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The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable MARK
DAYTON, a Senator from the State of
Minnesota.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Gracious Lord, You have taught us,
“If you have faith as a mustard seed,
you will say to this mountain, ‘Move
from here to there’ and it will move;
and nothing will be impossible for
you.”—Matthew 17:20.

Is Your promise applicable to us in
our circumstances? Will You give us
power to remove the mountainous dif-
ferences that often divide us if we have
faith in You—even as small as a mus-
tard seed? We dare to claim that You
will. Give us the gift of faith to trust
You completely.

Therefore, we ask You to guide us to
resolve our present concerns. Bring us
together in unity around what is most
creative for our Nation. We place our
trust in You. Nothing is impossible for
You. Help us Lord; we need You. Amen.

——

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable MARK DAYTON led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. BYRD).

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, May 8, 2002.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby

Senate

appoint the Honorable MARK DAYTON, a Sen-
ator from the State of Minnesota, to perform
the duties of the Chair.
ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.
Mr. DAYTON thereupon assumed the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.
————

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

———————

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will now resume consideration
of the conference report accompanying
H.R. 2646, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Conference Report accompanying H.R.
2646, a bill to provide for the continuation of
agricultural programs through fiscal year
2011.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be 6 hours of debate on the
conference report, to be equally divided
between the chairman and ranking
member of the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

The Senator from Iowa is recognized.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest 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. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

The Senator from Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I rise
today to discuss the conference report
on the Farm Security and Rural In-
vestment Act—the farm bill of 2002.

We must have a strong and solid
commitment to our family farmers,
and we must have a farm bill that pro-
vides this foundation. Simply put,
through the miracle of modern day ag-
riculture our farmers and ranchers pro-
vide significant and mostly unappreci-
ated support for trade, jobs, our Na-
tion’s balance of payments; they serve
as a catalyst for our Nation’s economy
and provide American consumers with
the most plentiful, inexpensive, and
safe food supply in the history of the
world. So a good farm bill is essential
to every American citizen. The authors
of the pending bill have tried to do this
with myriad commodity, conservation,
nutrition, research, and many other
programs. I thank them for their ef-
forts.

Throughout my career as a Senator,
Congressman, and congressional staff-
er, I have had the privilege to work on
no less than six major farm bills and
numerous pieces of smaller legislation.
I must say that from a policy and proc-
ess standpoint, this farm bill has cer-
tainly been unique.

I have always believed we should not
play politics with a bill that directly
affects the daily lives and pocketbooks
of our farmers, ranchers, our con-
sumers, and, yes, even the taxpayer,
and those who are hungry and mal-
nourished. That is why I have sup-
ported bills written by both Democrats
and Republicans.

In my view, a farm bill should have
two primary goals:

First, to provide assistance when
needed to those who produce the food
for our Nation and a troubled and hun-
gry world. That assistance is needed
now given the near revolutionary and
dynamic changes we face in agriculture
today. Put in Dodge City language, the
farmer and rancher today are not in
very good shape for the shape they are
in. These are tough times in farm coun-
try.

Second, the bill should provide this
assistance through a realistic, reason-
able, and predictable farm program
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policy consistent with the harsh reali-
ties of what we face in the global mar-
ketplace. I regret to say that I fear this
bill fails on both counts.

There are other very important goals
that should be and are addressed in
this farm bill. These include dealing
with the environment, nutrition, re-
search, and the new threat of
agriterrorism. But my concern is with
the commodity title.

In this bill we have a real paradox.
Those who have seldom or never voted
for farm bills in the past during their
long years of distinguished service and
have made it a practice to regularly
criticize previous farm bills have writ-
ten this bill and have proclaimed it to
be the best bill ever written and they
are going to vote for it.

On the other hand, some who have
voted for farm bills in the past, this
Member included, knowing no farm bill
is perfect or written in stone—knowing
that the final product is never the best
possible farm bill but the best bill pos-
sible—will vote no.

I make these comments without
questioning the intent of any Senator
or House Member who believes this bill
is the ‘‘best ever” and, I might add,
who worked very hard through great
difficulty to produce this bill. I salute
their hard work and tireless efforts but
respectfully disagree with their conclu-
sion.

However, due to what I consider seri-
ous flaws in the bill, I cannot vote for
final passage of this conference report.
I do not believe the bill before us gets
the job done for farmers and ranchers
in Kansas and in other parts of the
country.

In saying this, I pledge to my col-
leagues and my farmers and ranchers
that whatever concerns I have with
this bill, I will work with my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to
help make improvements when they
are needed. In fact, this bill is a fate
accompli, it will pass today and the
President will sign it. As least for now,
the support for a supplemental is not
there. The bill should not be delayed
any further.

Now, there are some good things in
this legislation—including some initia-
tives I have supported.

These include: Equalization of the
sorghum loan rate to the corn rate;
permanent authority for LDPs on
grazed out wheat; a beneficial interest
fix for LDPs on the 2001 crops; ex-
panded funding for the environmental
quality incentives program, a most im-
portant program for our livestock pro-
ducers; more equitable food stamp ben-
efits; and most importantly, research
program authorizations that will allow
us to develop the tools needed to pro-
tect agriculture and our food supply
from terrorist threats and to expand
carbon sequestration research to en-
able the farmer to be a partner in the
challenge to reduce global warming.

However, as I said, it is the com-
modity title that raises serious con-
cerns for this Senator.
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First, there is the timing of this bill
and the proposed assistance. We are
spending nearly $48 billion in new fund-
ing over the next 10 years for our com-
modity programs.

Some argue this investment is sup-
posed to ‘‘restore the safety net” for
our farmers and ranchers and eliminate
the need for supplemental assistance in
the future.

In fact, all programs considered, this
legislation will add $73.5 billion to the
agriculture baseline which now totals
an estimated $183 billion with the new
Congressional Budget Office scoring.

To say this represents a significant
investment in our commodity, con-
servation, nutrition, and research pro-
grams is an understatement, to be
sure. I will leave the debate of how
much is appropriate—given our budget
challenges and given the world farmers
face; the world price depression, lack of
exports, market interference, unfair
foreign subsidization, weather, value of
the dollar, and all of the other vagaries
beyond the control of the farmer—to
another time.

Mr. President, what is ironic is that
due to the timing of payments in this
legislation, the probability is—and I
predict—we will be back here later this
year with Members and farm organiza-
tions asking for an additional supple-
mental payment or disaster money.

My colleagues, we did not have to go
down this road. Back in March I intro-
duced legislation that would have pro-
vided supplemental assistance within
budget for this year’s crop. It also
would have provided conservation fund-
ing for several programs.

I introduced this package for two
reasons: Our producers and our lenders
needed some kind of certainty on the
assistance they would receive for this
crop year, and second, virtually all
planting and lending decisions had al-
ready been made for the 2002 crop, this
year’s crop, and it did not make sense
to change the rules of the game in the
middle of the 2002 crop year. It made
more sense to do an assistance package
this year and have the new bill apply
to the 2003 crop after our producers and
the Department of Agriculture had
time to digest the details of the new
bill.

The second concern: this is a complex
bill, to say the least, and farmers and
ranchers and lenders and the USDA are
going to feel and act like a bear in a
briar patch. We are going to do a new
farm bill that will require producers
and USDA to work through a paper
trail of recalculated loan rates for
every commodity in every county in
the country, base updates, yield up-
dates, and the list goes on.

Mr. President, the name of this bill
should be the ‘“‘Farm Service Agency
Full Employment Act’—exactly the
opposite of the direction we have been
moving in recent years. As a matter of
fact, sensing the paperwork and regu-
latory storm ahead, the USDA actually
requested 100 million new dollars to en-
able the Farm Service Agency folks to
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come to grips with and administer the
new program. They got $5656 million by
the way. There are going to be some
long lines at the Farm Service Agency.

