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Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I will not 

speak at length now because we are 
awaiting the presence of the distin-
guished chairman, Senator HARKIN, 
who will make an opening statement, 
followed by my own. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
the time run equally between both Sen-
ator LUGAR and Senator HARKIN during 
this quorum call. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. LUGAR. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

REMOVAL OF INJUNCTION OF SE-
CRECY—TREATY DOCUMENT 107–4 
AND TREATY DOCUMENT 107–5 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, as in execu-
tive session, I ask unanimous consent 
that the injunction of secrecy be re-
moved from the following treaties 
transmitted to the Senate on May 6, 
2002, by the President of the United 
States: 

Extradition Treaty with Lithuania, 
Treaty Document 107–4; and Stockholm 
Convention on Organic Pollutants, 
Treaty Document 107–5. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the treaties be considered as having 
been read the first time, that they be 
referred with accompanying papers to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations 
and ordered to be printed, and that the 
President’s messages be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

The messages of the President are as 
follows:

To the Senate of the United States: 
With a view to receiving the advice 

and consent of the Senate to ratifica-
tion, I transmit herewith the Extra-
dition Treaty Between the Government 
of the United States of America and 
the Government of the Republic of 
Lithuania, signed at Vilnius on Octo-
ber 23, 2001. 

In addition, I transmit for the infor-
mation of the Senate, the report of the 
Department of State with respect to 
the Treaty. As the report explains, the 
Treaty will not require implementing 
legislation. 

The provisions in this Treaty follow 
generally the form and content of mod-
ern extradition treaties recently con-
cluded by the United States and will 
replace the Extradition Treaty of April 
9. 1924, between the two countries and 
the Supplementary Extradtion Treaty 
of May 17, 1934. In conjunction with the 

new U.S.-Lithuania Mutual Legal As-
sistance Treaty that took effect in 
1999, the Treaty will, upon entry into 
force, enhance cooperation between the 
law enforcement communities of the 
two countries. It will thereby make a 
significant contribution to inter-
national law enforcement efforts 
against serious offenses, including ter-
rorism, organized crime, and drug-traf-
ficking offenses. 

I recommend that the Senate give 
early and favorable consideration to 
the Treaty and give its advice and con-
sent to ratification. 

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 6, 2002. 

To the Senate of the United States: 
With a view to receiving the advice 

and consent of the Senate to ratifica-
tion. I transmit herewith the Stock-
holm Convention on Persistent Organic 
Pollutants, with Annexes, done at 
Stockholm, May 22–23, 2001. The report 
of the Secretary of State is also en-
closed for the information of the Sen-
ate. 

The Convention, which was nego-
tiated under the auspices of the United 
Nations Environment Program with 
the leadership and active participation 
of the United States, commits Parties 
to take significant steps, similar to 
those already taken by the United 
States, to eliminate or restrict the pro-
duction. use, and/or release of 12 speci-
fied persistent organic pollutants 
(POPs). When I announced that the 
United States would sign the Conven-
tion, I noted that POPs chemicals, 
even when released abroad, can harm 
human health and the environment in 
the United States. The Convention ob-
ligates Parties to take measures to 
eliminate or restrict the production, 
use, and trade of intentionally pro-
duced POPs, to develop action plans to 
address the release of unintentionally 
produced POPs, and to use best avail-
able techniques to reduce emissions 
from certain new sources of 
unintetionally produced POPs. It also 
includes obligations on the treatment 
of POPs stockpiles and wastes, as well 
as a science-based procedure to add 
new chemicals that meet defined cri-
teria. 

The United States, with the assist-
ance and cooperation of nongovern-
mental organizations and industry, 
plays an important international lead-
ership role in the safe management of 
hazardous chemicals and pesticides. 
This Convention, which will bring over 
time, an end to the production and use 
of certain of these toxic chemicals be-
yond our borders, will positively affect 
the U.S. environment and public 
health. All relevant Federal agencies 
support early ratification of the Con-
vention for these reasons, and we un-
derstand that affected industries and 
interest groups share this view. 

I recommend that the Senate give 
prompt and favorable consideration to 
the Convention and give its advice and 
consent to ratification, subject to the 

understanding described in the accom-
panying report of the Secretary of 
State, at the earliest possible date. 

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 6, 2002.

f 

CORRECTION IN ENROLLMENT OF 
H.R. 3525 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of S. Con. Res. 106 
submitted earlier today by Senator 
KENNEDY. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report the concur-
rent resolution by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 106) 

to correct the enrollment of H.R. 3525. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to the consideration of the 
concurrent resolution. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the concurrent res-
olution be agreed to, the motion to re-
consider be laid on the table, and that 
any statements relating thereto be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 106) was agreed to, as follows:

S. CON. RES. 106

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That, in the enroll-
ment of the bill (H.R. 3525) to enhance the 
border security of the United States, and for 
other purposes, the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives shall make the following 
corrections: 

(1) Strike section 205. 
(2) In the table of contents of the bill, 

strike the item relating to section 205.

f 

FARM SECURITY AND RURAL IN-
VESTMENT ACT OF 2002—CON-
FERENCE REPORT—Continued 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I under-
stand that the conference report before 
the Senate is the Farm Security and 
Rural Investment Act of 2002. As I un-
derstand the unanimous consent agree-
ment, there are 6 hours of debate even-
ly divided today and 6 hours of debate 
evenly divided on tomorrow. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, the bi-
partisan farm bill conference report 
now before us has been approved over-
whelmingly in the House of Represent-
atives by a vote of about 2 to 1, and 
President Bush has pledged to sign it, 
calling it a significant piece of legisla-
tion and, of course, touting the great 
efforts we made to reach agreement. 

Now we have the crucial bill before 
us, and the Senate has the opportunity 
to join the House and the President 
with our approval of this legislation. 

The President said he wants this bill 
on his desk promptly, and I hope we 
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can do that. I intend to do all I can to 
make sure that happens. I am sorry we 
could not have taken this up last week 
and passed it on Thursday. The Presi-
dent could have signed it this week. 
But, as I understand, the other side in-
sisted on having a minimum of 12 hours 
of debate on this. If that is what they 
want, that is certainly their right. So 
we are going to have another 2 days of 
debate on this farm bill. 

As the chairman of the Senate Agri-
culture Committee, I am proud to 
sponsor it. I am proud of all the hard 
work the conferees and our staff have 
done. I am proud of the work that the 
farm groups, conservation groups, anti-
hunger, and others across the country 
have done in seeing this bill through to 
the end. I am proud of those who lent 
their ideas in support of this bill. I am 
especially proud of all the members of 
the Senate Agriculture Committee on 
both sides of the aisle who worked dili-
gently last year through some very 
trying times—need I mention the pe-
riod of time after September 11 when 
our attention was focused on the ter-
rorist threat to our country? But the 
members of our committee, including 
the Presiding Officer, continued to 
work to make sure we met the business 
of our country’s agriculture and to 
make sure we came up with a farm bill 
that addressed a broad variety of needs 
all over America. 

I compliment and commend all of the 
members of the Senate Agriculture 
Committee, as I said, on both sides of 
the aisle who worked very hard to get 
this bill both through the committee 
and to the floor of the Senate. 

I compliment all the conferees for 
making sure we have a good product—
a product that was reached by com-
promise between the House and the 
Senate. The bill is truly a product of 
cooperation and collaboration across 
party lines—and across the Capitol be-
tween the two Houses. 

I commend my colleague and ranking 
member, my good friend, Senator 
LUGAR from Indiana, for all of his cour-
tesy and cooperation throughout the 
process of developing this bill. 

To be sure, we have some very sub-
stantial disagreements on the con-
ference report. But Senator LUGAR and 
his staff have been closely involved and 
have made major contributions 
throughout the provisions of this bill. 

I also thank Chairman COMBEST and 
Congressman CHARLIE STENHOLM for all 
of their hard work and cooperation 
through the course of a challenging 
conference. I compliment publicly Con-
gressman COMBEST for his fair and dili-
gent leadership and for his chairman-
ship of the conference committee as we 
worked through this bill. This con-
ference report reflects a tremendous 
amount of work and careful consider-
ation by both the Senate and House of 
Representatives. 

The House Agriculture Committee 
began hearings on the new farm bill in 
2000. Our committee began hearings on 
the new farm bill, under the leadership 

of Senator LUGAR, in January of 2001. 
When the leadership changed hands, 
under my chairmanship we continued 
to hold an aggressive schedule of hear-
ings over the summer. We marked up 
the bill in November and reported it to 
the Senate on November 27. 

Final Senate action was delayed be-
cause we were repeatedly unable to ob-
tain cloture before the holiday recess. 
But we came back and passed the bill 
on February 13. 

Since then—up until May 1—we have 
been in conference. We began the con-
ference with a very large number of 
critical issues in disagreement between 
the Senate and the House on this com-
prehensive, complicated, and far-reach-
ing bill. We worked long and hard and 
made our way through disagreements 
to produce this new, strong farm bill. 

I will be the first to admit that this 
conference report is not any one per-
son’s idea of perfection. It is, however, 
a very good bill. It is a solid, balanced 
piece of legislation, a product of the 
crucible of rigorous debate, hard work, 
and tough negotiating. 

The conference report also reflects 
the necessary give and take of the con-
ference on a major piece of legislation 
and the imperative of reaching com-
promises and settling differences for 
the sake of the larger objective of get-
ting the bill completed and passed. The 
bottom line is that there is far too 
much at stake in this bill for farm fam-
ilies, rural communities, and our Na-
tion as a whole, for us to let this bill 
die over a stalemate or to send it back 
and deadlock in conference. 

For anyone looking for faults to 
criticize, they are there. I could get 
points for several myself. Each of us 
could. But given the rigor of the nego-
tiations and the strongly held views on 
each side, I can assure you that further 
negotiation—if this bill were to be sent 
back to conference—would not and can-
not produce an outcome appreciably 
different from that which is now before 
the Senate. I can say that if this con-
ference report is defeated and sent 
back to conference, there will not be a 
farm bill this year. 

As I said, each of us can look and say: 
Well, I don’t like the specifics, or, I 
don’t like these two items which I 
voted for in the Senate, or which I 
voted for in committee, and it is not in 
there. Yes, we can all do that. We can 
pick it apart. But, again, if you look at 
the overall aspects of the farm bill for 
commodities, for nutrition, for con-
servation, and for rural development, 
when you look at it in its broad aspect, 
this is a bill worthy of support. 

This trial by fire of going through 
the procedures means we have a com-
prehensive and forward-looking bill. 
This bill restores sound farm income 
protections. It offers predictability and 
stability to agricultural producers, 
suppliers, and others. It greatly 
strengthens our commitment to con-
servation, to investing in jobs, to eco-
nomic growth, and to the overall qual-
ity of life in rural communities. And, 

for the first time ever, we have an en-
ergy title in this farm bill to boost 
farm-based renewable energy. 

Last week, President Bush said this 
bill has ‘‘the strongest conservation 
provisions of any farm bill ever passed 
by Congress. The final provisions of the 
farm bill are also consistent with 
America’s international trade obliga-
tions, which will strengthen our ability 
to open foreign markets for American 
farm products.’’ 

That is a quote from President Bush. 
(Mr. WELLSTONE assumed the 

chair.) 
Mr. HARKIN. Rural America is wait-

ing for this bill. I urge my colleagues 
to send this critical legislation to the 
White House without further delay. 

Again, I am proud that we have got 
this bill through. When we look back 
to 1996, that farm bill was signed into 
law about 6 months after the previous 
farm bill expired. I am proud to say we 
have this farm bill before us 5 months 
before the present farm bill expires. 

I would like to go through, as briefly 
as I can, the various titles of the farm 
bill. 

First, I will go through the com-
modity programs. Then we will take up 
the different areas of energy and con-
servation, and some other aspects deal-
ing with trade and WTO just to set the 
record on where we are with this con-
ference report before us. 

The conference put together a bal-
anced package that includes three ele-
ments of support: direct payments, 
countercyclical payments, and mar-
keting assistance loans. 

The first chart I have in the Chamber 
shows the protection levels for dif-
ferent commodities: corn, soybeans, 
wheat, sorghum, and barley. This is not 
all of the commodities; this is just rep-
resentative of many of the commod-
ities we cover. 

The income protection levels are 
shown in green on the chart for the 
present 1996 farm bill, plus the emer-
gency payments are in kind of a purple 
color. What it shows is that for all 
these major crops, the farm bill before 
us will provide much higher income 
protection levels than the existing 
farm bill. 

For example, on soybeans, the in-
come protection level under the farm 
bill before us is $5.80 per bushel. Under 
the farm bill we are now operating 
under—the old farm bill; the 1996 farm 
bill—it is $5.04 a bushel. And going on 
through all the rest: for wheat, the in-
come protection is $3.86 a bushel under 
this bill. It is only $3.24 under the pre-
vious farm bill. 

The next chart shows the commodity 
program spending by crop-year. There 
has been some talk that we are some-
how cheating farmers out of money, 
that we are spending less. But that is 
not true. This chart shows the spending 
by crop-year from 1996 on through 2002. 
The total includes AMTA payments, 
the marketing loss assistance and 
countercyclical payments, LDPs, mar-
keting loan gains, and certificate 
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gains. We have bundled everything to-
gether to show the total income. 

After enactment of the 1996 farm 
bill—and we had all these emergency 
procedures—the high water mark was 
$19.73 billion in 2000. Last year—2001—
that dropped to $16.17 billion. And in 
2002, we bring it back to $17.91 billion 
in spending for the total amount of 
crops. So you may hear arguments that 
the total spending this year is less 
than before, and that simply is not 
true. 

I have heard some talk that a typical 
farmer would get less this year than 
they got under the farm bill before, the 
1996 farm bill, plus the double AMTA 
payments they got last year. So we 
took an Iowa farmer—I did not do any 
other State—with 1,000 acres, growing 
corn and soybeans. And it was assumed 
that the loan rate would be frozen at 
the current levels for the 1996 farm bill, 
which basically the Secretary did. 

For that typical Iowa farmer, under 
the farm bill now before us, the pay-
ments would total about $83,884. Under 
the old farm bill, it would total about 
$73,987—a difference of about $10,000. So 
a typical Iowa corn farmer this year is 
going to be a heck of a lot better off 
under this bill than if we were to con-
tinue with the old bill, even plus all of 
the double AMTA payments and the 
emergency payments. 

This chart shows an even more dras-
tic difference. Again, the $83,884 is the 
payment to that typical Iowa farmer 
this year. The $57,947 would represent 
the 1996 farm bill and a loan rate that 
was at the lowest rate. In other words, 
if the Secretary lowered the loan rate, 
that would be the payment to an Iowa 
farmer. 

I must say, there has been a lot of 
talk that the Secretary has talked 
about lowering their loan rates. That 
would be $1.67 a bushel for corn, for ex-
ample, and $4.92 for soybeans. What we 
did in this farm bill, Mr. President, as 
you well know, is we not only raised 
the loan rates but we removed the abil-
ity of the Secretary to lower those loan 
rates. That provision has been in the 
law, and this is how low we would go if 
the Secretary exercised it. In this farm 
bill, the Secretary does not have that 
discretion. 

I am going to talk about the WTO as-
pects in a moment, but let me com-
ment a little bit further about the 
present farm bill. 

We continue the planting flexibility 
in the current farm bill. The 1996 farm 
bill allowed farmers to plant however 
they wanted to, on whatever acres they 
wanted. Farmers liked that, so we have 
continued the planting flexibility. 

The producers will be eligible for di-
rect and countercyclical payments as 
long as they comply with soil conserva-
tion and wetland protection, use the 
land for an agricultural or conserving 
use, and do not plant prohibited fruits 
and vegetables on base acres. 

The countercyclical program is a 
major improvement over the 1996 farm 
bill. Owners of farmland will have a 

one-time opportunity to update their 
crop acreage base and to partially up-
date their payment yields for counter-
cyclical payments. The countercyclical 
program is designed to supplement 
farm income during times when com-
modity prices are low. 

As I said, we have rebalanced the 
commodity loan rates to minimize 
market distortions. Loan rates under 
the conference agreement are not as 
high as in the Senate-passed bill, but 
the loan rates in this bill will provide 
an adequate level of support for crop 
producers without stimulating surplus 
production. We have tried to assure 
that producers can choose to produce 
alternative crops, such as minor oil-
seeds, dried peas, lentils, and small 
chickpeas. Producers will be able to 
demonstrate minimal price supports 
for these alternative crops, which can 
make all the difference to their lend-
ers. 

The conference report includes allot-
ments to limit U.S. sugar production 
to keep production in line with demand 
and ensure that the sugar program can 
operate without cost to the Federal 
Government. 

The conference report also includes a 
major reform of the peanut program to 
help U.S. peanut producers and proc-
essors survive in a changing world mar-
ket and trade environment. 

This bill complies with all of the 
WTO commitments. I would refer to 
this chart in the Chamber. There has 
been some talk—and we may hear some 
talk in the ensuing 12 hours of debate—
about the possibility that we could vio-
late WTO. We have looked at this very 
carefully. Under a worst case scenario, 
there is only minimal possibility that 
we violate our WTO agreements. Right 
now, as you well know, we have a pro-
vision under WTO that puts things in 
amber boxes, green boxes—and I don’t 
need to belabor what that is all about. 
Let’s just say, under the green box, you 
can spend as much as you want. That 
does not violate any of our trade agree-
ments. Under the amber box, for spe-
cific payments, we have a $19.1 billion 
cap. In other words, if we go above $19.1 
billion in any year in spending, then 
our trade partners could, if they want, 
take us to a dispute settlement panel 
in terms of violating the WTO agree-
ments. 

