturally, it is the excep-
tion that catches our eye.

A lot has been made about the fact
that Scotty Pippen, the professional
basketball player, received some farm
payments. He probably owned a farm
and probably qualified for some farm
payments.

O 2030

But the typical farmer, the average
person who is in farming and ranching,
is not Scottie Pippin. They point out
the fact that some people make large
amounts of money. And the assump-
tion is if somebody got a $200,000 check
or a $300,000 check or a $500,000 check,
that that is net profit, that that farmer
took that check to the bank and put it
away because it was profit.

Let us take a hypothetical situation
here. Let us suppose someone has 2,000
acres of corn, which is a large but not
real large farm in our part of the coun-
try.

Let us say the cost of the production
for a bushel of corn is $2.20 a bushel,
which is about what it is. So by the
time you bought your seeds, you
bought your fertilizer, you planted,
you put on some water if you irrigate,
and you bought your machinery and it
is about $2.20 a bushel. But in recent
years the price that you receive at the
marketplace for a bushel of corn is
about $1.70 a bushel, some cases more,
some cases less.

So what it means is that the cost of
production is about 50 cents higher
than what you receive in the market-
place. So if you produce 200 bushels of
corn per acre, that means you are los-
ing $100 per acre. If you have 2,000 acres
of corn, that means you have lost
$200,000 simply in terms of what your
cost of production was in comparison
to what you receive at the market-
place.

So if that farmer gets a $200,000 pay-
ment, he does not have any net profit.
He has not even paid himself a salary.
He has nothing left for his family. He
has simply covered the cost of produc-
tion.

If he is a larger farmer and he has
5,000 acres of corn, he would get a pay-
ment of $500,000 under this set of fig-
ures to break even. And so what we are
seeing here are some false assumptions,
the assumption that because someone
is getting a payment from the govern-
ment is that they are getting wealthy,
that they are putting that money in
the bank, when in actuality many peo-
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ple are not even breaking even with
government payments. So this is the
thing that I think is important for peo-
ple to understand.

Let us take a look at why we need a
farm bill. I think this is something
that people sometimes do not totally
understand and I will try to take a shot
at explaining why I think it is impor-
tant that we do have a farm bill.

The first reason I will mention that I
think is important is that farming is a
unique industry and the first thing we
might mention is that farming is al-
most totally weather-dependent. If we
think about it, just think of any indus-
try that you can think of and you
would be hard-pressed to find one that
was almost totally dependent on the
weather. So a farmer can plant at the
right time. He can put his fertilizer on
at the right time. He can do everything
right. And if he has a hail storm the
day before he harvests, he has nothing.
He could be totally wiped out in 20
minutes. Or if he does everything right
and he has no rain and he has dry
crops, he has got no crop at all. If his
irrigation water gets shut off, which
happened in many parts of the West
this year halfway during the growing
season, he makes no crops. So all agri-
culture is almost totally dependent on
the weather.

Secondly, in agriculture it is almost
impossible to control inventory. That
may sound like a strange thing to say,
but when you plant your crop in the
spring you have absolutely no way of
knowing what the worldwide produc-
tion is going to be in the fall. You do
not know whether there will a drought
in China. You do not know what the
production of the United States will be.

For instance, if we took corn as an
example this year when we planted,
people assumed that we would have 10
billion bushels of corn as a harvest.
But because of the drought we will
have less than 9 billion bushels, so no
one can control that inventory. If you
are making Ford automobiles and you
have too many Ford Explorers out
there, you simply shut down an assem-
bly line. Instead of operating 24 hours a
day, you operate 14 hours a day. If you
are making suits of clothes and there
are too many in the store and you can-
not sell them, you simply cut down the
production. But in farming there is no
way in the spring that you can control
inventory because you do not know
what is going to happen during the
growing season. So inventory is impos-
sible to control.

A third factor is producers do not set
the price. In farming, interestingly
enough, you do not say, well, I am
going to charge $2.50 per bushel of corn.
You go down to the elevator and you
say, What will you give me? If the ele-
vator operator says, We will give you
$1.90, that is what you get. If they say
$1.70, that is what you get. But in al-
most every other industry, if you are
manufacturing an automobile, if you
put a sticker on there of $25,000, if you
make a suit of clothes, it is $400, $500,
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if it is a box of grapenuts, that is $3.
But the producer sets the price. In ag-
riculture the price is set for the pro-
ducer. So again that is a little bit dif-
ferent than most any other industry.