Third, and this is a primary concern,
when producers find out the final de-
tails regarding the so-called safety net,
it will not be what they expected due
to the form of assistance and the tim-
ing. That is not good.

Let’s walk through an example:

We grow a tremendous number of
crops in Kansas—wheat, corn, sorghum,
soybeans, and even a projected 80,000
acres of cotton this year. When it
comes to actual planted acres, wheat
remains king in Kansas.

Under the supplemental package I in-
troduced, wheat producers would have
received 59 cents a bushel on this
year’s crop. This payment would have
occurred before the end of September.
We need this money. We are in the
midst of a drought in wheat country
and we need the assistance now.

If a wheat producer receives the max-
imum countercyclical payment avail-
able under this proposed farm bill, he
or she would receive additional, com-
bined direct and countercyclical pay-
ments on the 2002 crop of 60 cents—
about the same thing. But they would
not receive the final payment until at
least 13 months from now on June 1,
2003.

Let me say that again: wheat pro-
ducers would not receive their final as-
sistance on the 2002 crop until June 1,
2003. For cotton, it would be August
2003 and for corn, soybeans, and sor-
ghum it would be September 2003—a
full 16 months from now.

How can this happen?

Under this proposed legislation, the
maximum level of decoupled payments
for this year’s crop would be 60 cents
provided as follows: six cents for an ad-
ditional direct payment as soon as
practicable by the Secretary; up to 19
cents—35 percent of the counter-
cyclical payment—by October 31; as-
sume an additional 19 cents—the dif-
ference between 70 percent of the total
projected payment and the October
payment—to be paid after February 1,
2003; and the remainder, approximately
16 cents—after June 1, 2003. Now, does
that sound just a bit confusing? That is
because it is.

It will take four checks from the
Government for producers to receive
what they could have received from
one check under a supplemental this
September.

This is not market driven; it is mail-
box driven.

They will not receive the last pay-
ment for this year’s crop, the 2002 crop,
until they are harvesting next year’s
crop, the 2003 crop.

Just as important, the bill fails to
provide assistance to producers when
they need it most—when there is no
crop to harvest.

We have gone back and checked the
average marketing-year prices for
wheat, according to USDA, on every
crop from 1982 to 1999; some 17 years in
Kansas.
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In 9 of those years there would have
been no countercyclical payment for
wheat had this bill been in effect.
These dates would have included the
following crops: 1982, 1983, 1984, 1988,
1989, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997.

Unfortunately, 1995, 1996, and 1989
represent what were basically our
worst wheat crops in the past 20 years
in Kansas. And the other 6 years rep-
resented some of our most marginal
crops and difficult financial times.

The question is, why on earth should
anyone from Kansas or a similar State
support a bill that would not have pro-
ducers of their State’s number one crop
in nine out of the past 17 years! A farm
bill that would not work over half the
time in the last 17 years, why support
that?

Some will argue that producers may
actually receive more assistance this
crop year under this proposed legisla-
tion because of higher loan rates. That
may be true—if a producer has a crop
to harvest.

But the producer who has no crop to
harvest gets no benefit from a higher
loan rate. Again, this is a major con-
cern for many of my Kansas producers
suffering from drought conditions.

We have had many reports that this
year’s Kansas wheat crop has the poor-
est condition rating since the 1996 crop
year. Producers are saying they have
already destroyed or will destroy 200
acres, 500 acres, 1,000 acres, even 2,000
acres of wheat.

Let me report to my colleagues 1
have just returned from Dodge City
and wheat country this past weekend. I
checked the country around Dodge
with a long-time friend and farmer and
that is precisely what is happening.

The only thing you saw was the dust
rising behind the tires because there
was no crop left.

These farmers are begging that we
give them the supplemental package
because the increased loan rate is
going to provide them nothing when
they have been wiped out.

In addition, there are long standing
policy concerns with the loan rate as
well. And that brings up an additional
concern, that of our trade and export
policy. The increase in loan rates is not
market-oriented. We are moving down
a road that will drive production, lower
prices, and reduce our negotiating le-
verage in international trade negotia-
tions.

I realize, appreciate and understand
the advocates of higher loan rates al-
ways argue they will bring higher
prices. However, as they lead to in-
creased plantings and production, they
will actually drive prices lower. I
would remind my colleagues that the
highest loan rates of the last 20 years
for wheat were from 1982 to 1986—dur-
ing the height of the farm crisis of the
1980s.

Additionally, a few questions need
answers on this issue of loan rates.
Why did rice and cotton get to keep
their current loan rates, and why do
loan rates for the other crops drop in
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2004? Does this represent just a tad bit
of politics? I hope not.

The risk of retaliation and reduced
leverage in international trade nego-
tiations is real. For years we have ar-
gued that the walls and barriers to
trade be torn down by our inter-
national competitors.

With a ‘“‘free trade straight face’ in
the past 2 months we have imposed tar-
iffs on steel, we will pass a farm bill
that increases the likelihood of sur-
passing our spending limits under WTO
rules, and we are going to pass coun-
try-of-origin labeling requirements
that will upset many of our largest
trading partners and just to make this
whole business really topsy-turvy, the
majority is holding up expanding trade
authority for the President—the only
way I believe we can regain market
share price and income recovery over
the long term. This does not add up.
This does not make sense.

I understand we do not write farm
bills for Bragzil, for the European
Union, or Canada, or any other coun-
try. But we should not write farm bills
that guarantee trade retaliation either.

Let me stress another concern, and
that is what we are robbing from in
order to raise loan rates and expand
farm program payments to new com-
modities. We are paying for part of this
bill by cutting spending of $2 billion
from the major crop insurance program
reform that we passed 2 years ago, the
Kerry-Roberts bill. That, too, just does
not make sense.

As a final concern and comment on
the commodity title, let us not forget
all the promises we have made to farm-
ers, to farm and commodity organiza-
tions—everyone in farm country—with
regard to the need for a farm savings
account. Every farm and commodity
organization has supported this con-
cept in resolution after policy resolu-
tion. I do not understand how we can
include $94 million for payments to
apple producers and $10 million for
onion producers—neither payment was
in the House or Senate bill—but we
could not even include the pilot project
for a farm savings account that had bi-
partisan support from numerous Sen-
ators.

Finally, giving credit where credit is
due, this farm bill does emphasize con-
servation more than any other pre-
vious bill. Again, there may be a con-
servation devil in the details. While we
have increased spending for the Envi-
ronmental Quality Incentives Pro-
gram—EQIP that is called—to the ben-
efit of many livestock producers, we
are spending $2 billion for a new con-
servation security program that no one
truly seems to understand or can ex-
plain exactly how it will work. I hope
it does work.

With all the questions surrounding
this proposal, an argument can be
made that this money could have been
better spent through the EQIP pro-
gram, additional research funding, or
by designating more funding to the
trade title of this bill.
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As we persevered through this farm
bill debate over the past year, it was
my contention, voiced probably more
than many wanted to hear, that we
should give some attention to policy
and not just to dollar amounts. With
all due respect to my very dear friends
and colleagues in the House and Sen-
ate, I just do not think we have consid-
ered all the long-term ramifications of
this legislation.

Farm bill policy and politics are
never easy. We have strong disagree-
ments, but we all have the same goal in
mind: Doing what is best for our farm-
ers and ranchers.

I had hoped as we wrote this bill and
looked in the rearview mirror of the
past, we would resist the temptation to
return to those policies. Sadly, we
seem to have done a U-turn in the mid-
dle of our farm policy road while other
nations are moving more towards in-
come protection for their farmers and
away from market-distorting price sup-
ports. We are moving back again to
price supports and away from income
protection, and none of us knows where
that is going to lead.