So here, under the amber box, as you 
can see, is the $19.1 billion, as shown on 
the chart, that we are allowed in a 
year. Right now we are spending about 
$11 billion a year in that amber box. 
The likely effect of the bill before us—
the conference report before us—is 
about $12 billion a year under likely 
scenarios. 

Under a situation with very low 
prices, such as we saw in 1999, when 
payments went up, we faced absolutely 
devastating circumstances and the rest 
of the world had strong production—
under that, we get about $16.7 billion 
under the amber box. So we are still 
nearly $3 billion below the ceiling we 
are allowed under the amber box. 

Under the green box, we are about 
$13.3 billion. We have come up, with 
our conservation programs, to about 
$16.3 billion under the green. That 
doesn’t violate anything. It just means 
we are giving farmers more non-trade-
distorting protection under the green 
box, which is not only allowed but en-
couraged under WTO. We are giving 
them more support under the amber 
but not to the extent it is very likely 
that we would violate our trade agree-
ments. I will get to conservation. But 
before I do, I wanted to specifically 
talk about the fact that we will not in 
any way be violating our WTO agree-
ments. 

When the Senate considered this bill, 
it adopted stricter commodity program 
payment limitations. The House bill 
not only did not reduce payment lim-
its, it expanded them. In conference we 
argued aggressively for the Senate’s 
position of stronger payment limita-
tions. The House conferees took an ex-
traordinarily strong stance against 
lower payment limits. So it should be 
no surprise to anyone that the con-
ference report contains a compromise. 

Under existing law the limit is 
$460,000. The House bill had a payment 
limit of $550,000 for an individual or a 
married couple. The Senate bill con-
tained a $225,000 limit for an individual 
or $275,000 for a couple. For the past 
several years, under the previous farm 
bill, the limit has been set at $460,000. 

So the conference agreement in-
cludes a limit of $360,000 for an indi-
vidual or a couple—well below the 
House bill level. Again, the present 
level is $460,000. The House went to 
$550,000. We reduced that down to 
$360,000—much closer to the Senate-
passed level of $275,000. 

I just saw a press report the other 
day that a Congressman, a Member of 
the other body, had specifically 
lambasted this bill because of the high 
payment limits. He pointed out that 
Ted Turner, Scottie Pippen and—I for-
get who else he mentioned—a couple of 
other wealthy people could still con-
tinue to get all these big payments. 
Nothing could be further from the 
truth, I am sorry to tell the Congress-
man. In the conference report, we 
changed one other provision, another 
reform in payment limits. 

We include a new eligibility test that 
will prevent any individual or entity—
that is very important, individual or 
entity—with an adjusted gross income 
of $2.5 million or more from receiving 
any commodity or conservation pay-
ments—$2.5 million. If that person is 
actively engaged in agriculture and 
their income all comes from agri-
culture, then that does not apply. But 
for someone like Scottie Pippen and 
Ted Turner—obviously their income 
comes from other places—they not 
only would not be eligible for the pay-
ment limits, they are not eligible for 
any payments, period, zero. So that 
was another reform we made. 

In addition—this is most signifi-
cant—under our compromise, the 

VerDate Apr 18 2002 00:15 May 08, 2002 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00004 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G07MY6.012 pfrm15 PsN: S07PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3907May 7, 2002
USDA will be required to track pay-
ments through entities such as part-
nerships and corporations, coopera-
tives, so that we can determine exactly 
what amounts an individual is receiv-
ing. This transparency will provide 
much more accurate data for Congress 
in order to make better informed deci-
sions about payment limit issues in the 
future. Again, for the first time ever 
we are going to have full transparency. 
The Secretary is required to come up 
with a methodology so that we can 
track payments through any kind of 
partnership, cooperative or corpora-
tion, so that we can find out exactly 
who is getting what. We have never had 
that before. 

The conference report also estab-
lishes a commission to review who re-
ceives benefits and to recommend 
changes in the law regarding how pay-
ment limits operate. As I understand 
it, the Senate will get three, the House 
gets three, and the President appoints 
four. That is how the commission will 
be set up, if I am not mistaken. 

Some will argue and will continue to 
argue that the Senate conferees 
brought back too little on payment 
limitations in this conference report. 
However, this is the reality: If we Sen-
ate conferees had issued an ultimatum 
on our position, we would not be here 
today with a conference report on the 
farm bill. That was clearly indicated to 
us by House conferees and, quite frank-
ly, by some on our own side. 

I am greatly disappointed this con-
ference report does not contain strong-
er payment limitations. But failing to 
produce this farm bill would have been 
far worse for farm families, rural com-
munities, and our country as a whole 
than getting the compromise we did on 
payment limitations. Simply put, it 
would have been irresponsible to walk 
away from this new farm bill over the 
failure to reach a compromise on pay-
ment limitations and thereby forfeit 
the desperately needed farm income 
protection our bill contains for farms 
of all sizes, including small and mod-
est-sized farms. 

As far as this Senator is concerned, 
this bill is far from the final word on 
payment limitations. We will continue 
to examine this issue. We will get our 
commission established. We will con-
tinue to look, through the trans-
parency, at exactly who is getting 
these payments. At some point down 
the road, I am sure this committee will 
come up with further legislation to re-
fine and reform payment limitations. 

We made some important strides in 
this bill regarding specialty crops. Not 
only did we provide funding for farm-
ers’ market nutrition programs and for 
commodities for The Emergency Food 
Assistance Program and the School 
Lunch Program, a portion of which are 
specialty crops, we also directed USDA 
to increase their average spending on 
specialty crops by setting a floor of 
$200 million annually for the amount of 
funds that must be devoted to the pur-
chases of fruits and vegetables each 
year. 

This is vitally important, both for 
our specialty crop producers, and for 
the health of our kids and low-income 
individuals. Before we didn’t have a 
floor. Some years we went as low as 
$100 million a year in the level of 
spending for fruits and vegetables. This 
bill sets a floor of $200 million min-
imum. We can go higher than that, but 
we can’t go lower than that. I believe 
that is going to be good for our fruit 
and vegetable farmers and also good for 
nutrition of all Americans. 

Mr. President, on the dairy issue—
this is one that always perplexes and 
bedevils us in this country, but I be-
lieve we have come out with a dairy 
provision that represents, as best as 
possible, all the interests across our 
country. I think it is a significant vic-
tory for our smaller dairy farmers. We 
maintain a permanent $9.90 price sup-
port for milk. We established a new 3.5-
year national dairy program to provide 
assistance to all U.S. producers. This 
national dairy program will provide a 
payment based on the difference be-
tween $16.94 and certain prices in the 
Northeast, but I will try not get into 
the convoluted details of it. 

Basically, we said that for up to 2.4 
million pounds of production per dairy 
farm per year, we will support your 
prices up to about $16.94. So really, this 
is targeted to helping our smaller dairy 
farmers. That 2.4 million pounds of pro-
duction per dairy farm per year is 
about 137 cows—or 125 to 140 cows. That 
is really our smaller dairy farms. 

The conservation section is one of 
which I think all of us can be proud. It 
is the one section that President Bush 
highlighted in his comments when 
talking about this bill. In addition to 
producing food and fiber, America’s 
farmers and ranchers play a critical 
role as stewards of our natural re-
sources for today and for future gen-
erations. The conservation title in the 
farm bill recognizes conservation as a 
cornerstone of sound farm policy, add-
ing $17.1 billion in new funding. It is an 
80-percent increase above the baseline. 
This reflects a strong commitment to 
helping agricultural producers and 
landowners conserve and improve 
water, air, plants, and wildlife. The bill 
strikes an important balance between 
conservation programs that idle land, 
such as the Conservation Reserve Pro-
gram and the Wetlands Reserve Pro-
gram, and programs that focus on 
lands of production, such as the EQIP 
program—Environmental Quality In-
centives Program—and the new Con-
servation Security Program. Together 
all the programs in the conservation 
title provide the full array of options 
to producers who voluntarily incor-
porate conservation practices on their 
lands. 

The Conservation Reserve Program is 
expanded to 39.2 million acres from the 
current cap of 36.4 million acres. The 
WRP program—Wetlands Reserve Pro-
gram—cap is more than doubled to 
2.275 million acres. EQIP funding—so 
important to our livestock producers, 

our dairy farmers—is increased 5.5 
times, from a 10-year baseline of $2 bil-
lion, to $11 billion. 

The Wildlife Habitat Incentives Pro-
gram is so important to our sportsmen 
all over America for increasing and 
preserving wildlife habitats all over 
this country. Funding for the WHIP 
program is increased 14 times—four-
teen-fold—to $700 million, from a total 
of $50 million over the life of the last 
farm bill. 

Funding for the Farmland Protection 
Program, to provide protection for 
farmland around some of our urban 
areas and keep it in farmland rather 
than being developed—funding for the 
Farmland Protection Program jumps 
nearly thirty-fold—nearly 30 times—
from the $35 million in the last farm 
bill, to nearly $1 billion in this bill. 

The farm bill contains important, 
new programs as well as increasing 
funding for existing ones. To address 
the growing need for water conserva-
tion, the bill contains $600 million for a 
national ground and surface water con-
servation program, including $50 mil-
lion for producers located in the Klam-
ath Basin in California and Oregon. 

The new Grassland Reserve Program 
will help conserve and restore 2 million 
acres of grassland across the country. 
This important new program is funded 
at $254 million. The bill also contains 
$275 million for the Small Watershed 
Dam Rehabilitation Program, to re-
store ailing dams across the country. 
Many of these dams out in Iowa, and in 
Missouri, Oklahoma, Texas, Arkansas, 
are rapidly deteriorating. This program 
will rebuild those dams to preserve, to 
protect the safety of those living near 
them and save our precious water. 

Finally, an important, new compo-
nent in our conservation bill is the new 
Conservation Security Program. 
Through the CSP, all agricultural pro-
ducers who can receive payments for 
implementing conservation on working 
lands. By encouraging producers to ad-
dress critical resources on their oper-
ation at a non-degradation level, CSP 
will lead to substantial, new environ-
mental benefits and help maintain 
those gains already made. 

The time has come to recognize farm-
ers and ranchers as good stewards of 
the land, the basic stewards of our Na-
tion’s natural resources. The impor-
tance of maintaining the conservation 
achievements of the past cannot be 
over-stated. Paying good stewards to 
maintain their good work is clearly the 
right thing to do. And now we can do 
that through the Conservation Secu-
rity Program. 

In order to ensure successful imple-
mentation of the conservation pro-
grams, we include funding for technical 
assistance, including for education, 
monitoring and assessment activities, 
directly from the conservation pro-
grams. Without strong technical assist-
ance, conservation programs could not 
be fully implemented. This farm bill 
recognizes that and provides for fund-
ing for technical assistance. 
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Overall, the conservation title pro-

vides a balanced approach to conserva-
tion—the largest increase in a farm bill 
ever—and provides critically important 
resources for our agricultural pro-
ducers. 

I will point to this chart, which gives 
an official representation of what we 
have done in conservation. Under the 
1996 farm bill, we have a total 10-year 
baseline of $21.4 billion. That provides 
$19.4 billion for land idling programs, 
like CRP and WRP, and only about $2 
billion for conservation programs di-
rected toward working lands to help 
farmers become better stewards. The 
new farm bill tries to restore a balance 
that ensures strong land-idling and 
working lands programs. Of the nearly 
$17.1 billion in new funds, we put $14 
billion in new funds in working land 
programs and $3 billion in new funds in 
land idling programs. That gives us a 
more balanced approach. 

In this farm bill, we have a total of 
$38.5 billion for conservation. Of that 
total, there is about $16.1 billion that 
will go to conservation on working 
lands and about $22.4 billion that will 
go to land idling. Again, you get back 
a historical balance of what we had in 
the past and recognize that as farmers 
produce crops across our country they 
are stewards of the land. There are 
some people who seem to think that if 
you raise corn or soybeans or rice or 
cotton—whatever—if you are growing 
crops or raising livestock, then you are 
destroying the land, the soil, the water 
and other natural resources. Well, that 
could be true, depending on how you 
farm. 

If you farm up and down the hills, in 
the gullies, and you don’t put in grass 
strips or buffer strips, or you don’t 
ridge till, perhaps, or no till, you are 
right; you can lose a lot of soil. If you 
do it in the right way, you can grow 
crops and you can preserve soil, water 
and wildlife habitat, our natural re-
sources. That is why we directed much 
of the new funding toward working 
lands programs—to help farmers be 
those good conservationists, yet still 
produce the food and fiber we need for 
our country. This balance was struck 
while ensuring that programs like 
WRP and CRP remain strong. 

Mr. President, as I said, we have 
strong spending for the existing pro-
grams: Conservation Reserve Program, 
Wetlands Reserve Program; Farmland 
Protection Program; Wildlife Habitat 
Incentives Program; and Environ-
mental Quality Incentives Program. 
These are all the programs that are in 
existence in the present farm bill. We 
strengthened and expanded them, as 
you can see. The Farmland Protection 
Program is increased from $35 million 
to nearly $1 billion—$985 million. 

The wetlands reserve has been in-
creased from 975,000 acres in the 1996 
Farm Bill to 2.275 million acres. Even 
with the addition of 100,000 acres 
through a appropriation bill, that is 
still more than double the current 
level. 

EQIP has been increased from $2 bil-
lion to $11 billion. 

We heavily boost existing programs. 
We added new programs. The Ground 

and Surface Water Conservation Pro-
gram was not in the last farm bill. We 
have $600 million in this bill for that 
program. 

For the Conservation Security Pro-
gram, there is a $2 billion estimated 
cost. 

For the Small Watershed Rehabilita-
tion Program, there is $275 million. 

For the Agricultural Management 
Assistance Program for certain under-
served States, there is $50 million. 

We have a provision that helps at-
risk natural desert terminal lakes. We 
need to protect and preserve those 
lakes. There is $200 million in the bill 
for that program. 

I want to put up the last chart again. 
I heard and read some reports that be-
cause of the new conservation pro-
grams we put in this bill, especially the 
Conservation Security Program and 
others, we are taking money out of 
EQIP or we are hurting funding for ex-
isting conservation programs. In fact, 
there is a conservation group—I am 
sorry, I cannot remember the name 
now—that basically is saying that we 
are taking money out of these pro-
grams. 

Again, the facts are just the opposite. 
We have increased many existing pro-
grams. As I said, the Wetlands Reserve 
Program has been increased from 
975,000 acres to 2.275 million acres. 
EQIP has a 5.5-fold increase. The Wild-
life Habitat Incentives Program has a 
fourteen-fold increase. The Farmland 
Protection Program has nearly a thir-
ty-fold increase. We are not taking 
money away from any of these pro-
grams. We enlarged the pie. When peo-
ple say we are hurting existing pro-
grams, that simply is not true. We are 
providing more options for producers 
and opening conservation programs to 
all those producers who are currently 
left out of conservation programs be-
cause they are already doing the right 
thing. Or, out of commodity programs 
because they do not grow a covered 
crop. The CSP reaches all of those pro-
ducers—it expands the conservation 
programs and is money well spent. 

Let me talk about trade. The trade 
title offers major gains to agricultural 
producers and agricultural export in-
dustries. The Market Access Program 
will be ramped up to a $200-million-a-
year program by 2006. This is the level 
that has been sought by supporters of 
the MAP program. It represents a 122-
percent increase over the current fund-
ing level of $90 million a year. 

The trade title also provides addi-
tional funds for the Foreign Market 
Development Cooperators Program—
otherwise known as the FMD Pro-
gram—from $27.5 million to $34.5 mil-
lion annually. 

The trade title of the farm bill also 
expands use of U.S. commodities in 
food aid shipments both under the ex-
isting Food for Progress Program and 

to continue the pilot International 
Food for Education Program, otherwise 
known as the International School 
Lunch Program. 

The bill provides an increase in 
transportation spending for the Food 
for Progress Program from its current 
level of $30 million to $40 million and 
increases funds to cover administrative 
costs for these organizations running 
the projects within country from $10 
million to $15 million.

The conference report provides $100 
million to be available next fiscal year 
to continue support for existing 
projects under the GFEI Program es-
tablished in 2000. 

Lastly, there are two other issues I 
want to mention. The nutrition title is 
a very strong part of this conference 
report. We can all be justly proud of 
that title. The House bill provided $3.6 
billion in new funding for nutrition. 
The Senate bill had $8.4 billion, as we 
reported it out of the Senate. The com-
promise is $6.4 billion for nutrition and 
food assistance. That is a level that is 
much closer to the Senate position and 
not quite as close to what the House 
had in their bill. 

We restore food stamp benefits to 
legal immigrant adults who have lived 
in the United States for at least 5 
years, and to legal immigrant children 
and the disabled without residency re-
quirements. President Bush wanted the 
first part of the provision, and we com-
plied with his wishes and put it in the 
bill. The second part of the provision 
restoring food stamp benefits to chil-
dren and the disabled without a 5-year 
waiting period originated in the Sen-
ate. 

We provide transitional benefits for 
people moving from welfare to work, 
and we increase the benefits for fami-
lies with children. 

We have simplified some food stamp 
program rules and have reduced the ad-
ministrative burden for States. 

We have increased funding for com-
modity purchases and distribution to 
these programs. The nutrition title is 
certainly a part of the bill we can all 
proudly support. 

Again I thank all of the members of 
the committee. I especially commend 
Senator LUGAR for his contributions to 
this title, both in the committee and 
on the floor, and as we went through 
conference. 