Fourthly, farming is critical to na-
tional security. We have to have a food
supply. If you do not have a food sup-
ply, you are in bad shape. Let me give
you an example of how this can work.
About 15, 20 years ago in the petroleum
industry we found that we could get pe-
troleum from OPEC for roughly $10 a
barrel, $10, $12 a barrel and it was cost-
ing us about double that amount to
produce petroleum here in the United
States. So we said, okay, we will take
you up on this, OPEC, we will buy from
you. And as a result we began to shut
down our exploration. We shut down
some of our refineries, some of the
pipelines, and we began to reduce our
production and we farmed our petro-
leum industry overseas. And now we
find that we were roughly 60 percent
dependent on foreign oil. Much of that
is from OPEC. And, of course, we are
very concerned because we are so de-
pendent on countries that are so vola-
tile and many of whom do not like us.
And so the situation can be very simi-
lar in farming.

If we do not have a farm program, if
we do not support our farmers in some
way, very quickly much of our agri-
culture will be sent overseas. And that
$10, $12 a barrel that we paid OPEC for
the last 10 or 12 years is now in the 20s.
And furthermore, many people have es-
timated that when you figure out the
cost of the Gulf War, which was basi-
cally over oil, maintaining a fleet in
the Gulf, maintaining a military pres-
ence in the Middle East because of oil,
that our actual cost of oil has not been
$10 a barrel, it has not been $20 a bar-
rel, it has been somewhere between 70
and $100 a barrel. That is what we have
actually spent on our oil supply to
keep it safe and keep it coming to the
United States.

Now that can happen very quickly to
agriculture. If you do not support your
farmers, if you let all of our farmers
fail, it is not long before our food sup-
ply goes overseas and then you are at
the mercy of other people for your food
supply. We cannot afford to do this.
This is a national security issue to
some degree which many people do not
think about because we assume every
time we go to the grocery store you
will have what you need. So you take
it for granted, but it is not something
we can take for granted.

Fifth, there is no level playing field
worldwide. It is important to under-
stand this: The European Union has
been very critical of our farm policy.
They do not like us having any type of
farm support. Yet in the European
Union they subsidize their agriculture
roughly $300 per acre; $300 per acre in
the European Union. Japan subsidizes
their agriculture more than $1,000 per
acre.

In the United States with our farm
program we would subsidize our agri-
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culture roughly $45 per acre which is
one-sixth of the European Union and,
of course, much, much less than what
Japan subsidizes their agriculture. And
s0 just to maintain some type of par-
ity, we have to have some type of farm
program, some type of price support so
we can be competitive with these other
countries.

Also I think it is important to under-
stand that land, labor and production
costs vary widely worldwide. I was in
Brazil in January. It is very inter-
esting, you can buy topflight soil down
there, topflight land, the topsoil is 50
feet deep. In many cases you can grow
two crops because of the rainfall and
the weather, and that land will cost an
average of about 100 or $500 an acre,
probably an average of about $250 an
acre. That land is equivalent to the
very best land in the United States.
That land in the United States would
cost somewhere between 2,000 and
$3,000 per acre. So we are dealing in
multiples of ten here.

Farm labor in Brazil averages some-
where around 50 cents an hour. The
United States, it would be 8, 9, 10, $11
an hour. So again our costs are much
higher.

The other thing that is different
about Brazil and the United States is
that there are very, very few environ-
mental regulations. In the TUnited
States the agriculture people have to
comply with clean air, clean water
standards, use the right kinds of pes-
ticides and fertilizers and so on, so it is
a more expensive proposition. So what
we are saying is if we do not have a
farm program, we are really at the
mercy of the European Union and other
countries who subsidize agriculture.
And we are also at the mercy of those
developing countries who have ex-
tremely low production costs.

We think that for $45 per acre in the
United States, we receive a tremendous
benefit at a very reasonable price when
looked at the worldwide situation. So I
think that this here is something that
we might think about a little bit.

So you might say, well, given all of
these facts and given the fact that we
have a drought and maybe people will
concede the fact that the farm bill is
not quite as bad as it has been por-
trayed. Maybe the President did not
sell out. Maybe the President did a
pretty good thing by signing the farm
bill. If all this is true, then what do we
do? What do we do to resolve the situa-
tion with the drought? What can be
done with those farmers who are hang-
ing on? There is no question in talking
with those people who are bankers and
agriculture lenders that we will lose
more farmers and ranchers this year
than we ever have because of the
drought situation.