This has been one of the most dif-
ficult decisions of my congressional ca-
reer, but I cannot vote for a bill that
would have provided no countercyclical
assistance to Kansas wheat producers
in 9 of the last 17 years, that will pro-
vide an additional direct payment of
only 6 cents a bushel for wheat, 1.9
cents a bushel for corn, and 3.6 cents a
bushel for sorghum, when Kansas pro-
ducers, suffering from drought in many
areas, could have received payment of
almost 60 cents, 33.4 cents, and 40
cents, respectively, on those crops if we
had included a supplemental assistance
package for this crop.

I cannot vote for a bill that will not
provide more than two-thirds of its
badly needed countercyclical assist-
ance for the 2002 crop until 13 or 16
months from now, until 2003; a bill that
increases loan rates when they do not
benefit Kansas producers with no crop
to harvest; a bill that cuts $2 billion
from the Crop Insurance Program and
that will greatly increase the odds of
the United States violating its world
trade agreements and entering into an
agricultural trade war with some of
our biggest competitors.

Despite these concerns, and my vote
on this legislation, I pledge to my
farmers and ranchers, I pledge to my
colleagues and those soon to be belea-
guered USDA employees, my assistance
to work through these difficult issues
on a bipartisan basis. When this farm
bill needs fixing—and it will—I will
want to be part of the answer as op-
posed to sitting on the sidelines as a
critic.

I ask unanimous consent a summary
of questions I have received from Kan-
sas farmers, and answers my staff and
I have prepared, be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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FARM BILL COMMODITY TITLE QUESTIONS AND
ANSWERS

1. Why did you vote against the Farm Bill?

Answer. I opposed the bill due to many
concerns associated with the commodity
title. Specifically:

We are very dry in many parts of Kansas
this year, and producers may have little if
any crop to harvest. Producers need assist-
ance now to meet their cash flow and pay
their bills;

I wanted to attach a supplemental package
for the 2002 crop to the Farm Bill that would
have provided assistance quickly while al-
lowing USDA and producers time to imple-
ment and understand the bill;

Instead of receiving the full level of assist-
ance for the 2002 crop, producers will now
have to wait 13 to 16 months, and receive
four different checks, to receive the same
amount of assistance;

A final counter-cyclical payment in June
2003 or even September 2003 does not help
you pay your bills in 2002;

A counter-cyclical program should provide
assistance to producers when they need it
most. However, an analysis of average mar-
keting year prices for wheat in the 1982 to
1999 crop years shows there would have been
no counter-cyclical payment for wheat had
this bill been in effect. This situation would
have occurred for the crops in 1982, 1983, 1984,
1988, 1989, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997. This
means Kansas wheat producers would have
received no counter-cyclical payment in 9 of
the last 18 years;

Higher loan rates do not provide assistance
to producers with no crop to harvest. Fur-
thermore, they are market distorting and
impact planting decisions. We should provide
the money in guaranteed, direct payments;

The bill does not provide 70 percent more
money for payments to producers. First, the
advertised increase in funding represents the
total increase above budgeted funding for all
USDA programs. Second, this figure does not
include a comparison to the supplemental
assistance packages of the last four years;

The average level of supplemental assist-
ance in recent years was $7 billion. This bill
provides less than $5 billion a year in addi-
tional assistance. Or, about $2 billion less
than we’ve been providing;

The bill cuts $2 billion from the bipartisan
crop insurance reforms we passed in 2000;

The bill significantly increases the odds
the U.S. will be found in violation of its WTO
agreements; and

The bill provides direct payments for ap-
ples and onions but eliminated a pilot
project for the creation of Farm Savings Ac-
counts.

2. Will there be a supplemental AMTA pay-
ment this year?

Answer. No. There will be a very small ad-
ditional direct payment and new counter-cy-
clical program in its place. Both are de-
scribed below.

3. How much would I have received under
Senator Robert’s supplemental proposal, and
when would the payments have been made to
producers? What will the actual, additional,
direct payment for 2002 be under the new
Farm Bill since there will be no supple-
mental?

Answer. Under my supplemental proposal
you would have received a payment equal to
the 2000 AMTA payment, and it would have
been made prior to September 30, 2002.

The payments for the 2002 crop under the
supplemental proposal would have been:
Wheat—58.9 cents; Corn—33.4 cents; Sor-
ghum—40 cents; and Cotton 7.33 cent/lb.

Actual additional payment producers will
receive in 2000 under the new Farm Bill:
Wheat—6 cents; Corn—1.9 cents; Sorghum—
3.6 cents; Cotton—95 cents; and Soybeans—44
cents.
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4. When does this bill go into effect and
how long does it last?

Answer. The bill replaces the 1996 Act and
applies to the 2002 through 2007 crops.

5. I see that loan rates have been increased.
Does this mean my loan rate on wheat will
now be $2.80/bu, $1.98 for corn, etc.?

Answer. Not necessarily. Under the pre-
vious bill, the national average loan rate for
wheat was $2.568. However, the key words
were national average. Some Kansas coun-
ties were below the average while some were
above. Loan rates will still be calculated on
a national average. Thus, we could still have
loan rates that are both above and below the
$2.80 national average in Kansas.

6. What will the loan rate be in my county
this year?

Answer. USDA will have to recalculate the
loan rate for every commodity, in every
county, prior to this year’s harvest. That
means they have around 6 to 7 weeks to get
the job done for Kansas wheat producers. It
also means this is an opportunity for USDA
to address discrepancies in rates across state
and county lines.

7. Are there any changes in the operation
of the LDP and marketing loan programs
under this bill?

Answer. This program will still work as it
has in the past.

The bill also includes a Roberts’ provision
that addresses the best beneficial interest
problem for producers of the 2001 crop. This
will benefit approximately 350 Kansas pro-
ducers.

8. Does the bill include LDPs for 2001 crops
harvested on non-AMTA acres?

Answer. Yes.

9. Does the bill include eligibility for LDPs
on grazed out wheat?

Answer. Yes, this provision has been made
permanent for the life of the bill. Eligibility
also continues for barley and oats. One im-
portant addition for Kansas producers is eli-
gibility for grazed out triticale.

10. What are the national average loan
rates for the individual commodities we
raise in Kansas?

Answer. Wheat is $2.80 in 2002 and 2003, fall-
ing to $2.75 in 2004; Corn and Sorghum are
$1.98 in 2002 and 2003, falling to $1.95 in 2004;
Soybeans are $5.00 for the duration of the
bill; Cotton is 53 cents/lb for the duration of
the bill; and Oats $1.35 in 2002 and 2003, fall-
ing to $1.33.

11. How does the counter-cyclical program
work, and is it coupled to production?

Answer. The counter-cyclical program is
calculated on a target price system and on
base acreage, just like direct payments, in-
stead of production.

A producer may be able to get a counter-
cyclical payment on his base acres for a crop
he did not grow in a particular year, while he
may not get a payment on a crop he actually
grew.

For Example: Assume a producer has a
corn and wheat base but grows cotton on 200
acres this year. If a payment is triggered,
the producer could collect a counter-cyclical
payment on wheat and corn, but not cotton.

12. What are the target prices for each crop
and how is the counter-cyclical program cal-
culated?

Answer. Target Prices for Kansas commod-
ities are as follows: Wheat—$3.86/bu in 2002
and 03, rising to $3.92/bu in 2004; Corn—$2.60/
bu in 2002 and 03, rising to $2.63 in 2004; Sor-
ghum—$2.54/bu in 2002 and 03, rising to $2.57/
bu in 2004; Soybeans—$5.80/bushel for the life
of the bill; and Cotton—72.4 cents/lb for the
duration of the bill.

The payments are calculated as follows:
The higher of the national avg. loan rate or
the 12 month avg marketing price, plus the
direct payment level, subtracted from the
target price. The difference is the amount of
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the counter-cyclical payment rate that will
be received.

Example for wheat: Assume loan of $2.80,
avg. market price of $2.75, direct payment of
52 cents, and target of $3.86. Since price is
below $2.80, we use the loan rate in the cal-
culation.