I want to remind everyone that the 
food and nutrition assistance programs 
affect our entire country. A lot of peo-
ple say this is just the urban portion of 
the bill. Again, nothing could be fur-
ther from the truth. Hungry people do 
not know city boundaries. They live in 
our small towns and communities. 
They live in the most rural areas in 
our country—in all parts of our coun-
try. In fact, ten percent of America’s 
households face hunger. They include 
the working poor, single working 
mothers with children, seniors forced 
to choose between paying for food or 
paying for prescription drugs, families 
forced to choose between heating and 
eating. 
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The cornerstone of our safety net, 

the Food Stamp Program, is the most 
effective and efficient program ever for 
low-income families, the elderly, and 
the disabled. It is a critical work sup-
port program, one that boosts low-in-
come families’ wages and helps them 
make ends meet every month and put 
food on the table. 

We have successfully addressed these 
issues head on and have produced a nu-
trition title that stands out in several 
respects: We have improved accessi-
bility; we facilitate the transition from 
welfare to work; we reduce paperwork 
and redtape; and, as I said, we correct 
one of the harsh aspects of welfare re-
form, and that is, we restore food 
stamp benefits to legal immigrant chil-
dren and the disabled right away and 
to legal immigrant adults who have 
been here at least 5 years. 

The title includes other important 
provisions as well. It includes funding 
for The Emergency Food Assistance 
Program to help food banks and food 
pantries meet the needs they face, and 
it re-authorizes a number of other com-
modity distribution programs. It in-
cludes funding for both the WIC and 
the Senior Farmers Market Nutrition 
Programs. It provides additional 
money for commodities for schools 
with a focus on speciality crops. 

Again, our bill also directs USDA to 
increase their average spending on spe-
ciality crops by setting a floor of $200 
million a year for the amount of funds 
that must be devoted to fruit and vege-
table purposes. 

We succeeded not only in maintain-
ing but enhancing the nutrition safety 
net for families around the Nation. I 
say to my colleagues, yes, you may 
pick one or two parts of this bill you do 
not like, that you wish were different; 
but think about the families in this 
country who rely upon food stamps; 
think about those making the transi-
tion from welfare to work, the fact 
they need additional assistance as they 
provide more income for their families; 
think about the children and the dis-
abled all over this country; think 
about the people who go to food banks 
and food pantries who need this just to 
keep food on their table every month. 
That is in this bill. 

Do we want to vote this bill down and 
send it to a conference and never have 
it come back? Because that is what 
will happen. Mr. President, I say to my 
colleagues, when they vote on this bill, 
think about the tremendous work we 
have done and the increases in nutri-
tion we have provided. 

The credit title reauthorizes farm 
money programs. We provide greater 
access for beginning farmers and 
ranchers by doing a number of things, 
such as increasing the percentage that 
USDA may lend for downpayment 
loans for beginning farmers and ex-
tending the term of those loans. We 
also take the opportunity to improve a 
number of the administrative provi-
sions in farm lending programs. 

There is a very strong rural develop-
ment title in this farm bill. Rural com-

munities really are part of the back-
bone of our whole agricultural struc-
ture, but they have not fully shared in 
our Nation’s prosperity. For too long 
they have lagged behind. Rural Amer-
ica needs facilities and services that 
meet the standards of the 21st century
from basic services such as sewer and 
water, to full broadband Internet ac-
cess. Without them, the quality of life 
in rural communities will be impaired 
and businesses will not thrive. 

One of the largest obstacles facing 
rural businesses and job growth is the 
lack of adequate equity capital. To 
help generate the investment needed in 
rural America, this bill funds a new 
rural business investment equity pro-
gram. While many rural businesses are 
not directly associated with agricul-
tural ventures to increase the value of 
agriculture, commodities in rural areas 
hold great potential as an engine for 
growth. When these value-added enter-
prises are owned by agricultural pro-
ducers, there is a double benefit of eco-
nomic growth and increased farm in-
come. This bill provides $240 million 
for value-added agricultural product 
market development grants to help de-
velop solid new enterprises owned by 
producers for adding value to agricul-
tural commodities. 

This program can also be used to sup-
port farm-based renewable energy 
projects, an important new provision 
to help stimulate a wider variety of 
value-added enterprises owned by farm-
ers. 

The bill includes $360 million to re-
duce significantly the backlog in the 
applications we already have on hand 
for drinking water and wastewater 
projects, crucial basic needs for rural 
Americans. 

We also have critical provisions in 
this bill which will help ensure that 
rural America is not left behind in the 
information age. Currently, the Rural 
Utilities Service has a small pilot pro-
gram that provides loans to those that 
want to provide broadband services to 
areas that do not have it. The farm bill 
would authorize this initiative and pro-
vide $100 million in mandatory spend-
ing over the next 6 years. This would 
translate into at least $400 million a 
year in direct loans for private and 
nonprofit entities to provide high-
speed Internet service in rural Amer-
ica. This is a critically needed service 
that will not come to rural Americans 
anytime soon if we wait for the market 
to take care of it. 

A recent report found less than 5 per-
cent of towns of 10,000 or less have ac-
cess to broadband technology. In Iowa, 
more than 50 percent of rural commu-
nities do not have access to broadband 
services, according to the Iowa Utili-
ties Board. This loan program provides 
the incentive needed to ensure all 
Americans have the opportunity to be 
full participants in our digital econ-
omy and the information age. 

I might add that this provision on 
broadband access was in the Senate 
farm bill. We provided this money for 

broadband in the Senate farm bill as it 
was marked up in committee. We kept 
it through floor debate. The House 
farm bill did not have this provision, 
but were able to keep the Senate provi-
sion on broadband in conference. I feel 
very strongly that this is one of the 
most important aspects of this bill in 
terms of rural economic development. 

We also provide a program of $10 mil-
lion per year for firefighter and first 
responder training. That is very impor-
tant for our rural communities. 

In research, the bill continues the 
process we began in 1998 of trying to in-
crease the amount of money directed 
toward agricultural research. Over the 
life of the bill, funding for the Initia-
tive for Future Agriculture and Food 
Systems will increase from $125 million 
per year to $200 million per year. 

We have included a new title in this 
farm bill that began in our committee, 
came through the floor, and survived in 
conference. It is a new energy title 
which has never been in the farm bill. 
It is the first time it has ever been 
done. Not only do we have an energy 
title, but it includes over $400 million 
in mandatory spending, for renewable 
energy, biofuels, energy efficiency, the 
development of biowaste programs, as 
well as research on climate change. 
The energy title will help reduce the 
use of oil and gas by promoting alter-
native energy sources on farms and in 
rural communities. The energy title is 
a major victory for our farmers and 
rural communities, for national secu-
rity, energy independence, and the en-
vironment. 

Think again about this bill and what 
may happen. If this goes back to con-
ference, if the conference report is de-
feated, there goes the energy package 
and all that we have to start producing 
renewable forms of energy. 

In competition, the conference report 
includes a number of provisions that 
address the issues of fairness and trans-
parency in the agricultural market-
place. The measure includes two im-
portant measures affecting livestock 
and poultry producers. The first provi-
sion amends the Packers and Stock-
yards Act to provide protections from 
unfair practices for swine contract pro-
ducers. The second provides that all 
livestock and poultry producers have 
the right to discuss contracts with 
close advisers and family members. 

In a major victory, the agreement in-
cludes a provision that will finally pro-
vide consumers with the information 
on the country of origin of meat, fish, 
fruits, vegetables, and peanuts. This 
has been championed by consumers and 
family farmers alike. A country of ori-
gin label will provide crucial informa-
tion sought by advocates for years. 

After months of fighting, we were not 
able to retain the provision that pro-
hibits packers from owning livestock. 
The House was simply intransigent on 
this issue. Not one House conferee indi-
cated support for the Senate ban on 
packers ownership. We had our votes in 
the Senate, but the House would not 
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budge. As I could detect, not one of the 
House conferees on this issue supported 
the measure. Although we lost the ban 
on packer ownership, we got country of 
origin label and we now put swine pro-
duction contract growers under the 
Packers and Stockyards Act. And 
farmers have the right to discuss their 
contracts with their advisers, their 
families, their bankers. 

However, I will say for the record, 
the ban on packer ownership is not a 
conclusion; it is just the beginning. As 
chairman of the Senate Agriculture 
Committee, for however long I am priv-
ileged to have the chairmanship, we 
will continue to fight intensely against 
unfair practices in agriculture markets 
and, perhaps looking down the road, we 
will have specific legislation targeted 
just at this one issue of ensuring that 
packers cannot own livestock prior to 
14 days before slaughter. 

In conclusion, this is a sound, com-
prehensive farm bill that will benefit 
all Americans—rural, urban, and sub-
urban. It restores a sound system of 
countercyclical income protection for 
our farmers. It makes the greatest in-
vestment of any farm bill in history for 
the conservation of our natural re-
sources. It promotes our exports. Our 
nutrition provisions go a long way to 
keep Americans from going to bed hun-
gry at night. We include rural develop-
ment policy that will promote eco-
nomic growth, jobs and a higher qual-
ity of living in small towns and rural 
communities. We continue our strong 
support of agricultural research, and 
for the first time ever, an we include 
an energy title that will promote the 
development and use of farm-based re-
newable energy and other products. 

All in all, this is a strong new farm 
bill for this new century. As I said at 
the beginning, I know people will say 
they don’t agree with this or that. I 
have indicated some issues I don’t 
agree with in the bill, but it has to be 
looked at overall. It is a product of 
compromise and hard work over a long 
period of time. We are a large country. 
What is best for my farmers and farm 
families in Iowa may differ for farm 
families in Washington State or Mis-
sissippi or Alabama or Florida. We 
don’t grow citrus in Iowa; that is in 
Florida. We have to balance all of the 
interests of this country to come up 
with a bill that meets the legitimate 
needs of our farmers and farm families 
and our people in our small towns and 
communities, that provides a safety 
net, provides a better ability for our 
farmers to have a better income and a 
better life, yet reaches out to make 
sure people who need food assistance 
get the food assistance they need. 

This conference report is on the 
verge of becoming law. The only thing 
that is needed now is a Senate vote.
The President has already said that he 
supports it and will sign it, and that he 
wants it on his desk promptly. 

As I said, this conference report re-
stores predictability and stability. It 
will replace this ad hoc system of 

emergency payments that every year 
we have come out here on the floor and 
passed. 

Those who propose to send this bill 
back to conference are proposing to 
take the new stability and predict-
ability away from America’s farmers 
and ranchers and rural communities 
and throw the entire situation into 
turmoil and chaos. Those who would 
defeat this and send it back to con-
ference will introduce a whole new di-
mension of uncertainty into American 
agriculture at just the time that farm-
ers, ranchers, and rural America are 
within a hair’s breadth of a new 6-year 
farm bill. 

The conference committee has been 
dissolved. If this bill were to go back, 
we would have to reconstitute the com-
mittee. Beyond that, there is no indica-
tion that a new conference would lead 
to any different result than what we 
have before us now. It is not in the in-
terests of our farmers and ranchers to 
have no new farm bill. They do not 
want to watch as we struggle on 
through the summer on the farm bill, 
and into the fall, to try to patch some-
thing together. They want and they 
need this bill now. If we delay this bill 
any further, we stand a high likelihood 
that we will lose some of the money in 
the budget that we used to write this 
bill. We would lose an important part 
of the $73.5 billion that should go to ag-
riculture. 

If we do not have this in place. We 
will have to have yet another emer-
gency bill, which will leave even less 
money to write a new farm bill. Again, 
if we pass this up, we forego the oppor-
tunity for better conservation, for bet-
ter rural development, and a better 
safety net for our farmers. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
number of letters in support of the 
farm bill. 

First, I ask unanimous consent that 
the statement of the President of the 
United States be printed in the 
RECORD.

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

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
PRESIDENT GEORGE W. BUSH, 

May 2, 2002. 
PRESIDENT TO SIGN FARM BILL 

I congratulate Chairman Combest and the 
other House and Senate conferees for a job 
well done in completing the Farm Security 
and Rural Development Act of 2002. 

I am pleased that the compromise agree-
ment on the farm bill resulted in better bal-
anced commodity loan rates; spending that 
is no longer front-loaded; and the strongest 
conservation provisions of any farm bill ever 
passed by Congress. The final provisions of 
the farm bill are also consistent with Amer-
ica’s international trade obligations, which 
will strengthen our ability to open foreign 
markets for American farm products. While 
this compromise agreement did not satisfy 
all of my objectives, I am pleased that this 
farm bill provides a generous and reliable 
safety net for our Nation’s farmers and 
ranchers and is consistent with the prin-
ciples I outlined. 

I thank the conferees for their hard work 
and urge Congress to send the farm bill to 
my desk promptly for signature to help en-
sure the immediate and long-term vitality of 
our farm economy.

Mr. HARKIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to enter a statement by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, the Honorable 
Ann Veneman, be printed in the 
RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 

ANN M. VENEMAN, REGARDING CONFERENCE 
COMMITTEE FARM BILL AGREEMENT, APRIL 
26, 2002
We are encouraged by the efforts of the 

House and Senate Conferees in reaching an 
agreement on the framework of a new farm 
bill. As President Bush said on Wednesday, 
‘‘the farm bill needs to be completed quick-
ly.’’ With this action, farmers should soon 
know the details of the long-awaited farm 
bill, which would bring certainty in the com-
ing years. 

We commend Chairman Combest for his 
leadership in achieving a compromise agree-
ment. Many objectionable provisions have 
been eliminated that we believe would not 
have been in the best interests of America’s 
farmers and ranchers. 

While details still need to be completed, 
the agreement appears to include more mar-
ket-oriented and rebalanced loan rates as 
well as increased emphasis on conservation 
programs for working lands. However, we 
look forward to examining more closely the 
specific provisions of the agreement, includ-
ing final cost estimates from the Congres-
sional Budget Office to ensure the agreement 
adheres to the intent and the spirit of the 
Congressional Budget Resolution. 

This is a most critical time in regard to 
farm bill implementation for the 2002 crop 
year. Final action must be concluded now to 
enable farmers and ranchers to make the 
necessary business decisions. While USDA 
has been working hard to prepare for imple-
mentation, there is no doubt that this will 
be a formidable task in the coming months. 

Again, we are pleased that an agreement 
has been reached and look forward to con-
tinuing our work with the Conferees for a 
timely resolution to completing this impor-
tant legislation. 

Mr. HARKIN. I have a letter signed 
by 30 organizations. I will not read all 
of them, but I will read a couple of 
paragraphs.

The organizations listed below extend our 
gratitude to members and staff of the Farm 
Bill Conference Committee for their tireless 
efforts in achieving a workable compromise. 
. . . It is imperative that the Senate also 
take immediate action and adopt the farm 
bill conference report.

As I said, this is from 30 organiza-
tions, from the Agricultural Retailers 
Association to the American Farm Bu-
reau Federation, American Soybean 
Association, the American Sugar Alli-
ance, the American Sugarbeet Growers 
Association, American Sugar Cane 
League, Co-Bank, National Association 
of Wheat Growers, National Barley 
Growers Association, the National 
Corn Growers Association, the Na-
tional Cotton Council, the National 
Farmers Union, the National Grain 
Sorghum Producers, the National Milk 
Producers Federation, the National 
Pork Producers Council, the National 
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Sunflower Association, Ocean Spray, 
Inc., Rice Millers’ Association, South 
East Dairy Farmers Association, the 
Southern Peanuts Farmers Federation, 
the U.S. Canola Association, U.S. Rice 
Producers Association, the United Egg 
Producers, and the Western United 
Dairymen—30 broad-based farm groups 
supporting this bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD.

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

MAY 7, 2002. 
Hon. TOM HARKIN, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR HARKIN: The organizations 

listed below extend our gratitude to mem-
bers and staff of the Farm Bill Conference 
Committee for their tireless efforts in 
achieving a workable compromise for com-
prehensive reform in our nation’s farm pol-
icy. 

In response to the critical need of farmers 
and their lenders to immediately know the 
rules and regulations under which they must 
operate, the House of Representatives acted 
swiftly to adopt the farm bill conference re-
port to H.R. 2646, by a vote of 280–141. With 
farmers in their fields now planting this 
year’s crop, it is imperative that the Senate 
also take immediate action and adopt the 
farm bill conference report. Adoption of this 
farm bill will assure them that they will 
have an adequate, long-term safety net in 
place now and in the future. 

This farm bill has been debated in field 
hearings throughout the country, in House 
and Senate committees and on the floor of 
both chambers for more than two years. It is 
now time to end debates as well as farmers 
uncertainty. We urge the Senate to imme-
diately adopt the farm bill conference report 
and send it without unnecessary delay to the 
President for his signature and implementa-
tion for the 2002 crop. 

Sincerely, 
Agricultural Retailers Association. 
Alabama Farmers Federation. 
American Cotton Shippers Association. 
American Farm Bureau Federation. 
American Society of Farm Managers & 

Rural Appraisers. 
American Soybean Association. 
American Sugar Alliance. 
American Sugarbeet Growers Association. 
American Sugar Cane League. 
CoBank. 
Fresh Solutions. 
National Association of Wheat Growers. 
National Barley Growers Association. 
National Corn Growers Association. 
National Cotton Council. 
National Farmers Union. 
National Grain Sorghum Producers. 
National Milk Producers Federation. 
National Pork Producers Council. 
National Sunflower Association. 
Ocean Spray, Inc. 
Rice Millers’ Association. 
South East Dairy Farmers Association. 
Southern Peanuts Farmers Federation. 
U.S. Canola Association. 
U.S. Rice Producers Association. 
U.S. Rice Producers Group. 
USA Dry Pea & Lentil Association. 
United Egg Producers. 
Western United Dairymen. 