So what is the possible solution to
this? And I think that what we would
like to do here is talk a little bit about
a proposal that the gentleman from
South Dakota (Mr. THUNE), the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. MORAN) and
myself have introduced that we think
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makes some sense. We will take a look
at it at this time.

Mr. Speaker, what we are going to do
now is just focus in on 2002. As I men-
tioned earlier, what was budgeted, the
predicted cost of the farm bill for this
year, the new farm bill, was going to be
roughly $19 billion. In actual fact, as I
mentioned earlier, what we are going
to spend, based on August prices, is
probably going to be about $14 billion,
maybe a little bit less, that we will
spend this year, which leaves a short-
fall of roughly $5 billion.

You say why did that happen? How
could that be? How could you be off by
$56 billion? What has happened, as men-
tioned earlier, the estimated corn pro-
duction for this year was going to be
just slightly under 10 billion bushels of
corn. What it looks like now that the
growing season is almost done is that
we are going to have roughly 8.9 billion
bushels of corn primarily because of
the drought in those States that we
saw on the map earlier. So our produc-
tion for corn, for soybeans, for sor-
ghum, for rye, for barley, and for wheat
is going to be down about 10 percent
across the country. And as a result, we
will not need farm supports because
prices are higher. We have less product,
so when you have less product, the de-
mand is greater, and when the demand
is greater, the prices are higher.

So instead of $1.70, $1.80 for corn, we
will see something like $2.50, $2.60 per
bushel. The same thing for wheat, soy-
beans and other products.

0 2045

So when we have higher prices, the
government does not have to provide
the price supports. There will be no
loan deficiency payments. There will
probably be no countercyclical pay-
ments this year so there will be a sav-
ing of roughly $5 billion this year.

What the gentleman from Kansas
(Mr. MORAN) and the gentleman from
South Dakota (Mr. THUNE) and myself
are proposing is that we take this dif-
ference of $56 billion and we allocate
that in the form of disaster assistance
to those very people who have, because
of their loss of crops, because of the
crop failure that have caused this gap
to occur, because if they had not had
the crop failure we probably would not
have the higher prices, we probably
would have had more government pay-
ments coming out and so we need to do
something for those people who have
had the trouble.

Of course, the other thing we might
mention here is that the livestock pro-
ducers basically receive almost no Fed-
eral subsidies. Whatever they receive is
very, very minimal in the form of
equipment dollars, and so the livestock
people who have lost their pasture and
feed and herds in many cases are really
on the verge of simply going out of ex-
istence in many areas. So we think
that they need to have some aid here
along with the crop producers.

Anyway, this is our proposal. We say
let us take this gap here, let us take
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this money here and let us give it back
to the people who were hurt so badly,
that caused the prices to go up and re-
sulted in no price supports and very
low farm payments that has resulted in
the $5 billion shortfall.

One of the solutions that many peo-
ple have advocated is that we simply
take the money out of the new farm
bill, and my hypothesis here and the
reason I am appearing on the floor to-
night is to explain to people that this
is something that absolutely cannot
happen. We have shown earlier that the
new farm bill does not appear to be
more expensive than what we were
doing. It seems to be more accountable.
It provides a better safety net, and the
other thing to remember is that there
is an 80 percent increase in conserva-
tion payments. Most environmental-
ists, most people in cities, most people
around the country would say, yeah,
we need to protect our environment,
and the farm bill does this.

The other thing that is in the farm
bill that we did not want to see at-
tacked is rural economic development.
We are losing young people at a tre-
mendous rate in rural America. They
are simply leaving and they are not
coming back. If we do not do some-
thing to diversify the economy, if we
do not do something to shore up our
rural areas and to build up our small
towns and to bring in broadband serv-
ices where they can have high speed
Internet access, we are simply going to
have a more and more difficult time
and we are going to unravel more and
more.

We think this is a responsible solu-
tion. It does not break the budget be-
cause we are not talking about spend-
ing money over and above what we
thought we were going to spend in the
first place. The House has a budget.
The House has to stay with a budget.
The other body does not have a budget;
therefore, they can propose whatever
they want to and then ask the Presi-
dent to pass it or veto it. In our case,
we have to stay within the budget. In
this case, we feel that we are staying
within the budget, and we think it is
the best thing for agriculture. We
think it is the best thing for the coun-
try because it is not in the national in-
terest to see a bunch of farmers and
ranchers go out of business because of
the draught.