The calculation is as follows:

(2.80) + (.52) = $3.32
(3.86) — (3.32) = 54 cents

Thus, the maximum counter-cyclical pay-
ment rate on wheat is 54 cents. If price goes
above $2.80, the total amount of this pay-
ment will fall.

13. What is the maximum counter-cyclical
payment available on each crop?

Wheat = 54 cents, Corn = 34 cents, Sorghum
= 21 cents; Soybeans = 36 cents; and Cotton
= 13.73 cents.

14. What is the direct payment rate for
each crop?

Payment rates for 2003 to 2007: Wheat = 52
cents; Corn = 28 cents; Grain Sorghum = 35
cents; Soybeans = 44 cents; Cotton = 6.67
cents; and Minor Oilseeds = .8 cents/lb.

15. Since the direct payment on wheat is 52
cents for 2002, does this mean I get that pay-
ment on top of the 36 cents I already re-
ceived this year under the 1996 Act?

Answer. No, You will receive the difference
between the two, i.e., 6 cents. It will work
the same for other commodities. A producer
that adds soybean or oilseed base will receive
the full payment because these crops have
not received payments in the past.

16. How much will I receive, and when will
the payments be made

Answer. You should receive your addi-
tional direct payment as soon as possible.
You will receive your counter-cyclical pay-
ment as follows: Elect to receive up to 35
percent by October 31. Receive the difference
between 70 percent and the October payment
by February 1, 2003, The final portion of any
assistance will come at the end of the 12
month marketing year for the crop. Wheat is
June 1, 2003, Cotton is August 1, 2003, and
corn, sorghum, and soybeans are September
1, 2003.

If USDA over estimates the early counter-
cyclical payments and the actual marketing
year price is higher than they projected you
will have to repay the overpaid amount.

17. Will direct and counter-cyclical pay-
ments be made on 100 percent of my base
acres?

Answer. No. Payments will be made on 85
percent of your base acreage.

18. Will I have the option to update my
base acres?

Answer. Yes. A producer will have three
options for base acres.

1. Maintain existing base acres.

2. Maintain current acres, but add your av-
erage oilseed acres for 1998 to 2001 and reduce
existing acres by a like amount.

3. Do a complete update for all crops that
will be the average of your 1998 to 2001 plant-
ed or prevented from planting acres. Key
point here is that base update is based on
planted and/or prevented from planting
acres, not harvested.

Example of how this works:

Assume Kansas producer currently has 1000
acres of base divided as follows: 600 acres
wheat, 300 acres corn, 100 acres grain sor-
ghum. However, his 1998 to 2001 average
planted acres were: 400 wheat, 200 corn, 100
sorghum, and 300 soybeans.

This producer can:

1. Keep the existing 1000 acre split.

2. Keep the existing 1000 acre split, but add
soybeans. Could be done as follows: Reduce
the wheat acres by 150, corn by 100 and sor-
ghum by 50. Then add in 300 acres of soy-
beans. He still has 1000 acres of base.

3. Update the entire farm to the 1998 to 2001
average for the four crops.
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19. Will I have the opportunity to update
my base yields?

Answer. Yes. But only if you choose option
3 above, option 2 is not considered a base up-
date, and the yield will only apply for pur-
poses of the counter-cyclical program. You
must keep AMTA yields for the purposes of
calculating the base.

For the purposes of yield calculations a
producer can:

1. Keep AMTA yields.

2. Take AMTA yields and add 70 percent of
the difference between existing yields and
the average yield for 1998 to 2001.

3. Take 93.5 percent of the average yield for
1998 to 2001.

Example under option number 2: Assume
producer has an existing average yield of 25
bushel/acre for wheat and 100 bu. for corn.
Then assume that his 1998 to 2001 average
yields were 50 bushels for wheat and 200
bushels for corn.

Thus, the 1998 to 2001 average is 25 bushels
higher for wheat and 100 bushels higher for
corn.

70 percent of each of these numbers is: (25
bu) (70 percent) = 17.5 bushels; (100 bu) (70
percent) = 70 bushels.

Thus, by applying 70 percent of the dif-
ference, the new yields for the producer
under this option would be 42.5 bushels for
wheat and 170 bushels for corn.

Example for Option 3. Use the same as-
sumptions for yields in the example above.

Take average yields for 98 to 01 times 93.5
percent; (50 bu)(93.5 percent) = 46.75 bu,
wheat; (200 bu)(93.5 percent) = 187 bu, corn.

These would be the new yields for that pro-
ducer if he chooses this option.

20. Can I update my base or yield for one
crop, or do I have to do it for all crops?

Answer. If you choose to update base and/
or yield, it must be done for all crops on the
farm. You can not cherry pick.

However, you do not have to do it for all
your farms if you do it for one. Each indi-
vidual farm will be treated separately. If you
have 5 farms you could do the following:
Farm 1—Keep current base and yield with no
update; Farm 2—Keep current base but add
oilseed acreage; Farm 3—Update Base, but
keep current yields; Farm 4—Update Base,
update yields using 70 percent option; and
Farm 5—Update Base, update yields using
93.5 percent option.

If a producer has 30 farms, he will have to
pencil it out for each of the 30 farms and fig-
ure out what the best option is for each
farm.

Yes, producers and FSA are going to love
this.

21. What happens if I want to update yields
but I suffered a crop loss in one of the years
from 1998 to 2001?

Answer. In any year that your production
fell below 75 percent of the average county
yield, you can insert this plug into the equa-
tion for the purposes of your yield update
calculation.

22. What happens if I update my base using
the 1998 to 2001 average plantings of a crop(s)
that I did not grow in 1981 to 85 when current
direct payment yields were figured?

Answer. For all crops other than oilseeds,
you would take the yield of a similar farm in
your area. In other words, if your neighbor
has an existing corn yield, you may be as-
signed his yield, or something very similar.

Oilseed yields for direct payment purposes
only are figured by: Taking the 1981 to 1985
avg national yield of 30 bu/acre for soybeans,
divided by the 1998 to 2001 national average
yield of 38.2 bushels an acre. This basically
equals 78.5 percent. Multiply this number by
your actual 1998 to 2001 to get your yield for
direct payment purposes.

Example: Assume producer has 1998 to 2001
average of 40 bu/acre. Thus, using the cal-
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culation above his yield is: (40bu)(78.5 per-
cent)=31.4 bushels an acre.

23. Can you explain the actual timing of
payments for the next year or so?

Answer:

1. Additional direct payment on the 2002
crop as soon as possible.

2. Up to 35 percent of counter-cyclical pay-
ment by October 31.

3. Producer option to take up to 50 percent
advance of the 2003 direct payment on or
after December first.

4. Difference between October payment and
70 percent of counter-cyclical payment after
February 1, 2003.

5. Remainder of counter-cyclical after end
of 12 month marketing year for each crop.

6. Remaining 50 percent, or full direct pay-
ment, for 2003 crop after October 1, 2003.

24. When do I have to make a final decision
on updating base and/or yield?

Answer: The bill gives the Secretary flexi-
bility in this regard but indicates it should
be done as quickly as possible.

24. If I make one decision regarding updat-
ing, can I make a change next year?

Answer: No. The decision made this year
will stand for the remainder of the life of the
bill.

26. I want to try planting peanuts in west-
ern Kansas. How will the new bill affect this
decision?

Answer: The old peanut quota system is
eliminated by this bill. It is replaced by a
marketing loan program that is very similar
to that in place for other program crops. All
producers will be eligible to participate in
this program regardless of where they are
growing their peanuts.

27. Are there any payment limit changes in
this bill?

Answer: Yes. A $2.5 million gross income
limit will apply to eligibility for the 2003
crop. A producer or entity is only ineligible
for assistance under this limit if less than 75
percent of their gross income comes from
farming.

Beginning in 2002, the payment limits will
be $40,000 for direct payments, $65,000 for
counter-cyclical payments, and $75,000 for
LDPs. The combined limits for a husband
and wife will be $360,000. Generic certificates
remain in place for the marketing loan pro-
gram and the 3-entity rule remains in place.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time?