Mr. HARKIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent several statements from different 
U.S. commodity groups and broad-
based groups be printed. 

I have a letter from the National 
Farmers Union that I ask be printed at 
this point in the RECORD.

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

NATIONAL FARMERS UNION, 
May 1, 2002. 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATORS: On behalf of the 300,000 
family farmer and rancher members of the 
National Farmers Union I write to encourage 
your support of the conference report on 
‘‘The Farm Security and Rural Investment 
Act of 2002’’, the 2002 farm bill adopted by 
the House and Senate conferees. 

Due to depressed commodity prices and 
failure of the 1996 Freedom-to-Farm legisla-
tion to provide an adequate safety net for 
producers, approval of this legislation is of 
critical importance to America’s farmers, 
ranchers and rural communities. The legisla-
tion represents meaningful progress in pro-
viding a more stable and reliable farm in-
come for producers and greater certainty for 
their lenders. In addition, it makes available 
significant additional investments in the 
conservation of our natural resources, re-
search, development and commercialization 
of viable renewable and bio-based energy 
production, enhanced rural development pro-
grams, improved domestic and international 
nutrition assistance and expanded consumer 
information concerning the origin of their 
food supply. 

In short, it is a comprehensive measure 
that represents a positive step forward on 
many issues important not only to com-
modity producers but also rural commu-
nities and the population as a whole. 

While we fully recognize that the legisla-
tion is not perfect, and we will seek to cor-
rect those shortcomings in the future, we be-
lieve the economic certainty the farm bill 
provides farmers along with its renewal in-
vestment in rural America warrants a posi-
tive vote for its adoption by the Congress. 

Thank you for your consideration and sup-
port on this issue. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID J. FREDERICKSON, 

President. 

MAY 7, 2002. 
Hon. TOM HARKIN, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR HARKIN: The organizations 

listed below extend our gratitude to mem-
bers and staff of the Farm Bill Conference 
Committee for their tireless efforts in 
achieving a workable compromise for com-
prehensive reform in our nation’s farm pol-
icy. 

In response to the critical need of farmers 
and their lenders to immediately know the 
rules and regulations under which they must 
operate, the House of Representatives acted 
swiftly to adopt the farm bill conference re-
port to H.R. 2646, by a vote of 280–141. With 
farmers in their fields now planting this 
year’s crop, it is imperative that the Senate 
also take immediate action and adopt the 
farm bill conference report. Adoption of this 
farm bill will assure them that they will 
have an adequate, long-term safety net in 
place now and in the future. 

This farm bill has been debated in field 
hearings throughout the country, in House 
and Senate committees and on the floor of 
both chambers for more than two years. It is 
now time to end debate as well as farmers 
uncertainty. We urge the Senate to imme-
diately adopt the farm bill conference report 
and send it without unnecessary delay to the 
President for his signature and implementa-
tion for the 2002 crop. 

Sincerely, 
Agricultural Retailers Association. 

Alabama Farmers Federation. 
American Cotton Shippers Association. 
American Farm Bureau Federation. 
American Society of Farm Managers & 

Rural Appraisers. 
American Soybean Association. 
American Sugar Alliance. 
American Sugarbeet Growers Association. 
American Sugar Cane League. 
CoBank. 
Fresh Solutions. 
National Association of Wheat Growers. 
National Barley Growers Association. 
National Corn Growers Association. 
National Cotton Council. 
National Farmers Union. 
National Grain Sorghum Producers. 
National Milk Producers Federation. 
National Pork Producers Council. 
National Sunflower Association. 
Ocean Spray, Inc. 
Rice Millers’ Association. 
South East Dairy Farmers Association. 
Southern Peanuts Farmers Federation. 
U.S. Canola Association. 
U.S. Rice Producers Association. 
U.S. Rice Producers Group. 
USA Dry Pea & Lentil Association. 
United Egg Producers. 
Western United Dairymen.

Mr. HARKIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent a statement from the National As-
sociation of Conservation Districts, on 
behalf of the Nation’s 3,000 conserva-
tion districts, urging us and our col-
leagues to pass the bill be printed in 
the RECORD. I also have letters from 
The Nature Conservancy, Pheasants 
Forever, Ducks Unlimited, the Na-
tional Rifle Association, Congressional 
Sportsmen’s Foundation, International 
Association of Fish and Wildlife Agen-
cies, Quail Unlimited, The Wildlife So-
ciety and Wildlife Management Insti-
tute encouraging Senators to support 
final passage of this bill.

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

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
CONSERVATION DISTRICTS, 
Washington, DC, May 2, 2002. 

Hon. TOM HARKIN, 
Chair, Committee on Agriculture, U.S. Senate, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN HARKIN: On behalf of the 

nation’s 3,000 conservation districts, I ap-
plaud your efforts in crafting the Farm Secu-
rity and Rural Investment Act of 2002. This 
new Farm Bill goes far beyond current law 
with an enormous investment in private 
lands conservation and forestry programs. 

We strongly urge you and your colleagues 
to pass H.R. 2646 today and oppose any mo-
tion to recommit this bill. 

Again, thank you for your continued sup-
port. 

Sincerely, 
J. READ SMITH, 

President. 

Mr. HARKIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent a letter from the Coalition for 
Food Aid, Adventist Development & 
Relief Agency International, Africare, 
ACDI/VOCA, CARE, Catholic Relief 
Services, Counterpart, Food for the 
Hungry International, International 
Relief & Development, Mercy Corp., 
OIC International, Save the Children, 
TechnoServe, and World Vision—a let-
ter supporting this bill, asking for its 
immediate passage, be printed in the 
RECORD. That is from the Coalition for 
Food Aid.
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There being no objection, the letter 

was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows:

COALITION FOR FOOD AID, 
Washington, DC, May 1, 2002. 

Hon. LARRY COMBEST, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, House of 

Representatives, Washington, DC. 
Hon. TOM HARKIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition 

and Forestry, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR CHAIRMEN COMBEST AND HARKIN: The 

members of the Coalition for Food Aid would 
like to thank you and the Conferees on the 
Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 
2002, H.R. 2646, for strengthening and expand-
ing US international food aid programs. Coa-
lition members are US private voluntary or-
ganizations and cooperatives (jointly called 
‘‘PVOs’’) that conduct food aid programs 
overseas directly engaging 30 million bene-
ficiaries each year, with collateral assist-
ance reaching 200 million more. By providing 
food aid through PVO programs, the assist-
ance is leveraged greatly through our net-
works in developing countries and emerging 
democracies. We are grateful to work in 
partnership with the US Government, and 
thank the Conferees for incorporating provi-
sions to strengthen the cooperation between 
USAID and USDA with PVOs. 

The Trade Title of H.R. 2646 will increase 
the minimum tonnage used for the PL 480 
Title II program by nearly 500,000 metric 
tons each year. It also requires 75 percent of 
that tonnage to be used in programs in per-
suasively poor communities to improve peo-
ple’s health, living conditions and incomes. 
To help populations that suffer from chronic 
hunger, merely creating welfare programs of 
large-scale food distribution is not the an-
swer. Thus, we appreciate the Conferees reas-
sertion of the importance of using food aid in 
programs that help people help themselves. 
We also appreciate the increased availability 
of cash assistance to support program man-
agement and logistics costs. 

In food deficit, import-reliant countries, 
monetization provides a boost to the econ-
omy and allows needed commodities to be 
provided through the market. The generated 
proceeds supports the cost of program imple-
mentation and management, and allows ef-
fective grassroots development in poor com-
munities. Where monetization is feasible, 
rather than just exporting cash to support 
program costs, US commodities can be ex-
ported providing an additional benefit to the 
US agricultural sector. We appreciate the 
Conferees support for uniform monetization 
procedures at USDA and USAID, including 
sales for the local market price and sales for 
either dollars or local currencies. This will 
allow the use of the appropriate commodity 
for monetization, even if it is a hi-value 
product. 

We are most grateful that H.R. 2646 sets a 
of 400,000 meteric tons minimum for CCC-
funded Food for Progress programs. We are 
greatly concerned, however, that the Admin-
istration will no longer permit nongovern-
mental organizations, such as PVOs, to carry 
out Food for Progress programs. PVOs pro-
vide effectiveness and accountability to the 
Food for Progress program. These organiza-
tions are required under US law to have 
transparent management and accounting 
procedures. Further, eliminating PVO par-
ticipation in Food for Progress would run 
counter to the intent of the program, which 
emphasize private sector development in 
countries that are making economic reforms 
in their agricultural economies. 

We applaud the Conferees decision to in-
clude report language informing the Admin-
istration that PVOs and other nongovern-
mental organizations should continue to 

have access to this program. We are still 
concerned that the Administration’s Food 
Aid Review concluded that USDA programs 
should no longer involve PVOs. Before the 
Administration finalized plans for FY 2003 
Food for Progress, we ask that you continue 
to urge the Administration to assure that 
PVOs will be allowed to participate in this 
program. 

Moreover, we believe it would be very dis-
ruptive to remove Food for Progress from 
the Secretary of Agriculture’s authority and 
shift it to USAID. USDA’s Foreign Agricul-
tural Service is well-suited to manage these 
programs which emphasize private sector 
and agricultural development in emerging 
markets. Further, it would take a very long 
lead time for USAID to establish procedures 
for administering a new food aid program. 

One of the most beneficial aspects to the 
legislation is its emphasis on flexibility for 
choosing the appropriate commodities and 
interventions to meet local needs and to re-
quire streamlined program management. If 
the flexibility and streamlining provisions 
are implemented within the spirit of the leg-
islation, then the result will be more effec-
tive programming and the elimination of re-
dundancy and unnecessary paperwork. These 
changes are particularly important for the 
PL 480 Title II program, and we pleased that 
the Conferees required USAID to implement 
changes within one year and to keep the 
Congress informed of progress made. 

The establishment of the International 
Food for Education and Nutrition program 
will allow the continuation of pilot programs 
initiated under the USDA FY 2001 Global 
Food for Education Initiative. PVOs have a 
great deal of experience with food for edu-
cation and look forward to participating in 
this expanded pilot program. The legislation 
sets appropriate objectives and focus for the 
program on young school children and moth-
ers and infants. Further, the objectives of 
improving educational opportunities and 
food security, rather than short-term feeding 
programs, would allow these funds to have 
an impact beyond the short period in which 
the commodities are made available. 

Overall, the legislation makes many im-
provements in US food aid programs and re-
quires higher tonnage levels for PL 480 Title 
II and Food for Progress. As organizations 
that conduct food aid programs overseas, we 
wish to express our gratitude and support for 
these changes. 

Sincerely, 
ELLEN S. LEVINSON, 

Executive Director. 

Mr. HARKIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the American Public Human 
Services Association letter, on behalf 
of food stamp program directors 
around the country, asking we give im-
mediate passage to this legislation, be 
printed in the RECORD. I also want to 
mention other letters we received in 
support of the nutrition title of the 
farm bill. These include letters from 
the Food Research and Action Center, 
America’s Second Harvest, the Center 
on Budget and Policy Priorities, the 
National Conference of State Legisla-
tures, and the American Dietetic Asso-
ciation.

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

AMERICAN PUBLIC 
HUMAN SERVICES ASSOCIATION, 

May 2, 2002. 
Hon. THOMAS A. DASCHLE, 
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, Capitol Building, 

Washington, DC. 
Hon. TRENT LOTT, 
Minority Leader, U.S. Senate, Capitol Building, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR MAJORITY LEADER DASCHLE AND MI-

NORITY LEADER LOTT: We write concerning 
the conference report filed yesterday for the 
Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 
2002, H.R. 2646. The American Public Human 
Services Association, which represents the 
nation’s public human service administra-
tors, is very pleased with the nutrition title 
of this bill and urges passage of this legisla-
tion. 

The nutrition title contains significant re-
forms and improvements in the Food Stamp 
Program. These reforms are consistent with 
the principles contained in APHSA’s 2001 
policy document, Crossroads—New Direc-
tions in Social Policy. In Crossroads, we 
strongly advocated reforms that include sim-
plified eligibility; streamlined application 
processing; restoration of benefits to legal 
immigrants; other benefit reforms and up-
dates; a rational resource policy; transi-
tional benefits and other strengthened sup-
ports for working families; administrative 
flexibility; and other changes that will make 
the program simpler and more accessible. 
The farm bill has achieved many of these 
goals and represents a milestone in the ef-
forts to strengthen this vital safety net pro-
gram. 

Thank you for your consideration and for 
your efforts to secure passage of this critical 
legislation. If you have any questions, please 
contact me or Elaine Ryan, Director of Gov-
ernment Affairs, at (202) 682–0100. 

Sincerely, 
JERRY FRIEDMAN, 

Executive Director.

Mr. HARKIN. This is a letter from 
the Farm Credit Council asking we get 
this bill passed immediately. I ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed 
in the RECORD.

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

THE FARM CREDIT COUNCIL, 
Washington, DC, May 2, 2002. 

Hon. TOM HARKIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition 

and Forestry, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: We are writing in 

support of the conference report on The 
Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 
2002 and to urge its speedy passage in the 
Senate. The conference report would provide 
much needed assistance to our nation’s farm-
ers, ranchers and rural communities, many 
of which have been suffering through the 
longest round of low commodity prices in 
memory. 

We appreciate that the conference report is 
a product of long negotiations and commend 
you and your colleagues for shaping legisla-
tion that will provide a long-lasting safety 
net for our nation’s agricultural producers. 
With record low commodity prices and slug-
gish export demand for U.S. farm products, 
this legislation is critical to ensuring that 
U.S. farmers and ranchers can continue to 
supply the world with the safest and most 
cost efficient food and fiber. 

As you know, Farm Credit’s mission is to 
maintain and improve the quality of life in 
rural America and on the farm. This legisla-
tion will help Farm Credit continue our mis-
sion. We especially want to commend you for 
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your leadership in building a strong rural de-
velopment component of the bill. Specifi-
cally, the Rural Business Investment Com-
pany program, we believe, will spur needed 
equity investment in rural businesses, par-
ticularly value-added agricultural busi-
nesses. For too long, our rural communities 
have suffered from a shortage of equity cap-
ital. The RBIC program will help alleviate 
some of this shortage. 

We also commend you and your colleagues 
for a sound, constructive credit title. The 
changes made will help Farm Credit main-
tain its commitment to provide reliable and 
competitive credit to agricultural producers, 
rural businesses and rural communities. 

Thank you for your leadership in advo-
cating for rural America. 

Sincerely, 
KENNETH E. AUER, 

President and CEO. 

Mr. HARKIN. This letter is from the 
Environmental And Energy Study In-
stitute pointing out the important en-
ergy title in this bill, asking this bill 
also be passed as soon as possible. I ask 
unanimous consent it be printed in the 
RECORD.

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

ENVIRONMENTAL AND 
ENERGY STUDY INSTITUTE, 

Washington, DC, May 2, 2002. 

INNOVATIVE ENERGY TITLE INCLUDED IN 2002 
FARM BILL 

The Environmental and Energy Study In-
stitute (EESI) today congratulates the Sen-
ate and House Farm Bill conferees for in-
cluding an innovative new energy title in the 
conference report, especially Chairman Tom 
Harkin and Senator Richard Lugar for their 
leadership in crafting this important legisla-
tion. The title provides $201 million over the 
life of the bill to assist farmers and ranchers 
in making energy efficiency improvements 
and developing their renewable energy re-
sources. 

‘‘While this small, bipartisan, non-con-
troversial new title has not gained much 
media attention, it is perhaps one of the 
most important provisions in the Farm Bill 
for the future of American agriculture. The 
only solution to the current farm crisis is 
the development of new markets, new uses 
for crops, and new revenue streams for farm-
ers. Renewable energy can be the new cash 
crop for the 21st Century,’’ said Carol Wer-
ner, Executive Director of the Environ-
mental and Energy Study Institute. The en-
ergy title: 

Establishes federal agency purchasing pref-
erence for biobased products; 

Creates a program to educate the public 
about the benefits of biodiesel (a renewable 
fuel made from vegetable oils); 

Provides financial and technical assistance 
to farmers, ranchers and rural small busi-
nesses for the purchase of renewable energy 
systems and to make on-farm energy effi-
ciency improvements; 

Extends and funds the Biomass Research 
and Development Act through 2006; and 

Establishes new authorized programs to 
fund energy audits and renewable energy as-
sessments and to establish biorefineries for 
the production of electricity, fuels, and 
biobased products. 

The Farm Bill also opens up existing rural 
development and ‘‘value-add’’ grant and loan 
programs to renewable energy projects. In 
addition, it would allow wind energy and bio-
energy projects on Conservation Reserve 
Program lands where compatible with the es-
tablished conservation goals of the program. 

‘‘EESI salutes the members of Congress 
and the diverse coalition of groups we 
worked with to make the energy title a re-
ality,’’ said Werner. ‘‘Developing our na-
tion’s on-farm renewable resources is key to 
diversifying our energy market, enhancing 
national security, protecting our environ-
ment, and revitalizing rural America by 
spurring development of new businesses and 
jobs—truly a ‘win-win-win’ opportunity that 
is good for American farmers and good for 
the country.’’ 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, we have 
a broad array of producer groups sup-
porting this bill, a broad array of 
human services organizations that rec-
ognize what we have done in this bill 
for nutrition and for food support and 
organizations involved in trade and ex-
port supporting this bill. We also have 
support from conservation and wildlife 
groups who work with producers par-
ticipating in the conservation pro-
grams. Those involved in rural eco-
nomic development broadly support 
this bill for the work we have done to 
invest in our rural towns and commu-
nities. I am not saying every single 
person or organization supports this 
bill. What I am saying is, if you look at 
the broad array of the groups I men-
tioned, you will see there is broad and 
deep support for passing this bill and 
sending it to the President as soon as 
possible. 