Mr. Speaker, I conclude my remarks
and we certainly urge consideration for
those farmers and ranchers out there
who are struggling with drought. We
hope some disaster assistance will be
forthcoming, and we certainly hope
that my colleagues here on the floor of
the House will see fit to help them out
in the near future.

———

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Ms. CARSON of Indiana (at the request
of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today and the
balance of the week on account of offi-
cial business in the district.
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Mrs. MINK of Hawaii (at the request
of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today and the
balance of the week on account of ill-
ness.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today and the balance of
the week on account of a family emer-
gency.

Ms. BALDWIN (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today on account of a
flight delay.

Mrs. BONO (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today and the balance of
the week on account of family reasons.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington (at the
request of Mr. ARMEY) for today and
the balance of the week on account of
illness in the family.

———

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCNULTY) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. DAVIS of California, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mrs. CLAYTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-
utes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. KINGSTON) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. PAUL, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. MORAN of Kansas, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. HORN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. NUSSLE, for 56 minutes, today.

———

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills and a concurrent resolution of
the Senate of the following titles were
taken from the Speaker’s table and,
under the rule, referred as follows:

S. 691. An act to direct the Secretary of
Agriculture to convey certain land in the
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit, Ne-
vada, to the Secretary of the Interior, in
trust for the Washoe Indian Tribe of Nevada
and California, to the Committee on Re-
sources.

S. 1010. An act to extend the deadline for
commencement of construction of a hydro-
electric project in the State of North Caro-
lina, to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

S. 1227. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to conduct a study of the suit-
ability and feasibility of establishing the Ni-
agara Falls National Heritage Area in the
State of New York, and for other purposes,
to the Committee on Resources.

S. 1240. An act to provide for the acquisi-
tion of land and construction of an inter-
agency administrative and visitor facility at
the entrance to American Fork Canyon,
Utah, and for other purposes, to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

S. 1325. An act to ratify an agreement be-
tween the Aleut Corporation and the United
States of America to exchange land rights
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received under the Alaska Native Claims
Settlement Act for certain land interests on
Adak Island, and for other purposes, to the
Committee on Resources and the Committee
on Armed Services.

S. 1339. An act to amend the Bring Them
Home Alive Act of 2000 to provide an asylum
program with regard to American Persian
Gulf War POW/MIAs, and for other purposes,
to the Committee on the Judiciary and the
Committee on International Relations.

S. 1843. An act to extend certain hydro-
electric licenses in the State of Alaska, to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

S. 1852. An act to extend the deadline for
commencement of construction of a hydro-
electric project in the State of Wyoming, to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

S. 1894. An act to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to conduct a special resource
study to determine the national significance
of the Miami Circle site in the State of Flor-
ida as well as the suitability and feasibility
of its inclusion in the National Park System
as part of Biscayne National Park, and for
other purposes, to the Committee on Re-
sources.

S. 1907. An act to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to convey certain land to the
city of Haines, Oregon, to the Committee on
Resources.

S. 1946. An act to amend the National
Trails System Act to designate the Old
Spanish Trail as a National Historic Trail, to
the Committee on Resources.

S. 2037. An act to mobilize technology and
science experts to respond quickly to the
threats posed by terrorist attacks and other
emergencies, by providing for the establish-
ment of a national emergency technology
guard, a technology reliability advisory
board, and a center for evaluating
antiterrorism and disaster response tech-
nology within the National Institute of
Standards and Technology, to the Com-
mittee on Science, to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure, and to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

S. 2549. An act to ensure that child employ-
ees of traveling sales crews are protected
under the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938,
to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

S. 2558. An act to amend the Public Health
Service Act to provide for the collection of
data on benign brain-related tumors through
the national program of cancer registries, to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

S. Con. Res. 137. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that the Fed-
eral Mediation and Conciliation Service
should exert its best efforts to cause the
Major League Baseball Players Association
and the owners of the teams of Major League
Baseball to enter into a contract to continue
to play professional baseball games without
engaging in a strike, a lockout, or any con-
duct that interferes with the playing of
scheduled professional baseball games, to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

———
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. Trandahl, Clerk of the House, re-
ported and found truly an enrolled bill
of the House of the following title,
which was thereupon signed by the
Speaker Pro Tempore, FRANK WOLF on
August 2, 2002.

H.R. 3009. An act to extend the Andean
Trade Preference Act, to grant additional
trade benefits under that Act, and for other
purposes.

Mr. Trandahl, Clerk of the House, re-
ported and found truly enrolled bills of
the House of the following titles, which
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