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, we are
endeavoring to get a list together in
order of prospective speakers on the
farm bill, to go back and forth. It is my
intention, after I make a few com-
ments, to recognize the Senator from
North Dakota. I assume then we will
go over to the Senator from Arkansas.
Then we will go back and forth as the
day progresses.

I feel constrained to respond, at least
somewhat, to the comments just made
by my friend from Kansas. I listened to
his well-written speech, and well-deliv-
ered speech. Frankly, I wonder if the
person who maybe had some input in
writing that had been around over the
last few years.

I want to point out some of the errors
that I believe were just mentioned.
First of all, in the commodity section
of the bill that we have under the Free-
dom to Farm bill that was passed in
1996 there was no countercyclical pay-
ment, every year we had to rush in
with emergency supplemental pay-
ments, and it also capped loan rates.
The only things it had basically were a
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capped loan rate and these AMTA pay-
ments.

The AMTA payments were based on
unreal, optimistic assumptions that
prices were going to be high forever
and ever. Thus, every year we had to
come in, rush in here, with emergency
supplemental payments—every single
year—because we had no counter-
cyclical payments under that bill.

I just heard the Senator from Kansas
say that in 9 of the last 17 years some-
how his Kansas farmers would not have
gotten a payment under the conference
report we are debating. I do not know
how that happens because the target
price under this bill for wheat is $3.86.
The only way that would happen in 9 of
the 17 years would be if prices were
very strong. So in 9 of the last 17 years,
if prices were high—the Senator is
right, we do not give Government
money if the prices are high. That was
the failure of the ‘‘freedom to fail”’—
the Freedom to Farm bill, because
what it said was: If prices are high, we
are going to pay farmers money, and if
they are low, we are going to pay them
the same amount of money. That was
the fallacy of Freedom to Farm.

What we are saying is, if prices are
high, God bless you, that is what we
want, the market is where the farmer
should get his money.

I do not know the data of the last 9
of 17 years. But if his argument against
this bill is that because of the com-
modity section, his farmers, in 9 of the
last 17 years, would not have gotten a
countercyclical payment, that can only
mean then that in 9 of the last 17 years
prices were high, or at least higher
than $3.86 a bushel minus the fixed pay-
ment. I have my staff checking that
right now because I don’t think that is
the case.

I just looked here at the income pro-
tections. In the last farm bill, for
wheat, the income protection was $3.24
per bushel, including emergency sup-
plemental payments. Under this con-
ference report, it is $3.86 per bushel.

Let us take a look at the bill we are
trying to replace, the 1996 farm bill.

The prices paid by farmers for their
inputs is this green line. The prices
farmers have received for their crops is
this red line.

When the 1996 farm bill was passed,
the price farmers received was going
up. Evidently, those in charge of pass-
ing that bill assumed the prices farm-
ers received would continue to sky-
rocket.

After enactment of the 1996 farm bill,
look what happened. Down it came,
and it is continuing to go down. That is
the price farmers have received. The
gap has widened between what they
have to pay for inputs and what they
get for their crops.

That is why this conference report is
s0 necessary. I can only assume that in
urging the defeat of this conference re-
port, the previous speaker wants to
keep on with the 1996 farm bill, fails to
address the gap between cost of pro-
ducing a crop and the price for that
crop.
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That is the choice we have today. Ei-
ther adopt this conference report or
stick with Freedom to Farm. That is
the choice we have.

I think this graph illustrates why we
have to turn the corner. Our farmers
can’t continue to exist with the
present Freedom to Farm bill any
longer.

I wish to point out wheat growers,
who are so prominent in the Plains
States.

Last year the loan rate was $2.58. The
Secretary of Agriculture has the au-
thority to lower that level. Under this
bill, the loan rate will be $2.80 for
wheat for 2002 and 2003. And the Sec-
retary has no authority to lower that.

I can’t see how a wheat farmer will
be better off with a lower loan rate
compared with the $2.80 loan rate. It
doesn’t seem to make sense to me.

The other failing of the 1996 farm bill
is that it really didn’t do anything for
conservation. This bill does a lot for
conservation.

Look at the Conservation Reserve
Program in the 1996 farm bill. It is
capped at 36.4 million acres; we go up
to 39.2 million acres.

The Wetlands Reserve Program:
975,000 acre cap; we go up to 2.275 mil-
lion acres.

Farmland Protection: $35 million for
the life of that bill; we go up to $985
million.

The Wildlife Habitat Incentives Pro-
gram, which is so necessary and want-
ed by our sportsmen—our hunters and
fishermen: We preserve our Nation’s
wildlife habitat. The 1996 farm bill had
a measly $50 million for the entire
United States. We go up to $700 million
over 6 years in this bill.

For the Environmental Quality In-
centives Program, the 1996 farm bill
had a total of $1.93 million for 7 years.
We go up to $11 billion over 6 years to
help our livestock producers and crop
producers meet environmental stand-
ards.

Again, those who would vote against
this conference report would say let us
g0 back to the 1996 farm bill.

We have done so much more for these
existing conservation programs in this
bill than was done in the 1996 farm bill.

Lastly, I point out that we have a
new conservation program that wasn’t
in the 1996 bill: the Conservation Secu-
rity Program, funded at $2 billion.

We also provide $600 million for
Ground and Surface Water Conserva-
tion. And the Small Watershed Reha-
bilitation Program is so important in
Plains States. It wasn’t in the 1996
farm bill.

Agricultural Management Assistance
wasn’t in the last farm bill.

Desert Terminal Lakes was not in
the last farm bill.

In terms of conservation, this bill
takes a giant step forward in conserva-
tion, which is another reason why it
should be supported.

The last farm bill that we are trying
to replace basically had one leg. That
leg was AMTA payments. No matter
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whether we have good prices, there
were AMTA payments.

This bill, in terms of commodity for
farmers, has four legs: a target price
program; we have a loan rate which the
Secretary cannot lower; we have the
direct payments; and we have con-
servation payments. So we have four
legs to the stool for our farmers, pro-
ducers, and ranchers.

Lastly, I am amazed at how many
people who supported the Freedom to
Farm bill said it was the best thing
ever and are now telling us they can’t
wait to get rid of it. They can’t wait to
get a new farm bill. How many times
have I heard from those who supported
the Freedom to Farm bill that we need
this new farm bill, we need it now, we
are waiting too long, and we have to
have it now?

This bill was before us 5 months be-
fore the Freedom to Farm bill expired.
I point out that the Freedom to Farm
bill didn’t pass until 6 months after the
previous Freedom to Farm bill expired.

We have done our work in a manner
that I think benefits this whole coun-
try. As I have said many times, can I
defend everything in this bill and say it
is perfect? No. But when you look at
this country, at the South, the North-
east, the West, the Midwest, and when
you look at nutrition programs, the
last farm bill didn’t even have a nutri-
tion program. Yet we have put in $6.4
billion in new spending for nutrition
programs in this bill. The last farm bill
didn’t even have one.

We have covered those who need help
and who need food to make sure they
do not go to bed hungry at night. We
have covered that.

We have a new energy program in
this farm bill.

We need this farm bill now. We need
it now, and we can’t send this back to
conference. If this bill fails today,
there will be uncertainty for our farm-
ers. They need this bill, and they need
it now.

I yield to the Senator from North Da-
kota 20 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from North Dakota
is recognized.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

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

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, after
consultation with the ranking member,
I ask unanimous consent that the fol-
lowing Senators be recognized in this
order and for the amount of time stipu-
lated: Senator DORGAN be recognized
for 20 minutes; after that, Senator
BROWNBACK for 10 minutes; after that,
Senator HUTCHINSON for 15 minutes;
then Senator HOLLINGS for 10 minutes;
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Senator FEINSTEIN for 10 minutes; and
Senator THOMPSON for 15 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered. The Senator from
North Dakota is recognized.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I thank
the chairman and ranking member for
the work they have done. I know there
are differences of opinion on the floor
of the Senate about this farm bill.