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

CARNAHAN). The Senator from Indiana 
is recognized. 

Mr. LUGAR. Madam President, I 
yield myself as much time as I may re-
quire. 

Madam President, let me commence 
by thanking our distinguished chair-
man, Senator HARKIN, for his leader-
ship. It is not an easy task to be chair-
man of a committee during a farm bill 
consideration, given all of the require-
ments for equity and forethought 
throughout America. Equally, the 
chairman of the House committee and 
the ranking member, Mr. COMBEST and 
Mr. STENHOLM, have guided a very 
large committee for its consideration 
and an equally complex conference. 

Those who have served on the staffs 
of both the majority and minority, in 
both Houses, have given extraordinary 
service in the past few weeks. Some-
times they alone, really, have under-
stood how comprehensive and how 
complex this issue is, and they have 
been extraordinarily helpful to Mem-
bers, members of the press, and other 
constituent groups. 

This bill comes to the floor with an 
extraordinary amount of work and de-
votion by persons who have strong mo-
tives and strong ideals. Let me point 
out, as I have during the debate in 
committee as well as on the floor, very 
strong achievements have occurred. 
The chairman has outlined a number of 
these in the areas of conservation and 
rural development and research and 
nutrition and energy. In the Senate 
committee and in our bill on the floor, 
Members included those items with a 
great deal more strength and money 
than our House colleagues. 

One of the predicaments from the be-
ginning was that our bill, as it left the 
Senate floor, as it turned out, cost $6 
billion more than the limits. So imme-
diately a scaling back of those items in 
which there was strong bipartisan sup-
port had to occur, and further scaling 
back occurred as we tried to reach a 
compromise with House colleagues, 
who were much more focused on the 
commodity sections of the legislation.

Let me outline the arguments I am 
going to make this morning and then 
return to fill in the details that I think 
would be helpful to Senators as they 
consider their vote on this conference 
report. 

I start with the thought that the 
Senate, in a very real sense, is a board 
of directors that has governing respon-
sibilities for our country. Our respon-
sibilities are broader than a corporate 
board and deal with the economic and 
humanitarian concerns of private 
firms. We really have a trusteeship re-
garding the funds, the security, and 
continuity of our country. Each of us 
takes that seriously. And each of our 
votes on this farm bill conference re-
port we know must withstand the scru-
tiny of history. This is not a temporary 
bill; it is one of many in a long saga of 
developing farm bills, but it will have 
ramifications for millions of Ameri-
cans. 

Second, most Senators—perhaps all 
of us—take very seriously the obliga-
tions we have as a part of that trustee-
ship to the Social Security trust fund 
and to the Medicare trust fund. From 
time to time, we have vowed merely to 
protect the importance of the so-called 
lockbox idea; namely, that these very 
important social funds and safety net 
funds for all Americans must be pro-
tected. 

That enters into this consideration 
because, very clearly, as this debate 
has continued, the estimates of the 
Federal deficit for the fiscal year in 
which we are now have grown to $100 
billion. Pessimists believe the deficit 
for the fiscal year that ends September 
30 may in fact be more than $100 bil-
lion. That means we are having this de-
bate after a time in which there were 
budgetary assumptions—well over a 
year ago—that our country would have 
a surplus this year, in terms of our cur-
rent accounts, and throughout many 
years. In fact, in the euphoria of those 
days, $3 trillion was often mentioned in 
discussions of a surplus, giving ample 
room to Social Security reform, Medi-
care reform, and such items as the 
farm bill. But those times are gone, 
and the cost of the farm bill still con-
tinues to rise with each subsequent es-
timate by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice or by others. 

I mean specifically that even as we 
completed our work in the Senate and 
believed that on a 10-year basis we 
were adding $73.5 billion of additional 
spending, in fact the Senate farm bill 
cost $6 billion more than we had been 
allotted by the Senate Budget Com-
mittee. 

VerDate Apr 18 2002 01:01 May 08, 2002 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00011 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A07MY6.007 pfrm15 PsN: S07PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES3914 May 7, 2002
Just yesterday—the Congressional 

Budget Office wrote to our chairman, 
Senator HARKIN, indicating that, sadly 
enough, the conference report that we 
thought comprised $73.5 billion of 
spending in addition to the current 
baseline is, as a matter fact, $9.5 billion 
over what the Budget Committee allo-
cated for additional spending. In short, 
this argument we have been having 
about holding spending below $73.5 bil-
lion is now rendered moot by the fact 
that, based on the most recent CBO es-
timates, we are talking about $82.8 bil-
lion. 

The Congressional Budget Office does 
not leave us in doubt as to what has oc-
curred. It says essentially that the in-
crease stems primarily from our cur-
rent assumptions that prices for many 
commodities will be lower in 2003 and 
beyond than they had assumed just last 
year. 

But, in fact, I will argue in due 
course that it is very probable that 
prices will go lower still, that the ef-
fect of this farm bill is an inevitable 
vast oversupply of agricultural com-
modities and lower prices. Therefore, 
given the technical way in which the 
bill has been put together, we are al-
most bound to have increasing costs 
for the bill each year for the duration 
of the farm bill. 

Some would say that should this 
spending lead to humanitarian aspects 
for all Americans—better nutrition—
better conservation of our natural re-
sources, breakthroughs in terms of our 
energy dilemmas, opportunities for 
young farmers to come into agri-
culture—that these are important ex-
penditures. And, as trustees for our na-
tional wealth, we have to balance them 
with Social Security and Medicare. 

Of course, overhanging all of this dis-
cussion, since September 11 and our na-
tion being at war, there are vastly in-
creased financial demands regarding 
our national security and homeland de-
fense. 

But the moneys that are involved in 
this farm bill do not primarily go to 
considerations of conservation, nutri-
tion, energy, and development of rural 
communities. This conference report 
costs an additional $82.891 billion on a 
10 year basis. That is an increase of al-
most $9.5 billion since we finished the 
conference report. Of that $82.8 billion, 
$56.7 billion goes to the commodity 
programs—title I. That is roughly 70 
percent of all of the spending. A spe-
cific area of commodity programs has 
almost all the additional money added 
to it; namely, the so-called program 
crops. It came out of conference at $41 
billion, and it is now about $49.5 bil-
lion. That is where the money is, and 
that is where the increases are occur-
ring because of lower price estimates 
and policies that are almost guaran-
teed to lower the prices more. 

If this large expenditure for com-
modity prices were going in some equi-
table way to farmers throughout Amer-
ica this might be somewhat tolerable. 
It is estimated that there are roughly 2 

million persons in agriculture, using a 
definition that each entity which has 
$1,000 of agricultural income is cer-
tified as a farmer. In our debates, we 
have noted that perhaps of these 2 mil-
lion farmers, approximately 150,000 
produce as much as 80 percent of the 
value of all agricultural commodities 
produced. 

I am not here to debate about the 
structure or definition of agriculture. 
But a lot of the rhetoric that has ac-
companied this bill and previous farm 
bills revolves around trying to save the 
small family farmer, or even the me-
dium-sized family farmer, or even the 
very large family farmer. In fact, two-
thirds of the payments under this pro-
gram crop section—$49.5 billion on a 10-
year basis—are going to go to 10 per-
cent of farmers who are in the com-
modity row crop business. That is a mi-
nority of the farmers in America about 
whom we are talking. Only 40 percent 
of farmers, in fact, are going to be in-
volved in producing program crops. 
Sixty percent of farmers are not in 
that ball game at all. 

So when we talk about $49.5 billion 
going to program crops, we are talking 
about 40 percent of farmers, and we are 
talking about the fact that two-thirds 
of the money goes to 10 percent of the 
farmers. 

Any way you look at it, this is a 
highly concentrated system of pay-
ments. It is not new. We did not just 
discover this. The evidence was very 
clear, as conferees looked at the fig-
ures of the past, even as they projected 
these payments into the future. 

Therefore—and here there are win-
ners and losers—if you are now a land-
owner in America, it is highly probable 
that your land will increase in value. 
Why? Because with some predict-
ability, as the chairman pointed out, 
with some degree of certainty, you can 
count upon receiving substantially 
more money. If you own the land, that 
will be of benefit to your banker if, in 
fact, you borrowed to put the crop in—
the banker having some certainty that 
the collateral, namely, the land behind 
the loan, will be worth more year by 
year. 

If you are one of 42 percent of farm-
ers in this country who rent land as op-
posed to owning land, you face a very 
tough set of circumstances. Your rents 
are very likely to go up each year as 
the value of the land goes up. Worse 
still, if you are a young farmer who 
hopes someday to own land, then your 
prospects of getting the money to do 
that, and being able to pay the price, of 
course, diminishes year by year. And 
that has been occurring in America. As 
a result, there are young farmers who 
are in farm families who are hopeful 
that with the reduction or, hopefully, 
the repeal of Federal estate taxes, that 
they might inherit the land. Others 
who are not in such situations are like-
ly to be out of luck. So as a result, it 
is predictable that the average age of 
farmers in this country will continue 
to increase, as it has been increasing in 

recent decades. That contributes, in 
part, to the consolidation in farm own-
ership. 

In spite of all of the rhetoric and all 
of the attempts to talk about perpet-
uating the small family farm, or the 
medium or even the large farms, the 
facts are, that consolidation is increas-
ing, and this bill will increase it by 
leaps and bounds. 

Some have pointed out—I heard this 
in the conference committee—we are 
not discussing a welfare bill, we are not 
talking about everybody’s plight. We 
are talking about agricultural policy 
principally for those who have some 
power and authority in America now 
and who have expressed that through 
farm organizations and commodity 
groups. Their voices have been heard, 
and their views are reflected in this 
conference report. 

Word of all of this has gone abroad. 
Our world trading partners are already 
outraged. Some members of the con-
ference have already dismissed this and 
said, essentially, that is simply too 
bad, what we are talking about are 
American farmers, not European farm-
ers or South American farmers or Aus-
tralian or New Zealand farmers. We are 
talking about Americans who need this 
money and need it in a hurry. They 
have simply indicated that already we 
are discriminated against by countries 
abroad and blocked at almost every 
turn as we try to export more; and, 
therefore, if the rest of the world is 
outraged, so be it. 

I understand that feeling and the 
frustration that each one of us has in 
seeing the lack of success that our 
trade negotiators have had in recent 
years in this administration and the 
last. That frustration is very great. 
But it does not hide the fact we have to 
be successful in exporting much more 
agricultural produce into this world, or 
the surpluses that we build in this farm 
bill will come up around our necks 
with much greater tragedy not only for 
farm families but, I believe, for the 
American people as the cost of this bill 
continues to rise and prices continue to 
fall. 

Perhaps worse still, I believe a pat-
tern has been perpetuated in the con-
sideration of this farm bill that is very 
serious for this body and for the Amer-
ican people to consider. Essentially, 
this bill is largely an attempt to re-
spond politically to deeply felt eco-
nomic issues in specific States and dis-
tricts. It is an attempt, in a very close-
ly divided Congress, to try to think 
through individual situations of Sen-
ators and Members of the House, with 
the thought that party control of ei-
ther body may be a much more impor-
tant objective than careful economic 
analysis or maybe even careful stew-
ardship of the funds for which we are 
responsible. 

Therefore, my prediction would be 
that this farm bill does not bring sta-
bility, certainty, or finality. The criti-
cism has been that the last farm bill 
was overtaken by events and, thus, we 
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came to the floor for the last 4 years 
with supplemental farm legislation, 
meaning more money, supplemental 
funds to augment whatever was in the 
bill. This was followed—usually in the 
appropriations cycle—by our col-
leagues in the agriculture sub-
committee noting disasters around our 
lands: sometimes weather disasters, 
sometimes disasters of whatever may 
have come along the pike. So at least 
we have become accustomed to two ad-
ditional rounds of farm spending annu-
ally. It may be that I have misread the 
situation. If so, the history of the next 
few years will indicate that. But I 
would predict, given the highly politi-
cally competitive, sensitive aspects of 
this bill, and the fact that the bill is 
likely, in my judgment, to lead to over-
whelming surpluses, continually lower 
prices, and expressions of agony by 
farmers who say, ‘‘What are you going 
to do to raise prices?’’—that despite 
the thought that there is certainty in-
volved in this, the most certain fact is 
that we are likely to return with pro-
posals to spend more money on farm 
programs, and principally programs in 
the commodity areas, which are de-
serving of 70 percent of the attention 
or more in this farm bill. 

Meanwhile, the bottom line is that a 
large transfer payment of money in 
this country will occur if this farm bill 
reaches conclusion, is passed, and 
signed. The money that Americans 
hold, on which they are taxed, the 
money going through the taxation 
process, goes from a prohibitive major-
ity in this country to very few persons 
in this country. 

That is important to note because if, 
this transfer from the many to the few 
produced stronger farm prices and 
prospects for greater trade success, 
perhaps one could argue that this ap-
proach is justified. What I am arguing 
is precisely the opposite. 

This large transfer of money from or-
dinary taxpayers to a very few tax-
payers is going to result in lower 
prices, overwhelming surpluses, and ag-
gravated trade circumstances that are 
not going to be healthy for American 
agriculture, that will attract fewer 
young people coming into farming, and 
mean higher rents for those who do not 
own land. The value of land based upon 
annual, sometimes biennial appropria-
tions by the Congress that has poured 
more and more money into farming sit-
uations that have the greatest loans, 
that have the greatest output of pro-
duction. At some point there may come 
a year in which the public understands 
the farm bill situation and says: 
Enough. And at that point, land values 
will come down, as they have again and 
again in the history of American agri-
culture. 

My experience on the committee 
spans about 251⁄2 years. I can recall the 
excitement in my home State of Indi-
ana and throughout the country as 
land values rose in the 1970s, in some 
cases doubling and tripling. I can re-
member likewise the terrible jolt 

brought by the very high interest rates 
in the latter part of the 1970s and early 
1980s as well as other factors that led 
to a decline in those very same land 
values by 50 and 60 percent on average 
and worse in some cases. Now we have 
noted steady accumulation of values 
over the course of time. 

I have had the good fortune, at least 
with regard to my own land, of farming 
throughout that period and watching 
the prices of land go up and go down 
and go up again and so forth, without 
being hurt in the process. Most other 
people in agriculture have not been so 
fortunate. 

I would simply say that we are head-
ed for economic disaster if—for the 
farm bill that we are about to pass in 
the commodity area—high land values 
are based upon the political competi-
tion—as has happened in this farm bill. 

Let me review quickly some argu-
ments that buttress this general out-
line. First of all, we got into the farm 
bill debate this year with a very un-
usual budgetary estimate. By that I 
mean, in a bipartisan way, Senators 
and members of the administration 
were deeply excited over the fact that 
our country was beginning to run sur-
pluses; that is, we were spending less 
money than we were taking in. We 
seemed to have stronger economic 
growth, much higher productivity in 
the entire economy. 

As a result, I remember the Presi-
dent’s State of the Union Address in 
which he discussed the broad objectives 
that might be met; namely, a strong 
safety net under Social Security, allay-
ing the anxieties of middle-age and 
young people; even more complex, that 
Medicare not only might be shored up 
but prescription drugs for the elderly 
might come to pass. 

There were a whole raft of other re-
forms that are terribly important to a 
population of this country that grows 
older, that has more people in the 60s, 
70s, 80s, 90s, and that is likely to be our 
situation because of medical miracles 
and better health care. These are very 
expensive situations involving hun-
dreds of billions of dollars. But never-
theless, those were days in which it ap-
peared that those objectives were on 
the horizon and might be met. 

We are not debating those issues in 
this session of the Senate, important 
as they are to the American people. 
Again and again, we are reminded, 
whether it is by the pollsters or by ad-
visers and so forth, that these are the 
issues the American people want to 
talk about. We can’t talk about them 
because we are running a deficit. That 
deficit continues to grow. 

That was apparent in the early fall 
when the House of Representatives 
passed the farm bill. One of the reasons 
suggested for such early passage of 
that farm bill, a full year before the 
current farm bill runs out, was that 
some Members said: ‘‘Listen up, in the 
event you do not pass a farm bill 
quickly, the $73.5 billion allocated by 
the Budget Committee back in the 

spring of 2001 is likely to be revised, 
downgraded to a much smaller num-
ber.’’ In essence, there will be much 
less money to spend on a farm bill. So, 
therefore, get on with it. Pass it, and 
pass it quickly to pin down that 
money. 

We heard the same argument on the 
floor of the Senate during the latter 
part of the fall. Something had 
changed in the interval that was very 
fundamental for our country; namely, 
we were at war. We were having simul-
taneously debates, as the Chair will re-
call, on upgrading the defense budget, 
on a loan situation to shore up the air-
lines so we would not lose that service, 
the first outlines of a huge new cat-
egory, homeland defense. All of that 
was occurring as economists pointed 
out month by month, we think we may 
be in a recession. 

By the time we finished at least last 
year’s session and had our last debate 
on the farm bill in December, econo-
mists said: We are in a recession. We 
are experiencing recession, in addition 
to war. 

I noted at the time we debated the 
farm bill, whether it was in the House 
or in the Senate, an almost Alice-in-
Wonderland world prevailed in Con-
gress, as if somehow the war, the reces-
sion, the problems of Medicare and So-
cial Security were for some other 
group to talk about but not this Con-
gress. We were intent upon talking 
about additional subsidies for farmers. 
We already had, as people point out, 
the so-called baseline of about $100 bil-
lion for agricultural spending over 10 
years. We developed a habit of having 
additional debates and adding to that 
baseline—now at $73.5 billion over 10 
years. 

That situation has continued. As a 
matter of fact, the recession and the 
Government’s deficit have become re-
ality. And the assumptions that were 
made in the farm bill debates of last 
fall have all led to much higher scor-
ing, which means the Congressional 
Budget Office finds that things we 
thought would cost X number of dol-
lars inevitably cost a whole lot more. 

Prices deteriorated further during 
the debates, and that led to urgency on 
the part of some who have said: ‘‘Don’t 
stand there, do something about it—
shore up those prices, give greater cer-
tainty to farmers.’’ 

Madam President, the deficit is not 
going to go away. As we now observe 
on the Senate floor, we have yet to dis-
cuss a budget for this year, and some 
suggest we may not. This means that 
the appropriations committees will 
move ahead without at least the mild 
restraint that a budget resolution 
might give to our work. In fact, we 
know that in the supplemental appro-
priations bill that is coming up for de-
fense expenditures of an emergency na-
ture, we are going to spend a lot more 
money. We know that because of the 
discussion all over the country in the 
50 States about the requirements for 
homeland defense. 
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Now, at some point, some Senator 

will arise—certainly not in a farm bill 
debate, but in another debate, and 
point out: ‘‘Whatever happened to the 
Social Security lockbox? How secure is 
Medicare? What are we going to do 
about prescription drugs for the elder-
ly?’’ 

What indeed. We are about to spend 
those moneys—or simply run up a def-
icit that is huge. That is the message 
of this conference report to the Amer-
ican people. Whatever may be the de-
sire for some certainty that a farmer 
can get almost $2 a bushel for corn, the 
certainty for all other Americans is 
that we are going to have a larger def-
icit; that the prospects for solving So-
cial Security and Medicare are set 
back; that we as trustees for the Amer-
ican people either do not understand 
that farm bills cannot be discussed in a 
vacuum, divorced from the rest of the 
world, or that we are so deliberate 
about our intent to spend this money, 
come hell or high water, that we 
plunge ahead. 

I mentioned some specifics, and I will 
not get into the program details that 
the distinguished chairman pointed 
out. Let me tell from my own anec-
dotal experience as a farm owner—one 
who participates in the management of 
my farm through the farm plan, 
through the bookkeeping, the legal 
work, and the other things that need to 
be done for a family farm situation. I 
am aware that, at least in Indiana, if I 
produced corn in the last few years, I 
could get $1.89 a bushel for every bush-
el under the so-called loan deficiency 
payment. That meant simply if the 
market price was $1.75, at some point I 
was going to get the other 14 cents 
through the loan program. Now, most 
farmers would testify that $1.89 is a 
pretty low price. In fact, some have 
come into the Agriculture Committee 
and said our average cost per bushel is 
closer to $2.50 a bushel. But others have 
mentioned that, in fact, the marginal 
cost—that is, the next bushel if they 
were to add it to their farm operation—
frequently costs less than $1.89. That is 
true of many of the largest, most effi-
cient farms in the country that have 
the equipment and the capital to do 
that kind of a job. I am suggesting that 
even at the current $1.89 loan rate, in-
advertently—because most of us felt 
that, at $1.89, this would be a floor—we 
have set up an incentive. Farmers were 
beginning to produce more and more 
corn because, at $1.89, they were guar-
anteed a price and they went for it. I 
can understand that and so can you. 

In this current bill, however, we have 
said that this is not enough. First of 
all, we will set the loan rate up higher, 
at $1.98 for the first two years, and $1.95 
for the remaining 4 years. 

Madam President, for each farmer—
myself included—attempting to cal-
culate the best interest of whether to 
use past history with regard to acres 
planted, with regard to yields and the 
percentage of those who were allowed 
into this bill, to apply the target price, 

this is not an easy task. Once you 
make the decision, you are stuck with 
it. 

My judgment is that a great number 
of farmers are going to believe they 
made an error, and that they are going 
to want relief. Every FSA office, and 
other groups in the country that help 
farmers, are going to spend a great deal 
of money trying to figure out what the 
situation is for these individual farm-
ers long before payments can be made. 

I do not fault the authors of the bill. 
In order to keep scaling down the 
costs, they had to keep making it more 
and more complex—almost to the point 
that Senators sitting around the con-
ference table found it very difficult to 
calculate and to understand precisely 
what we were doing—quite apart from 
members who must vote on this con-
ference report, and apart from farmers 
throughout America who must some-
how figure out what it all means. 

But what most farmers will think it 
means is that out there somewhere is 
$2 loan rate for a bushel of corn. That 
is quite an incentive. That is well be-
yond $1.89. As a matter of fact, it was 
interesting; last Thursday, in com-
modity trading in America, the futures 
prices of almost all farm commodities 
went down, largely under the assump-
tion—which I think is correct—that if 
this bill passes, the prices of every-
thing are going to go down, and stay 
down. Nevertheless, there was some 
glimmer of hope. If you were a cotton 
farmer taking a look at this bill on the 
date the bill passed the House, for 
early contracts on cotton, it was about 
33 cents a pound. Well, the target price 
for cotton in this bill is 72.4 cents a 
pound. That is double the current mar-
ket price. 

How could this be? How could we 
have something that is so divorced 
from reality in terms of supply and de-
mand in this country and in this world? 
Well, we can have it because there were 
sufficient votes on the conference com-
mittee, and in the House, to put 72.4 
there as a target price and, further, on 
top of that, to offer subsidies to some 
industries that are attached to cotton. 

One can say that things have not 
been going well for cotton farmers and 
for the communities and the infra-
structure that support them. I under-
stand that. One can say the same for 
rice farmers, wheat farmers, corn farm-
ers, and soybean farmers. In fact, such 
things have been said about all five of 
them. But that is where the money is, 
that is where the trail went from the 
beginning. 

I can remember in the Agriculture 
Committee, the chairman was trying 
to patiently conduct the markup deal-
ing with areas in which both he and I 
believed we were on the threshold of 
doing some very important things. 
Some of this, in fact, was accom-
plished, and still is preserved. The 
chairman wanted to discuss conserva-
tion. He has been discussing that for 
some time. I share his enthusiasm. He 
wanted to discuss energy and young 

farmer loans and community develop-
ment. Before long, there got to be a 
rumbling around the committee table 
and people said: When do we get to the 
money? Where is the money? 

Well, they were not talking about 
money for conservation, although the 
chairman pointed out some might 
come to farmers who did the right 
thing on their land; and, likewise, 
there might be real help for most of 
rural America who will not be involved 
in farm payments. A majority of our 
members, were intent upon targeting 
the money on commodity payments 
and subsidies. 

Then the question was, How much 
does that cost? And, therefore, as some 
suggested, we were spending too much 
money and time on conservation, on 
nutrition for the poor, on problems of 
young farmers. 

The House of Representatives did not 
have those problems. They fairly rap-
idly put the money in commodity sup-
ports, and filled in as afterthoughts, in 
my judgment, funding for other issues 
such as conservation, etc. I congratu-
late specifically Congressman DOOLEY, 
a Democrat on the conference com-
mittee, who held firm to a research ini-
tiative that I think is vital and that 
the chairman of our committee, Sen-
ator HARKIN, agrees is important. 

There were a few valiant spirits. On a 
bipartisan basis, however, clearly those 
thinking about the other aspects of the 
farm bill were in a distinct minority. 
This bill was guided by how do we fill 
in the commodities and not do so in a 
way in which we keep exceeding the 
$73.5 billion which I kept pointing out 
simply was not there. The refutation to 
that was by the distinguished chair-
man of the Budget Committee, one of 
the conferees, Senator CONRAD, who 
said, ‘‘It was there; it was in the budget 
a year ago.’’ I said all the assumptions 
are gone, life has changed—war, reces-
sion, homeland defense. To which the 
stalwarts said: ‘‘It is still there, every 
penny of it.’’ 

How they dismiss the new estimate, 
this $9.5 billion overage, I do not know. 
I simply say they will have to keep ex-
plaining this as the cost of their bill in-
creases year after year, as lower prices, 
inevitable given these new loan rates 
target prices, just arithmetically cause 
it to expand. 

Therefore, I come back to the initial 
thought I had of the Senate as stewards 
of our security, of our moneys, of the 
rights and privileges of all Americans, 
not specific ones that we happen to be 
discussing on one day or another. 

It is a coincidence that on this very 
day the distinguished chairman of the 
Permanent Subcommittee on Inves-
tigations, Senator LEVIN of Michigan, 
is conducting a hearing in which a 
number of the witnesses are directors 
of Enron. Enron came up during all of 
this and so did a whole spate of articles 
that continue on corporate governance. 
Business Week has a headline across 
the front of it: Is Wall Street corrupt? 

The question is raised: Are our 
boards of directors of our major firms 
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to be trusted, quite apart from the 
chief executives, who supposedly the 
boards supervise or oversee, quite apart 
from all the practices of the firms, 
whether it be accounting practices, 
which are dubious, the information 
that goes out to ordinary investors in 
the country about which many now 
have severe doubts? We have been hav-
ing a shakeup in this country of 
thoughtfulness, of about telling the 
truth, about what is involved in gov-
ernance. 

We have that responsibility here. 
Senators can take the position that be-
cause this new farm bill is so complex, 
there is no conceivable way I can un-
derstand it; therefore, I will rely upon 
the Agriculture Committee, or at least 
a few people in the Senate who gen-
erally seem to have good judgment on 
these issues, sort of wise men. Many 
Senators take that position with re-
gard to other types of legislation from 
time to time. 

That is not going to be good enough 
for those who are testifying before Sen-
ator LEVIN on Enron. The questioners 
will say: Why didn’t you know about 
strange practices in which assets left 
the balance sheet, in which strange 
loans were made, options were issued, 
and extraordinary payments? 

The front page of the papers today 
suggest Enron, in fact, may have ma-
nipulated the power situation in Cali-
fornia, the allegation of persons for 
some time. Maybe so, maybe not. 

This is serious business. I am simply 
charging that each one of us who is 
going to vote on this conference report 
needs to at least take responsibility. 
We go into this with eyes wide open. 
Many people have pointed out, and I 
have given a number of speeches at 
every stage along the way, that the 
money was not there. It was not there 
for a long time, even though a fiction 
exists that $73.5 billion over 10 years 
was there at one time. Nor is it $82.8 
billion over 10 years, $9.5 billion more. 
It simply was never there. 

Second, even if we knew it was not 
there, we could still have said: This has 
the same urgency as the war, as home-
land defense, as prescription drugs for 
the elderly. It is so urgent and the abil-
ity we have to transform 2 million 
farmers and farm families and the in-
frastructure that supports them in 
America, is that imperative, if we are 
going to do it anyway with eyes wide 
open? 

In fact, it has been clear that the 
bulk of the money goes to a very few 
farmers—a very few. That has been 
clear throughout. This is not a great 
humanitarian effort. Granted, the Sen-
ate finally got $6.4 billion in the nutri-
tion section. We started out in the Sen-
ate, in fact, with well over $10 billion. 

This is a bill that is targeted for 
farms in America that are large. I hope 
we all understand that because it is not 
obscure. One of the things that oc-
curred during this debate was that a 
group called the Environmental Work-
ing Group—and universally despised by 

many people in the agricultural com-
munity—got through the Freedom of 
Information Act information about the 
subsidies paid to farmers all over the 
country during the years 1996 to 2000; 
they published this on a Web site—
ewg.org. You can find out what your 
neighbor received. I found out in Mar-
ion County, IN, that our farm got the 
22nd largest amount of payments. 
There are not many farms in Marion 
County because it is a farm inside the 
city. The fact is, we now know exactly 
who got what. This is not obscure. 

The Senate responded by saying ‘‘no 
farmer ought to get more than $275,000 
in any 1 year—not in 10 years, but in 1 
year.’’ We passed that, but it went the 
way of all good things in this con-
ference report. 

I pointed out during the debate on 
the floor, that in my State of Indiana, 
only six farmers could possibly have 
exceeded the $275,000 out of 50,000 who 
are receiving payments. Yet the debate 
on payment limits reached such a vola-
tile situation that people claimed the 
South would be abnormally hit, that a 
good number of apparently medium-
size or even large farms would be deci-
mated in the process, this even at the 
time that the target price for cotton 
was being raised 72 cents plus with a 
market price of 33. 

I hope as Senators we go into this 
with eyes wide open. We clearly must 
understand our responsibility. Whether 
we understand all the complexities of 
the program, we know where the 
money went. We know in this bill 
where the money will go. We even 
know it is money we do not have, and 
if we thought we had it, it has to have 
a priority with regard to Medicare, So-
cial Security, homeland defense, de-
fense of our country, and some other 
areas that are very vital in a year in 
which we have a recession and declin-
ing tax revenues. 

Therefore, Madam President, I re-
spond to my distinguished colleague 
who says: What if this conference re-
port fails? My own judgment is it 
should. I will vote against it. I would 
advocate every Senator who sees his or 
her responsibility, vote against it. 

We have a farm bill on the books 
now—sometimes it is dismissed—based 
on a $100 billion baseline. The distin-
guished Senators have pointed out we 
could have a debate, if Senators desire, 
for supplemental payments that we 
have had for a while at much less ex-
pense than what we are about to enact, 
with all the rigid formulas that delib-
erately stomp down prices and will 
stomp them down for the duration of 
the entire bill. 

I hope we understand that. It is a 
basic principle of supply and demand. 
This farm bill provides huge incentives 
to produce more. Regarding exports, we 
can see the outrage of our exporting 
partners. Some Senators have given 
the impression that: ‘‘We could not 
care less about them.’’ This conference 
report is a recipe for a great deal of 
hurt and sadness in the wake of the 

huge transfer payment from the major-
ity of Americans to a very few pro-
ducers. 

Finally, in committee deliberations—
whether Chairman HARKIN was pre-
siding or whether I did in the previous 
61⁄2 years—we had some very important 
discussions about agricultural income 
and the future of agriculture in this 
country. That means a great deal to 
me, to the chairman, and to the mem-
bers of our committee. Not a single 
member around the table is not com-
mitted to trying to think through how 
we make the process better. Agri-
culture is a tough business. I have stat-
ed on this floor, that in the last 45 
years of my stewardship of Lugar 
farms, we have had about a 4-percent 
return on invested capital. Many farm-
ers have said: That sounds too high. In 
almost any other business meeting, 
people ask: Why have you stayed at it 
for 45 years? You could have gotten 6 
percent on government bonds or 30 
year treasuries without the problems 
of weather, risk of exports, and so 
forth. 

We stay at it because we believe in 
farming, we believe in the soil, we be-
lieve in the life, in the tradition of our 
families. But we are going to have to 
improve our ability to make money. 
That comes down to research, develop-
ment of good practices, proper con-
servation, a number of fundamental 
issues that are tough properly address, 
but are essential. 

Unhappily, in this farm bill our farm 
associations and commodity groups 
have chosen an easy way out. They 
have said: Let’s not worry about the 
market—which is always spiraling 
down. Just pay an arbitrarily high 
price for cotton, rice, corn, wheat, or 
soybeans. The American people will fill 
in the gap. 

As I have illustrated, the gap will not 
be filled in that easily without the loss 
during the course of this bill of tens of 
thousands of farms, of the folks who 
will never get into the game, of those 
who will pay more, and of a distortion 
upward of land values. 

I ask for Senators to give thoughtful 
consideration to these arguments and 
to a vote to reject the conference re-
port. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I 

yield 20 minutes to the Senator from 
Minnesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President, 
I thank the chair of the committee. 

I thank my colleague and very good 
friend, Senator HARKIN, for his work on 
this bill. I thank Senator LUGAR for his 
work, especially in the area dealing 
with nutrition, and for his thoughtful 
comments. 

I will start out with just a practical 
Minnesota point of view and then re-
view broader questions. 

This coming year, Minnesota farmers 
will see $1.16 billion in assistance from 
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this legislation—an increase of ap-
proximately $395 million over the 1996 
farm bill. Over the next 6 years, my 
State will see about $5.7 billion from 
this farm bill. Or about a $2 billion in-
crease above the 1996 farm bill for the 
State of Minnesota. 

Now, if I had my way—and I don’t 
think my colleague would disagree 
with me—I would love to have higher 
loan rates and rely less on direct pay-
ments so that farmers would have more 
leverage to get a better price through 
the marketplace. 

However, the 1996 farm bill or the 
‘‘Freedom to Fail’’ bill was one of the 
worst things that ever happened to 
Rural America. I went home the day it 
was passed, and I said to my wife Shei-
la: This is the worst thing that has 
happened in the Senate. This year, 
without a new farm bill, the Freedom 
to Farm bill would give us a 20-percent 
drop in farm income. All that has kept 
farmers going is all the AMTA pay-
ments and the Government subsidy. 

If Members are worried about pay-
ment limitation, which I am and which 
my colleague said we will come back to 
again, this fight is not over. A lot of 
these direct payments to the largest 
producers have been the epitome of 
subsidy in inverse relationship to need. 

However I don’t make apologies as a 
Senator from Minnesota for supporting 
this bill. I would have liked to have 
had the ban on packer ownership. I 
tried to pass that amendment in com-
mittee. We lost. Then I joined Senators 
JOHNSON, GRASSLEY, and HARKIN to 
offer a ban on packer ownership on the 
Senate floor. We won. Then it was 
knocked out in conference. Unfortu-
nately the House conferees refused to 
support it. However, we will come back 
to it again. 