Let me say that I intend to vote for
this farm bill. It is not a perfect piece
of legislation by any means. I will talk
about some of the shortcomings. But it
is far better than current law.

The current Freedom to Farm law is
a very flawed piece of legislation. It
was always a flawed piece of legisla-
tion. It required us every year to come
in with an emergency piece of legisla-
tion to try to deal with the problems in
Freedom to Farm.

Is what is brought to the floor of the
Senate today a much better approach
than Freedom to Farm? The answer is
clearly yes.

But it is always interesting to me
that people in dark suits who shower
before they go to work will come to the
floor of the Congress and talk about
the economic future of people who wear
work clothes and who shower at the
end of the workday. These are family
farmers. They work hard. They live on
hope—hope that they will be able to
raise a crop, have some livestock, sur-
vive a season, and go to market and
make some profit. They live on that
hope. Most of all, they work very hard.
And they live in a world in which more
and more people are hungry.

We are told half a billion people go to
bed every night with an ache in their
belly because it hurts to be hungry.
Our farmers take their grain, in a 2-ton
truck, to an elevator, grain which they
had planted in the spring and nurtured,
which they go to sell in the fall.

After they planted those seeds, they
worried that it would not rain enough,
they worried it might rain too much,
they worried it might hail or that dis-
ease would come or the insects would
eat that crop up. If they are lucky
enough to survive all of those things
that nature puts in the way of a good
crop from time to time, then they put
this grain in a truck and drive it to the
elevator. They are then told: Oh, by
the way, this food you produced isn’t
worth anything. And the family farmer
scratches his or her head and says: But
we have a hungry world. Most of the
people in the world need food. Why is
our grain a product without value? And
the grain trader says: It is worth what
the market says.

Farmers would much sooner get their
money from the marketplace than
from a safety net proposed by the Fed-
eral Government. But the fact is, the
marketplace has collapsed. Almost im-
mediately after passing the Freedom to
Farm bill, the marketplace collapsed,
and stayed collapsed. Family farmers
are not able to survive with the cur-
rent price structure in the market, so
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we are trying to build a bridge over
those price valleys.

That is what this is about: for family
farmers to get from here to there. I
mentioned, they survive on hope. All of
us who have a lot to do with family
farmers understand that hope. Against
all odds, they put all they have into
the ground in the spring, hoping they
will be able to harvest a crop in the fall
and get a price for it. Increasingly, in
recent years, the answer has been, they
have not gotten a price for it.

They know, and we know, that we
add one New York City in population
to this world’s population every 30
days. Let me say that again. Every 30
days, we add the equivalent of the pop-
ulation of New York City to this Earth.
Those are mouths to feed, people who
need food. Yet our farmers are told
that which they produce in such great
abundance is without value. They un-
derstand, and I understand, there is
something fundamentally wrong with
that.

The question for our country is not
whether we produce the food, the ques-
tion is how we produce it. Corporations
could produce food for our country by
having corporate farms stretching from
California to Maine. They could start
with a big tractor in the morning and
plow until the Sun goes down, and then
plow in the other direction back the
next day. Yes, they can do that. They
can produce food. And what you would
do is take all those family farms off
the land and change the culture and
change the economics of what we do in
this country.

So the question for this country is,
Do we want family farmers in our fu-
ture? Do family farmers provide value
to our country? Well, I think they do.

In this age of terrorism, we worry
about bioterrorism in our food supply.
What better way to defend against that
than to have a broad network of family
producers producing America’s food?
How easy would it be to introduce an
agent of bioterrorism in a feedlot with
100,000 cattle? How much more difficult
would it be with a broad network of
food producers, families out there liv-
ing under the yard lights who are run-
ning their operation, to provide live-
stock and grain for the marketplace?
So, for food security, to combat bioter-
rorism—yes, this makes sense. Pre-
serving a network of family farms is an
investment in this country’s future.
There are also cultural and economic
reasons for us to care about whether we
have people in this great country of
ours out there living under the yard
lights and farming a family farm.

Europe has already made that deci-
sion. People come to the political
arena in this country disparaging Eu-
rope, saying they spend so much on
family farming. Europe has been hun-
gry and is determined to never be hun-
gry again. As a result, they have de-
cided they want family farmers dotting
the network of rural areas in Europe.
The result of this decision is, family
farms do well in Europe. Small towns
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do well in Europe. Small towns are
alive on weekend nights in Europe.
Why? Because Europe has already
made the decision that we should
make; and that is, family farmers are
important and they matter to this
country. They provide an economic and
a cultural component to this country
that we desperately need.

There is no one in this Chamber who
got up early and milked a cow this
morning. I am safe in saying that be-
cause I am looking at staff and Sen-
ators. No one in this Chamber, within
recent days, has gassed up a tractor
and tried to plow a straight furrow or
seeded some wheat or corn. So, we
don’t have such a big stake in this. We
just wear blue suits and come to work
every day and talk about policy. But
there are people whose very economic
lives are at stake with respect to the
decisions we are going to make in the
Congress.

I had a call from a woman from
North Dakota who wept on the phone,
just sobbed uncontrollably. She said
she and her husband married just after
high school and they wanted to farm.
That is what they wanted to do, take
over her husband’s dad’s farm, and they
did. She said: We farmed for 20 years,
and now we are being put out of busi-
ness because prices were not good
enough for us to be able to make it.
They were actually milking cows,
which is one of the hardest things you
do on the farm, day in and day out,
seven days a week.

She said: We didn’t go to town on
weekend nights. We didn’t spend
money in a foolish way. She said: I told
my daughter in junior high school that
I couldn’t buy that new pair of jeans
she needed for the start of the school
year because we didn’t have the money.
Now the bank says we are out of busi-
ness. All we know is family farming.
We put our lives into this. It wasn’t our
fault that commodity prices collapsed.
It just wasn’t our fault. She said: Mr.
Senator, what do we do next? What can
we do now?

There are people like that all over
this country, wondering why the mar-
ketplace says to them that what they
produce, in such a prodigious quan-
tity—the best quality food in the
world—is judged valueless by trade.

As a result of a lot of those kinds of
concerns, we put together a safety net.
The safety net we had for the last 6 or
7 years has been a disaster itself. It has
been an awful farm bill. As the Senator
from Iowa said, every year we have to
come to the floor to put together some
sort of emergency bill to deal with it.
It is like patching a big inner tube.
Every year we know there is a big hole
in this tube, so we just slap a big patch
on it called an emergency plan. And we
have done it every single year. Why?
Because the current farm bill has been
worthless, just hasn’t worked. So we
tried to make something of it by doing
emergency legislation every single
year.

The legislation that is brought to the
floor of the Senate is not legislation I
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perhaps would have written. I would
have had a higher loan rate for wheat
and feedgrains. We had to compromise
with the House of Representatives.
This loan rate is not as high as it was
when it left the Senate. I regret that.
But it is a darn sight higher than cur-
rent law. Above that loan is a counter-
cyclical piece, so the safety net is bet-
ter, far better, than current law for our
family farmers.

In North Dakota, it is estimated that
in this year—2002—this bill will mean
about $273 million in additional farm
income above the current Freedom to
Farm law. So in my State alone, this
year, $273 million goes to family farm-
ers. But, it also shows up on every
main street in North Dakota to support
jobs, because almost 40 percent of my
State’s economy is dependent upon ag-
ricultural.

So this bill has a safety net. While
not perfect and not one I would have
perhaps written myself—I would have
been more generous and provided a
stronger safety net—it does have a
safety net that is much better than
current law.

This bill has other things that I
think are important. We include pulse
crops for the first time: chickpeas,
dried beans, lentils. These crops will
have a loan rate under this bill. That is
very important in terms of crop rota-
tion and the opportunity for farmers to
deal with crop disease problems.