In the Senate, we passed a bipartisan 
payment limitation amendment. The 
Senate bill established a reasonable 
limitation on payments to the very 
largest farming operation, that would 
have affected fewer than 100 farms in 
my State of Minnesota. My colleague 
from Indiana has spoken to that. It was 
the right thing to do, and I continue to 
strongly support those payment limita-
tions. I regret what came out of con-
ference, but again we were blocked by 
the House conferees. But as Senator 
HARKIN said, are we going to let a con-
ference committee stop a whole farm 
bill and continue with ‘‘freedom to 
fail’’? There is too much economic pain 
in the countryside. 

I didn’t like what happened with the 
Environmental Quality Incentives Pro-
gram. I passed an amendment in the 
Senate that limited payments to 
$30,000. The amendment, which Sen-
ators HARKIN and LUGAR supported, 
also said: Do not let the Smithfields of 
this world own six, seven, eight con-
fined animal feeding operations and get 
a big subsidy for every one of them. I 
would preferred that EQIP, an impor-
tant environmental program, be tar-
geted to our family farmers. There are 
certainly some missed opportunities. 

But, on the positive side, my colleague 
from Iowa already talked about the 
dairy front. This is hugely important 
for my State of Minnesota. This is the 
first really good, positive thing I have 
seen happen in dairy for over a decade. 

In addition, while I will continue to 
fight for higher loan rates, in the 
House bill, the Secretary of Agri-
culture had the discretion to lower 
loan rates. This administration, the 
President in his budget proposal, went 
on record in support of lower loan 
rates. So at least the loan rates go up 
for the first time in a couple of decades 
and the effective safety net or target 
price is much higher. I am hoping and 
praying our producers can cash-flow so 
they will have a future. I think this 
legislation will give them that oppor-
tunity. 

Again, for this coming year, to talk 
about $394 million of addition assist-
ance to Minnesota agriculture, I make 
no apologies for that as a Senator from 
Minnesota. Over the next 6 years, an 
average of $330 million more of it is 
targeted to Minnesota family farmers 
so they can continue to farm. You bet-
ter believe I support that. 

An increase of net farm income aver-
aging $4.5 billion a year for the Na-
tion—you better believe I support that. 
It is a darned sight better than ‘‘free-
dom to fail.’’ 

When I hear some of my colleagues 
say actually supporting family farmers 
is in competition with the Social Secu-
rity trust fund or making sure we sup-
port Medicare, I just have to smile and 
say: Wait a minute. Where were you 
when you voted for these Robin-Hood-
in-reverse tax cuts which bleed the 
economy of trillions of dollars? Where 
were you? 

Don’t be pitting family farmers in 
Minnesota against Medicare or against 
Social Security. We are not going to 
let you get away with that, not in this 
debate and not ever. 

On the plus side, above and beyond 
arguments made already, I would like 
to thank the chairman, Senator HAR-
KIN, and I am proud to be part of this 
effort as well. I would also like to 
thank the other Senate conferees—Sen-
ators DASCHLE, CONRAD, and LEAHY. 

Senator HARKIN’s success on this bill 
is irrefutable. Senator HARKIN from 
Iowa, with the Conservation Security 
Program, he led the way. The Con-
servation Security Program will pro-
vide assistance to producers who adopt 
conservation practices on working 
lands. I love the Conservation Reserve 
Program, which we were able to in-
crease with this bill. I love the Wet-
lands Reserve Program, which we were 
also able to increase. I love working 
with Ducks Unlimited, Pheasants For-
ever, and other great conservation 
groups. Now, with the Conservation Se-
curity Program we will be focusing on 
land in production with economic in-
centives for farmers to utilize wise con-
servation practices. This is win-win-
win. 

I have loved seeing Senator HARKIN, 
the environmental community, and the 

agricultural community working to-
gether. This is really a sea change for 
the better. It is a huge change for the 
better and the Senator from Iowa de-
serves all the credit in the world for 
this. 

Above and beyond that we have 
Country of Origin Labeling, that was 
an amendment I did in committee. I 
am proud to pass that amendment. I 
thank the conferees for keeping it in. 

I know these big conglomerates don’t 
like it because it gives our independent 
producers a leg up, because these big 
conglomerates are shipping out and 
shipping in and not relying on our 
independent producers here in this 
country. In addition consumers have a 
right to know what they are eating and 
where it is from. It is hugely impor-
tant. Frankly—I can say it now be-
cause the conference report is over—I 
am amazed it is in the conference re-
port, but I thank the Chairman for his 
help. 

Then for the first time ever we have 
an energy title. People are excited in 
Greater Minnesota, in rural America, 
about this energy section, because 
rural America has part of the answer. 
We talked about ethanol and biodiesel, 
but there is another part of this—it’s 
wind, solar, and biomass. In Minnesota 
it is a no-brainer. We are a cold weath-
er State at the other end of the pipe-
line. We import barrels of oil. We ex-
port $11 billion a year, but we are rich 
in wind and biomass to electricity; we 
are rich in saved energy, we are rich in 
clean technology, small business. This 
is a marriage ready to be made in heav-
en. This bill moves us down that path—
a clean energy path. 

It is respectful of the environment, 
keeps capital in the community, it is 
small business intensive, jobs inten-
sive, keeps capital in our States—this 
is great. 

The economic development piece is 
hugely important. I heard my col-
league, the Senator from Iowa, talking 
about telecommunications, that we 
don’t want to be left out. I am so 
pleased my Rural Telework Initiative 
has been included. Again, it is my work 
and I am bragging about it, but setting 
up a telework institute is a major vic-
tory for rural communities. Informa-
tion technology companies, have said: 
Listen, we know the work ethic of peo-
ple in rural America. We want to make 
sure, if the Federal Government is will-
ing to provide the grants and willing to 
get this going—then we have a real op-
portunity for people to be able, out of 
their homes, out of a satellite office, to 
work for companies halfway across the 
world much less halfway across our 
own country. 

People do not have to leave our rural 
communities. Our young people do not 
have to leave. I meet so many young 
people in Greater Minnesota, in our 
rural communities. Basically they are 
following the advice to get ahead, get a 
good education, which means get out of 
here. That is the death knell for our 
communities. 
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One thing they are asking about is 

whether or not they could stay in the 
community. Are they going to be able 
to? If they farm, are they going to get 
a decent price, job opportunities, a 
small business going? Will there be 
good education and health care and en-
vironment? 

And on the job opportunities—I love 
this—the Rural Telework Initiative 
means people in our rural communities 
can work for companies halfway across 
the world. Let’s make sure this hap-
pens. We don’t want rural America left 
behind with this information tech-
nology economy. We can be a part of it. 
I think there is huge bipartisan sup-
port for this. 

Of course I am bragging, but I want 
my State of Minnesota to be the lead-
er. I think we can. 

My final point: We are going to be 
back on this fight on packer ownership. 
We are going to be back on this fight 
on payment limitations. I talked to the 
chairman and he said we are going to 
do additional investigative work, we 
are going to do additional public hear-
ings. In addition, one of the things I 
can’t wait to do, and albeit it is easier 
said than done, I want to write an anti-
trust bill looking at the food industry. 

In summary, this conference report 
perfect, but I do not want to keep 
going on with this ‘‘freedom to fail’’ 
bill. I want to see a change. This bill 
represents that change. 

I agree with some of the critiquing 
from some of my colleagues, but all in 
all, this is a step forward for agri-
culture in Minnesota. It is a big step 
forward for the farm structure in Min-
nesota. It is a big step forward for the 
environment. It is a big step forward 
for a better energy policy. It is a big 
step forward for economic develop-
ment. It is a big step forward for people 
who live in Greater Minnesota and live 
in our rural communities. 

I am willing to come out here and de-
bate and fight for this bill and support 
this bill. An finally would like to ask 
for a commitment from Senator HAR-
KIN that we are not done with this bat-
tle on the reform battle on payment 
limitations, and on the ban on packer 
ownership. Let’s go after some of these 
conglomerates. It’s the right thing to 
do. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

CLINTON). Who yields time? 
Mr. HARKIN. I yield myself the time 

I consume. 
First, I thank my colleague and 

friend from Minnesota for all of his 
work on this farm bill and for being 
such a valuable member of our com-
mittee. It was the Senator from Min-
nesota, Mr. WELLSTONE, who first of-
fered the country of origin labeling in 
committee and won it in committee 
and we kept it on the floor. Consumers 
need to thank Senator WELLSTONE for 
making sure our they will have the 
right to know where their meat and 
fish, fruits and vegetables come from. 
And for the record, another great 

champion of country of origin labeling, 
and he has been for years, is Senator 
JOHNSON. These two have fought tire-
lessly to bring this measure into law. 

We were able to keep it in there. I 
think the Senator is right, this is going 
to be a very important provision for 
our producers in this country—and for 
our consumers. So I thank him for 
that. 

I thank the Senator also for all his 
strong work on conservation and on 
rural development. 

Again, I say without any fear of con-
tradiction that the people in Min-
nesota—people in rural America, but I 
say Minnesota because that is the 
State the Senator represents—and the 
people who live in small towns and 
communities all over rural America 
have no better fighter for their inter-
ests and no better friend they can 
count on consistently than Senator 
WELLSTONE of Minnesota. 

When it comes to the things we have 
in this bill that invest in rural eco-
nomic development, rural equity funds, 
broadband access, taking care of the 
backlog on sewer and water grants, and 
providing for value-added grants for 
small towns and communities—all of 
these bear the imprint of the Senator 
from Minnesota, Mr. WELLSTONE. 

I thank him so much for that on be-
half of all who are interested in the en-
vironment and in conservation. 

I say to the Senator before he leaves 
the Chamber that he has this Senator’s 
ironclad commitment. As long as I am 
privileged to chair this committee, we 
are not going to give up on the fight to 
ban packer ownership of livestock prior 
to 14 days before slaughter. We are 
going to get to that. 

We are also going to continue to 
fight on better payment limitations in 
the future. 

Again, the farm bill is before us. It 
represents a very balanced com-
promise. Again, we need to get this to 
the President as soon as possible. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming. 
Mr. ENZI. Madam President, Senator 

GRASSLEY has been waiting for an hour 
and a half to speak but knew there 
wouldn’t be time for his comments be-
fore the 12:30 recess. So I ask unani-
mous consent that following the recess 
he be allowed to be the first speaker. 

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

Mr. ENZI. Thank you, Madam Presi-
dent. 

I would like to yield myself such 
time as I might have for comments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak in opposition to the farm bill 
conference report. The opportunity to 
write a farm bill comes along rarely in 
a Senator’s career on Capitol Hill. It is 
an opportunity to survey the road and 
set the course for agriculture and rural 
America, in this case, for the next 6 

years. And in the next 6 years, we will 
stick to that course and walk that 
road. In studying the conference report 
we have before us today, I fear that we 
have engineered agriculture’s road 
through the swamp. Once in the mud, 
it is going to take more than a new 
farm bill in 6 years to unstick our 
wheels, pull us out and reverse the 
damage to America’s food and fiber 
policy. 

We have a bill before us that ramps 
up the subsidies farmers are receiving 
to extraordinary amounts. Now, there 
is nothing wrong with helping our 
farmers and guaranteeing a safe and 
sufficient food supply. However, we 
should fairly and equitably assist all of 
agriculture. The House Agriculture 
Committee says that this bill will cost 
$45.1 billion of additional spending in 
the next 6 years. Of that amount, $31.2 
billion is going to commodities. The 
largest portion is for our traditional 
crops: wheat, corn, cotton and rice. 
Now in Wyoming, agriculture means 
more than just farming. Producers are 
farmers, but they are also ranchers. 
And the ranchers in Wyoming don’t see 
much benefit to this bill. 

Seventy percent of the new spending 
is going to commodities. The rest of 
the money is being split between other 
things the farm bill funds like nutri-
tion programs, research and conserva-
tion, all important things. I am pleased 
with the increase in Environmental 
Quality Incentives Program—EQIP—
funds. However, even these are cost 
share funds and not the direct pay-
ments that so many farmers will re-
ceive. 

Ranchers like their independence 
from government handouts and they 
usually wouldn’t mind being over-
looked in the farm bill, but they have 
a need this year. That need was ig-
nored. 

There was a proposition that would 
have given $7,000 to a rancher to feed 
the best of his breeders from the herd 
throughout the drought. Talk about 
extreme cases, we put them at zero. 
Yes, my State is entering the third 
year of a drought. Yes, in response to 
the disaster in my State and other 
States, I, along with a majority of this 
body, added an amendment to the farm 
bill that would have provided $500 mil-
lion to livestock producers for feed 
shortages. 

That amendment passed 69–30. Com-
pared to the billions spent on commod-
ities, this was a small package of as-
sistance for an industry known for re-
fusing Federal assistance. In this farm 
bill, commodities are the focus of 70 
percent of the additional funding. The 
amount that I wanted to devote to live-
stock producers is a mere 1 percent of 
the additional spending. One percent! 
And the assistance was refused in this 
final conference report. 

The conference refused ranchers as-
sistance the same month they are 
being prevented from moving to their 
drought-stricken Federal grazing allot-
ments. Since they can’t feed their live-
stock, they must consider selling their 
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herds in a cattle market that is no 
longer rational and with tax benefits 
that have run out. The safety net and 
benefits of the farm bill are not being 
shared with the ranchers. 

The producers in my State do have a 
reason to be thankful. Country of ori-
gin labeling is a part of the bill. This is 
a victory that I have been working to-
ward since I entered this body. It is my 
fervent hope that the forces that rose 
unsuccessfully to defeat this program 
in the farm bill do not undermine the 
provision in the rulemaking process 
during the initial, 2-year voluntary pe-
riod. 

Also, the conference report does not 
contain the language that would have 
appropriated my State’s water rights. 
We fought against this harmful provi-
sion that in my State would have al-
lowed the Federal Government to 
usurp State water rights through im-
plementation of the Endangered Spe-
cies Act and done it at bargain base-
ment prices. 

For ranchers, this bill should be la-
beled, ‘‘Do no harm, do no good’’ be-
cause another provision vital to ranch-
ers in my State was pulled from the 
final report. The ban on packer owner-
ship of livestock more than 14 days be-
fore slaughter was removed. This tells 
my producers that the U.S. Senate is 
unconcerned about the impacts of mar-
ket manipulation on their family 
ranches. Not only are we unwilling to 
provide them financial assistance when 
they need it in the third year of the 
worst drought, we won’t give them the 
opportunity to extract their own liveli-
hood from an open and fair market. 
They are trapped on every side. We had 
an opportunity to assist all of agri-
culture with this farm bill, but we did 
not take it. 

I have been discussing the repercus-
sions of this bill on my State. There 
also are repercussions to our national 
budget. I previously said that this bill 
is being quoted as costing $45.1 billion 
in additional spending in the next 6 
years. Based on the April 2001 budget 
resolution baseline, the Congressional 
Budget Office estimates that this bill 
would increase direct spending by $73.5 
billion in budget authority through 
2011. This spending under the fanciest 
of accounting definitely affects the 
budget parameters. 

However, this is 2002 and crop prices 
are lower this year. A CBO estimate 
using an April 2002 baseline would add 
several billion dollars over $73.5 billion 
in the next 10 years, but the latest 
numbers are not being taken seriously. 
When my staff contacted the Senate 
Agriculture Committee to ask about 
the April 2002 CBO cost estimate, they 
were told that it did not matter. In 
fact, the committee staff said an esti-
mate based on the April 2002 baseline 
was an ‘‘academic exercise.’’ This is 
real money. This is not an academic 
exercise. We cannot use accounting to 
ignore the exorbitant cost of this legis-
lation. 

For example, I have been discussing 
the farm bill’s additional spending. It 

hasn’t been heard often, but this addi-
tional spending is being added to a 
huge base of current spending on agri-
culture. When we add the $73.5 billion 
of additional spending, this bill will 
cost us over $180 billion throughout the 
next 10 years. Now that is a number 
that is flung around these halls flip-
pantly, but $180 billion in Wyoming is a 
big deal. I think it is probably a big 
deal all over the country. It is a big 
deal to our trading partners, too. 

Madam President, $45.1 billion, $73.5 
billion, $180 billion, that is more than a 
rounding error, that is a gross 
misstatement of the facts. Everyone is 
entitled to their own opinion, but they 
are not entitled to their own facts. 

There are repercussions to this bill 
that move beyond our borders to other 
countries and our trading partners. We 
have a WTO responsibility to our trad-
ing partners to keep our agricultural 
subsidies below $19.1 billion. Did any of 
those numbers I used before sound any-
where near $19.1 billion? I don’t think 
so. In the past years, we have stayed 
far below that level, but this bill 
threatens to send us over the top. It 
will be very difficult to convince our 
trading partners to lower their own 
subsidy levels—and they are starting 
to talk about that—and increase our 
access into their markets if we so bold-
ly ramp up our own subsidy levels. 
They are watching. 

The Australian Agriculture Minister, 
Warren Truss, said our farm bill ‘‘sends 
an appalling signal to agricultural 
trade negotiators seeking a freer and 
fairer international trading regime.’’ 

Canada’s Agriculture Minister, Lyle 
Vanclief, said: ‘‘The farm bill is a seri-
ous blow to the US’s credibility in the 
current round of World Trade Organiza-
tion negotiations.’’ 

Do not fool yourself, they are watch-
ing us this moment to see if we are 
really interested in fair trade. What 
signals are we going to send them? 

I know what signal we will send if we 
accept this conference report. We are 
signaling that the United States really 
isn’t interested in increasing our agri-
cultural exports to other countries. Re-
alizing this, I look down the road we 
have surveyed for agriculture. We are 
significantly expanding our commodity 
subsidies, the great incentive for over-
production. We already know we can-
not possibly consume what is produced 
in this country. With this subsidy in-
crease, we are systematically closing 
the doors on increased exports. With no 
outlet for their production, we are con-
demning our farmers to a downward 
spiral of prices. And countercyclical 
payments will not stop that spiral. In 
fact, they intensify the spiral. 

So we have a conference report before 
us that will eventually harm the farm-
ers it is trying to help and that ignores 
the plight of the other half of agri-
culture, the livestock producers. And it 
does it with phony and illusive num-
bers that will appall everyone else. 

For these reasons, I am voting 
against this conference report. I urge 

my fellow Senators to seriously con-
sider whether this is the road they will 
condemn their farmers and ranchers to 
for the next 6 years. I urge my col-
leagues to vote against this bill. 

Madam President, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
The Senator from California. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that I be recog-
nized to speak as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
(The remarks of Mrs. FEINSTEIN are 

printed in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Morning Business.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HAR-
KIN). The Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed beyond 
the hour of 12:30. 

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

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I com-
pliment the distinguished chairman of 
the Senate Agriculture Committee for 
the farm bill before us.

As one of seven Senate conferees on 
the farm bill, I want to make a few ini-
tial remarks today about this major ef-
fort. 

First, I urge my colleagues to vote 
for this conference report. This farm 
bill helps farmers by providing a safety 
net; it helps consumers by keeping our 
food costs low; it expands our nutri-
tional safety net to those most in need; 
it will mean cleaner waterways, better 
soils, protected open space, and the 
preservation of family farms; it will 
make our drinking water safer, im-
prove the environment, and will give 
rural America a strong economic boost. 

I thank Chairman HARKIN who 
worked day and night on this effort. 

As I know from being chairman of 
the committee during the 1990 farm 
bill, it is no easy task to balance the 
needs of various regions, various com-
modities and various other priorities 
within a fixed budget. 

Make no mistake—this bill is great 
for all regions, it represents a well-bal-
anced effort. 

I enjoyed working with the chairman 
of the conference, LARRY COMBEST. He 
was fair and patient, and strove to lis-
ten to all sides of an issue and to offer 
helpful ideas as we sought to craft the 
final product. 

His chief of staff, Bill O’Connor, has 
worked on many agriculture issues 
with me. He is one of the finest exam-
ples a truly professional hill staffer—
smart and tough, and able to get the 
job done for his chairman. Also, Lance 
Kotschwar, the chief counsel for Chair-
man COMBEST, deserves a great deal of 
credit. 

Ranking member CHARLIE STENHOLM, 
also an expert on farm bill details, was 
very helpful in trying to work through 
some of the complex issues. He is well 
served by his senior agriculture staff, 
including Vernie Hubert. 

I will have more kind words to say 
about the other body, but I want to 
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make a couple points regarding the 
Senate. I will have more to say at an-
other time about Ed Barron and his 
team from my office. Many parts of 
this bill would not be here without 
them. 

The Democratic conferees in the Sen-
ate consisted of three chairmen of 
major committees, and the majority 
leader. That is quite a batting lineup. 
We had the majority leader and the 
chairmen of the Agriculture, Budget, 
and Judiciary Committees. 

Leader DASCHLE, and his superb staff 
Bart Chilton, Jonathon Lehman and 
Bev Paul—did a tremendous job trying 
to balance everyone’s interests. 

Chairman CONRAD helped get us the 
budget to complete a farm bill—and 
provided the conferees with valuable 
insights, as did his able staff aide, Tim 
Galvin. 

I will make more extensive remarks 
later in this debate but I want to focus 
on a few highlights today. 

This farm bill provides—for the first 
time—strong provisions for all regions 
of America.

The farm bill provides regional eq-
uity—all of America will share in its 
benefits. 

For example, for the first time, ever, 
we have a farm bill which provides na-
tional counter-cyclical support for 
dairy farmers. I have voted many times 
for programs which have helped cotton, 
rice, wheat or soybean farmers. 

This farm bill continues to help 
them—but also creates a national safe-
ty net for all family-size dairy farm-
ers—whether they live in Wisconsin, 
Minnesota, Mississippi, Louisiana, 
West Virginia, or Vermont. 

I am pleased that we were able to 
forge bipartisan coalitions in the Sen-
ate and the House, from many states, 
and from all regions, in working out 
this national effort. 

Dairy farm families work very hard 
they get up at 5 in the morning wheth-
er it is freezing cold, whether it is a 
Sunday or a Tuesday, whether they are 
feeling fine or lousy that day, whether 
it is a holiday or not. 

They need a safety net or America 
may lose its fresh, local supplies of 
milk. 

America can not afford to take the 
risks involved in concentrating dairy 
production in just a couple areas of the 
country. 

Snowstorms, floods, earthquakes, or 
other emergencies could disrupt trans-
portation or production facilities. 

This farm bill is not just about farm-
ers. It is about assisting rural towns 
and communities, and families in need. 

The Food Research and Action Cen-
ter notes that:

Given the scope of the hunger and food in-
security problem facing our nation’s people, 
we believe that passage of the Farm Bill 
Conference Report with its investments in 
the nutrition safety net must be a very high 
priority for the . . . Senate.

They are right. This farm bill pro-
vides $6.4 billion to help the neediest 
families. Most Americans do not real-

ize that the food stamp program is 
America’s largest child nutrition pro-
gram with the great bulk of assistance 
going to families with children. 

In her letter of endorsement, Marian 
Wright Edelman points out that:

We also strongly support the improve-
ments for working families in the Food 
Stamp program. Adjusting the standard de-
duction for cost-of-living increases and fam-
ily size will help the value of food stamps 
keep pace with inflation. Many provisions in 
the nutrition title will make it easier for 
working families to apply for or renew bene-
fits, and will streamline requirements on 
states so they will find it easier to serve 
working families.

Bob Greenstein, with the Center on 
Budget and Policy Priorities notes 
that: ‘‘Many of the title’s provisions 
are targeted toward low-income fami-
lies with children, particularly the 
working poor.’’ 

This farm bill includes President 
Bush’s strong proposal to assist legal 
immigrants who—throughout history—
have come to America in search of a 
better life, and have made America a 
stronger nation. 

The bill also improves America’s 
first line of defense against hunger—
the Emergency Food Assistance Pro-
gram. 

Also, the farm bill saves two great 
farmers’ market programs from the 
chopping block. 

The WIC Farmers’ Market Nutrition 
Program, and the much newer farmers’ 
market program for seniors, has pro-
vided tremendous incentives for local 
communities to create local farmers’ 
markets. Anyone shopping at these 
hundreds of new farmers’ markets 
knows that these programs are great 
for local farmers, families on WIC, our 
seniors, and the local communities. 

On a international theme—I am very 
pleased that the farm bill includes $100 
million in guaranteed funding for the 
McGovern-Dole Global Food for Edu-
cation Initiative which I authored with 
Senator HARKIN and others in the Sen-
ate. 

This initiative taps America’s agri-
cultural bounty to become a catalyst 
for lasting change in many struggling 
nations. 

Former Senators McGovern and Dole 
supported this vision and pointed out 
that this initiative would ‘‘help our 
farmers while putting food in the stom-
achs of desperately hungry and mal-
nourished children.’’ 

It has been pilot-tested, and enroll-
ment by children, especially girls, has 
dramatically increased in the poorest 
areas of the world. 

Clearly, the events of September 11, 
make this initiative even more impor-
tant. 

The final bill also contains an un-
precedented $1 billion in mandatory 
funds to assist rural areas in improving 
the rural infrastructure, attracting 
jobs, and improving high-speed inter-
net access to businesses and homes. 

Our farmers and small businesses will 
get a boost from $240 million included 
for value-added market development 
grants. 

Modeled after the successful pilot 
program currently run by USDA, this 
program will provide grants up to 
$500,000 to help develop, promote, and 
market, value-added goods—to help 
build their wealth and expand their en-
terprise. 

The bill reauthorizes important 
water programs that are critical to the 
infrastructure of rural America—over 
$360 million will be available nation-
ally to reduce the backlog of loan and 
grant applications for construction or 
expansion of water and wastewater sys-
tems. 

Even our firefighters and emergency 
personnel will receive much needed as-
sistance to help provide for critical 
training in rural areas. These men and 
women work tirelessly, often on a vol-
unteer basis, to protect our families 
and our homes. I am pleased that $50 
million has been included to give these 
forces a boost. 

Also within the package of conserva-
tion programs lies an historic increase 
in the Farmland Protection Program—
which was first pilot-tested in Vermont 
under a provision which I wrote for the 
1990 Farm Bill. 

Previously funded at only $35 mil-
lion, and hugely oversubscribed by in-
terested farmers, the Farmland Protec-
tion Program will now be funded at al-
most $1 billion over the next 10 years. 

Since 1996, the FPP program in 
Vermont has protected more than 
80,000 acres of the State’s most pre-
cious farmland. It can preserve farm-
land in many other states under this 
new farm bill. 

I am very pleased that this bill sets 
forth several new initiatives for or-
ganic agriculture. 

This coming October, the National 
Organic Standards Program will be 
fully implemented and will create tre-
mendous possibilities for organic pro-
ducers by enhancing national and 
international market opportunities for 
organic products. 

This farm bill makes strides toward 
providing the information and re-
sources needed to continue to grow this 
industry. For the first time, dedicated 
funding is provided for the organic re-
search and extension initiative, which 
is also expanded in this bill. 

In addition, in this farm bill we pro-
vided for new organic production and 
market data initiatives and we estab-
lish an organic certification cost-share 
program. 

As more and more farms transition 
to organic production methods, there is 
a substantial environmental benefit. In 
many cases organic farming also pro-
vides sustainability to the profession of 
farming, and offers rewards to small 
farms in particular. In Vermont, the 
growth of the organic industry means 
that more farmers will be able to make 
a decent living doing what they love. 

The New York, Washington State and 
Vermont delegations, among others, 
worked to add $94 million to the bill for 
direct aid for apple growers who have 
suffered crop losses in recent years. Na-
tional apple growers, including several 
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orchards in Vermont, have sustained 
losses totaling $1.5 billion over the past 
five years, including an estimated $500 
million during the past year. 

The farm bill also invests $1.3 billion 
in research to help keep America’s 
farmers competitive in world markets. 

I urge my colleagues to join with me 
in supporting this farm bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, speaking only as the Senator 
from Iowa, thanks the distinguished 
Senator from Vermont for all his great 
support and work on this farm bill. It 
is unprecedented. 

f 

RECESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until the hour of 2:15 p.m. 

Thereupon, The Senate, at 12:44 p.m., 
recessed until 2:16 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. DAYTON). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana. 

f 

FARM SECURITY AND RURAL IN-
VESTMENT ACT OF 2002—CON-
FERENCE REPORT—Continued 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, in a mo-
ment, I will ask that the Chair grant 35 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Iowa. Before that, I ask unani-
mous consent that the next Republican 
speaker after Senator GRASSLEY be 
Senator DOMENICI. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, Mr. President, the manager of the 
bill can request whoever he wants, but 
I note that Senator AKAKA wants to be 
put in the mix. I know Senator HARKIN 
spoke for quite some time. I do not 
know if we want to try to balance out 
the time. Senator AKAKA also wishes to 
speak. 

Mr. CONRAD. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. REID. Senator AKAKA only wants 

5 minutes. After Senator GRASSLEY fin-
ishes, would the Senator from Indiana 
have any problem with Senator AKAKA 
speaking for 5 or 10 minutes? 

Mr. LUGAR. Fine. 
Mr. CONRAD. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. REID. Yes. 
Mr. CONRAD. Might I get in the 

chain as well? I know after Senator 
GRASSLEY——

Mr. REID. He is going to speak for 
about half an hour. 

Mr. CONRAD. It will be Senator 
AKAKA on our side, and Senator DOMEN-
ICI will be next? 

Mr. REID. How long will Senator 
DOMENICI speak? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Twenty minutes. 
Mr. REID. Can we set it up so Sen-

ator CONRAD follows Senator DOMENICI, 
whenever that might be? 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I amend 
my request so that Senator GRASSLEY 
will speak, then Senator AKAKA will be 
recognized, then Senator DOMENICI will 
be recognized, and then Senator 
CONRAD will be recognized. 

Mr. REID. I note to my friend from 
Indiana that Senator AKAKA will not 
spend his time on the bill, but it will be 
counted against our time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Iowa is recognized.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, 
today is a very bad day for the family 
farmer. I am extremely disappointed 
by the effort that was made by the 
Senate conferees to maintain the pro-
visions that were added to the Senate 
version of the farm bill on the floor. 

A number of folks have been saying 
this is a good bill, and I would say 
those folks are part right, it’s a good 
bill if you are a cotton and rice pro-
ducer. The problem is we don’t grow 
those commodities in my state of Iowa. 
I plan to vote with the family farmers 
from Iowa. 

I’ll sum it up in four words to explain 
why this is a bad bill for Iowa and why 
I’m so adamantly opposed to this con-
ference report: competition, competi-
tion, competition, competition. 

My first reference to competition 
pertains to competition for grain farm-
ers. The conferees threw out my 
amendment on reasonable payment 
limits. In fact I think what they did 
will cause more harm than good be-
cause the Senate Democrats are calling 
it legitimate reform. If this is their 
version of ‘‘legitimate reform’’ they’re 
not talking to and representing the 
same farmers I’m listening to and rep-
resenting. 

The American people recognize the 
importance of the family farmer to our 
nation, and the need to provide an ade-
quate safety net for family farmers. In 
recent years, however, assistance to 
farmers has come under increasing 
scrutiny. Critics of farm payments 
have argued that the largest corporate 
farms reap most of the benefits of these 
payments. The reality is, 60 percent of 
the payments have gone to only 10 per-
cent of our Nation’s farmers. 

What is more, the payments that 
have been designed to benefit small 
and medium-sized family farmers have 
contributed to their own demise. Un-
limited farm payments have placed up-
ward pressure on land prices and cash 
rents and have contributed to over-
production and lower commodity 
prices, driving many family farmers off 
the farm. 

What is really disturbing though it 
the fact that the conference report 
failed to address this issue and even 
worse, the authors are acting like they 
did. 

This conference report fails to ad-
dress the use of generic commodity 
certificates which allow farmers to cir-
cumvent payment limitations. The 
supposed ‘‘reform’’ in this bill is worth-
less due to the lack of generic certifi-
cate reform. In recent years, we have 
heard news reports about large cor-
porate farms receiving millions of dol-
lars in payments through the use of ge-
neric certificates. Generic certificates 
do not benefit family farmers but allow 

the largest farmers to receive unlim-
ited payments. This bill will not even 
make the big corporate farmer blink. 

The Senate agreed, by an over-
whelming vote of 66 to 31, to a bipar-
tisan amendment sponsored by Senator 
DORGAN and me to target federal as-
sistance to small and medium-sized 
family farmers. The amendment would 
have limited direct and counter cycli-
cal payments to $75,000. It would have 
limited gains from marketing loans 
and LDPs to $150,000, and generic cer-
tificates would have been included in 
this limit. No subterfuge. The amend-
ment would also establish a combined 
payment limitation of $275,000 for a 
husband and wife. 

This amendment was critical to fam-
ily farmers in Iowa. I feel strongly the 
conference report failed Iowa when it 
failed to effectively address the issue of 
payment limitations. This will do 
nothing to help restore public respect-
ability for federal farm assistance by 
targeting this assistance to those who 
need it the most.

The second reference to competition 
refers to the independent livestock pro-
ducer being almost completely ignored 
in this bill. Iowa’s independent live-
stock producers had clearly made the 
elimination of packer ownership their 
number one priority. The conferees 
threw it out. 

The president of the Iowa Pork Pro-
ducers had stated: ‘‘It [the packer ban] 
was our number one issue for the Farm 
Bill and we are extremely disappointed 
it didn’t survive.’’ 

The Iowa Cattlemen released a state-
ment which read:

The Iowa Cattlemen’s Association Execu-
tive Board . . . expressed their frustration 
with a missed opportunity for new legisla-
tion regarding a ban on packer ownership in 
the final version of the Farm Bill. . . . We 
believe the Farm Bill Conference committee 
has overlooked and ignored the family farm-
er and small livestock producer in failing to 
adopt appropriate packer limitations.

It’s clear that is what Iowa’s live-
stock producers wanted and this farm 
bill doesn’t deliver. It’s that simple! 

Also, in regard to livestock pro-
ducers, the bipartisan amendment I of-
fered with Senator FEINGOLD which 
would have eliminated the ability of 
packers to force livestock producers, 
into mandatory arbitration was 
dropped in conference. 

We finally had the chance to give 
farmers an opportunity to choose the 
best dispute settlement mechanism 
available for their individual situation. 
But instead of fixing the problem—and 
let me remind everyone that this 
passed by an overwhelming vote on the 
Senate floor—we’ve locked independent 
livestock producers into binding arbi-
tration instead of mediation or civil 
action which could have given family 
farmers a fighting chance to succeed in 
a dispute with a packer. 

Who wants a pat on the back from 
the packers for dropping these items 
from the conference report? I am sure 
the packers are really proud of you, 
whoever you are. Don’t worry about 
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