So this bill adds something we have
not had before, which I think is very
important to family farmers.

It also has country-of-origin meat la-
beling, which we have been fighting to
get for a long while. I believe that is an
important step forward so that con-
sumers understand what they are eat-
ing and where it is from. I think the
country-of-origin meat labeling is an
important piece, especially for live-
stock producers.

There are some disappointments to
this bill. When we passed this bill in
the Senate, we included a payment
limitations amendment by a 2-to-1
margin. That was my amendment with
one of my colleagues. We included pay-
ment limitations, but it was knocked
out because the House of Representa-
tives would not accept it. I regret that.
I say this: This issue isn’t over. I know
this is the farm bill, and this is where
we should put payment limitations,
but we will come back and try to put
that amendment somewhere else.

I did not come here to talk about the
value of family farming to this coun-
try’s future to then see somebody who
has 60,000 or 70,000 acres get $20 million
over 5 years. That is not what I am
fighting for. This isn’t about corporate
welfare. This is about helping family
farmers with a safety net during tough
times. That is what a farm bill is for.

This issue isn’t over. Payment limi-
tations didn’t get done in this bill be-
cause the House of Representatives
wouldn’t accept it. The administration
wouldn’t support it either. But we will
come back with payment limitations
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in some other form. Ultimately that
will get done.

On balance, this is a farm bill that is
worth voting for. I intend to vote for
it. Some will say: Why do we need to do
a farm bill at all? I have heard many
colleagues in the last couple days talk
about their concerns about this bill. If
you care about entrepreneurship, if you
care about small business, if you care
about independent-minded people try-
ing to make a living, you have to care
about family farmers. They are the ec-
onomical all-stars in this system of
capitalism. It is just that the market-
place has conspired to find a way to
ruin their economic hope and oppor-
tunity.

Let me describe that. For every sin-
gle thing a family farmer does, they
find that someone else makes the
money and they get the burden. Farm-
ers raise a crop. They want to put it on
a railroad track someplace. They are
going to get charged through the nose
by the railroad company for hauling
that grain. In my State, they are going
to overcharge shippers by $100 million,
according to our public service com-
mission. Why? Because you don’t have
rail competition. In my State, in most
cases you have a choice of one railroad.
The railroad says: By the way, Mr. and
Mrs. Farmer, here is what you will
have to pay for transporting that
grain. If you don’t like it, tough luck;
there isn’t a thing you can do about it.
So it is an issue of who has the muscle.
Is it family farmers or railroads? The
answer is railroads.

How about the chemical companies?
The chemical companies say: Here is
what you have to pay for chemicals.
Who has the muscle? The chemical
companies. How about the packers?
Over 80 percent of all the packing is
done by three or four companies. They
say to the ranchers and farmers: Here
is the price; if you don’t like it, tough
luck. Who has the muscle there? The
packing companies.

How about the cereal companies? It
is interesting that our farmers produce
rice and wheat and corn and all these
products. You go to a grocery store
someplace and buy that product. You
discover that someone else took that
wheat and rice and corn, and they
popped it, and they shredded it, and
they crisped it, and they puffed it. And
guess what. As soon as it shows up
puffed or crisped or shredded, you pay
a fortune for it. The fortune has noth-
ing to do with the rice or the wheat or
the corn. It has to do with the fact that
somebody made a fortune popping it or
crisping it. The farmer who produced
it, the person who drove the tractor,
the person who plowed the furrow and
seeded the land gets virtually nothing
for it.

That is wrong. That is a system that
is wrong. Why does it happen that way?
Because of economic muscle. We have
had the growth and concentration of
virtually every area of enterprise in
this country that squeezes family
farmers, squeezes them in a way that
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says: You can’t make it, but we will.
Everyone makes a profit off that which
farmers produce.

In the area of international trade,
our farmers have gotten taken to the
cleaners. It doesn’t matter in which di-
rection you look. Look to Canada,
Mexico, China, Japan. They have got-
ten taken to the cleaners. Unfairly sub-
sidized grain from Canada; stuffed mo-
lasses with Brazilian sugar coming
down; high-fructose corn syrup being
impeded going into Mexico; a 70-per-
cent tariff on wheat flour going to Eu-
rope; a 38.5-percent tariff on every
pound of American beef going to Japan.
In every single direction, our farmers
have been taken advantage of in inter-
national trade. And the farm organiza-
tions and commodity groups out here—
most of them, not all—are saying to
the farmers that all this trade is a good
thing for them. No, it is not a good
thing: They don’t understand, those
groups doing that, the interests of fam-
ily farmers. They understand the inter-
ests of agrifactories. But that is dif-
ferent from family farmers.

Our farmers produce more than food.
They produce community. They
produce something very important to
the economy and culture of this coun-
try.

I have spoken at length about family
farmers. I come from a town of 300 peo-
ple. We raised horses and cattle, my fa-
ther and I. The fact is, my home coun-
ty is bigger than the State of Rhode Is-
land. When I left, it had 5,000 people;
now it has 3,000 people. In that county
there is a Lutheran minister, a friend
of mine, who said at her church she of-
ficiates over four funerals for every
wedding. That is the opposite of the
movie, you know, ‘“Four Weddings And
A Funeral.” Here it is four funerals for
every wedding.

That says those rural areas are los-
ing population. People are growing
older. Young people can’t stay. That is
the case Dbecause family farming
doesn’t work under the current system.
That is why you need a farm bill that
works, that says to family farmers: If
you are going to be out there on the
family farm and risk everything you
have to plant a seed and hope it grows
and then try to market it to a hungry
world, we want to help you.

That is what this bill is about. It is
trying to help families over tough
times. These tough times have lasted 6
or 7 years. There is no end in sight. The
question for this country is, Do you
want family farmers producing Amer-
ica’s food? The answer ought to be a re-
sounding yes. Why? Because it is im-
portant to have a network of family
producers producing America’s food.

There will be, and there was yester-
day, substantial criticism of this bill. I
could join in that criticism because I
find several parts of this bill wanting.
It is strange for me to see those who
authored what I think was the worst
farm bill I have seen in decades, the
Freedom to Farm bill, come out and
criticize this bill. It was only 6 short
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years ago when they stood on the floor
of the Senate and said: We want to
transition farmers out of the farm pro-
gram and into the marketplace. What-
ever the marketplace says, God bless
you, that is your future.

We knew better than that. The mar-
ketplace was going to squeeze farmers
until there were no family farmers left.
That is exactly what happened almost
immediately after we passed the Free-
dom to Farm bill. The Freedom to
Farm bill, we are told, produced cele-
brations around Washington, DC, and
the country by the largest agrifactory
organizations and the big commodity
organizations and others who make
money off family farmers.

The chemical folks, the grain trade,
they all had a great celebration be-
cause that was a great bill for them.
But, it was a bill that devastated fam-
ily farmers. That is why year after
year after year we had to come back
and pass emergency legislation to cor-
rect it.

This bill provides certainty, perhaps
at a lower rate with respect to the safe-
ty net than I would have liked, but a
substantially higher rate than the
Freedom to Farm would offer family
farmers. Freedom to Farm was sched-
uled to evaporate after 7 years. It was
called transitioning. I have been
transitioned a few times. Family farm-
ers know what being transitioned
means. They are flat sick and tired of
this notion of being transitioned. What
they want is the ability to make a liv-
ing by producing the best quality food
in the world, doing it for a hungry
world, and getting a fair return on that
which they produce.

Virtually every part of our economic
enterprise in this country is con-
centrated now with giant economic
muscle so that it squeezes family farm-
ers out of our future. This bill provides
some hope and some certainty. This
bill, and this bill alone at this point,
will tell family farmers: We are on
your side; this Congress wants you to
succeed; a safety net is worth doing; we
believe in your future.

I intend to support this bill. While
not perfect, it is dramatically better
than Freedom to Farm.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senator from Kansas is recognized.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
am from Parker, KS, a town of 250 peo-
ple. I grew up in the suburbs, a mile
and a half out of town, on a family
farm. My parents still farm on it. Mom
and dad are full-time farmers. My
brother is a full-time farmer with my
dad. My other brother is a veteri-
narian—large and small animals—near
Lyndon, KS.

Farm bills are important to Kansas.
They are important to my family.

I have been secretary of agriculture
in the State of Kansas for 6 years. My
degree is in agriculture economics. I
have been a farm broadcaster; State
president of the Future Farmers of
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America in Kansas; national vice presi-
dent of the Future Farmers of Amer-
ica, Central Region; traveled the coun-
try for the FFA. I have been in 4-H. I
have farmed. I love it. It is a great
place to have been raised, a great place
for the family.

It is a tough place to make a living.
It is difficult and has been for the gen-
erations in my family who have been
on the farm and struggled. My grand-
father is a farmer who started my dad
in farming. My dad started my brother.
That is pretty typical. Farm bills are
important for my State. They are im-
portant to my family. They are impor-
tant to this country. That is why I rise
today with a great deal of disappoint-
ment about this farm bill, and I am not
going to be able to support the con-
ference committee’s farm bill.

While I am deeply grateful to the
conference committee and their ef-
forts, their work, the hours they
worked, their earnest desire to find a
workable compromise—I truly believe
they had a deep desire to find what is
right and what is best for agriculture
in this country and for the family
farmer—it is now clear to me that the
conference committee did not learn
some of the lessons from past farm
bills, ones I have worked on, working
closely with agriculture. It seems to
me we are repeating some of the worst
mistakes of past farm bills.

While opposing a farm bill for some
may be an easy issue based upon cost
or complexities of the issue, it cer-
tainly is a different case for me and a
different case for somebody rep-
resenting a great State such as mine,
Kansas. Many hundreds of Federal pro-
grams affect American agriculture
more than any arcane debate between
beltway policy types.

This farm bill is important to Kan-
sas. It is important to our State. Our
State is heavily involved in agri-
culture. My vote against the con-
ference report is a result of a careful
and thoughtful analysis of what it will
do.

As Senator ROBERTS, my colleague
from Kansas, has already laid out, this
farm bill just is not good for Kansas’s
family farmers.

While I think these deficiencies have
been outlined ably in nearly every edi-
torial page in the country, I want to
highlight a few of the problems that
are of most concern to Kansas.

First, the farm bill program raises
loan rates. First and foremost, I want-
ed to cite that. This has historically
and consistently led to overproduction
and lower prices. It is a fundamental
issue of economics. When you raise the
price, where supply and demand cross
is where the price is set; you raise your
price or you raise your guarantee
under that, you stimulate production,
your production goes up, your demand
does not go up in an equal amount, and
your price falls on the world market.
We should not be content to relearn
this lesson. We have done this in past
farm bills where we have artificially
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raised the loan rate, increased produc-
tion, and when we increased production
and demand did not equal it, the price
on the world market fell. We lower the
overall price.

Let me give one example: the current
soybean loan rate. Since the enactment
of the 1996 farm bill, soybean acreage
has risen steadily. In 1996, we were at
64.2 million acres; in 2001, 76.7 million
acres.

These increases are hardly because of
increased demand for soybeans. More
likely they are attributable to an un-
usually high soybean loan rate of $5.26
relative to corn at $1.89, which is a
price ratio of 2.78 to 1.

Do we want these Government sig-
nals not market signals to determine
acreage? As we increase these loan
rates significantly in many of the crops
across the board, we are going to raise
the production, and we raise produc-
tion, we lower the overall price, unless
there is an equivalent demand increase.

This perverse incentive laid down by
the Federal Government seems at
cross-purposes with many other Fed-
eral programs intended to bring prices
up, not down. How is it we can be si-
multaneously providing what amounts
to a subsidy to increase production
while at the same time subsidizing the
market price? This is working at cross-
purposes.

Not only are we tinkering with these
price controls and hoping the Govern-
ment gets it right this time, but we are
taking a huge step backwards in com-
plexity and ease of use. I do not need to
remind my colleagues of the horror
stories from farmers using farm serv-
ices in the years before Freedom to
Farm.

Government bureaucrats with con-
fusing and conflicting rules were the
bane of a farmer’s existence. Many of
us heard of waiting in lines at the
Farm Service Agency or its precursor
agency as well. This bill will put more
bureaucratic elements into the farm
operations again, something we tried
to get away from. To the farmers’
pleasure, we were getting away from
these lines at the Farm Service Agen-
cy. This cannot be a good development.
We have tried this route before, only to
abandon it for something better. My
dad and brothers do not like waiting in
line at the Farm Service Agency, and
they are not going to like it under this
proposal.

As we debate this measure in the
Senate, an apparent fait accompli, our
most important trading partners are
preparing to challenge this initiative
before the World Trade Organization.
Just as our Nation’s commitment to
the free trade agenda has been brought
into question, we have renewed con-
cerns that we are unwilling or unable
to compete on the world stage, and we
can compete on the world stage.

Our U.S. trade agreements limit do-
mestic farm supports most likely to
distort production and trade to no
more than $19.1 billion per year. There
is little doubt under this bill we will
exceed these limits.
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In my past, I worked in the Trade
Representative’s office. These are con-
tentious issues and will be challenged
by our trading partners. Mr. President,
96 percent of the world’s consumers
live outside the United States. Kansas
farmers and my family are dependent
on these world markets for their liveli-
hood. This bill will surely spur our
partners to retaliate. If you want evi-
dence of how this compromise will be
greeted by our friends around the
world, just look at how our trading
partners are reacting to the proposal.
Canada, Mexico, Great Britain, and the
European Union have all expressed se-
rious concerns about these new ‘“‘amber
box’’ programs. It is perhaps most tell-
ing that our friend, Australia, a coun-
try committed to free trade as is the
United States, has pledged to lead the
challenge to this initiative before
WTO. This is a troubling development
for Kansas farmers much of whose
acreage is dedicated to international
trade.

There is the matter of the supple-
mental AMTA payments on which
many farmers in my State are count-
ing. As my colleague from Kansas, Sen-
ator ROBERTS, has pointed out, earlier
this year we supported a supplemental
assistance package for the 2002 crop
and told our constituents any new farm
bill would apply to the 2003 crop. For
2002 crops, the compromise I supported
would have provided an additional pay-
ment of 59 cents for wheat, 33.4 cents
for corn, and 40 cents for sorghum.

Instead, producers will now receive
an additional fixed payment of 5.9
cents for wheat, 1.9 cents for corn, and
3.6 cents for sorghum. Producers will
then be eligible for maximum—it could
be less—countercyclical payments on
the 2002 crop of 54 cents for wheat, 34
cents for corn, and 21 cents for sor-
ghum. But the producers will get a
check for 35 percent of the payment in
October, 35 percent of it in February,
and the last payment at the end of the
12-month marketing year for the crop
in 2003. This is simply not what we
promised and what will prove to be a
serious burden for Kansas farmers this
fall. They would have gotten the lump
sum come this fall. Now it is going to
be broken out over a 12-month period.
This is something a number of farmers
were counting on and need this year.

Despite my concerns about many
provisions in the farm bill, I do not
want to indicate all is lost with it. I
am pleased to see some of the conserva-
tion provisions in the bill which I
think are positive. Something I and
others have worked on—carbon seques-
tration—is in the bill. The pilot pro-
gram for carbon sequestration will help
us build a new market for farmers—one
that pays them for how they produce,
not just what they produce.

Carbon sequestration is a largely un-
tapped resource that can buy us the
one thing we need most in the debate
on climate change, and that is time.
The Department of Energy estimates
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over the next 50 to 100 years agricul-
tural lands alone could have the poten-
tial to remove anywhere from 40 to 80
billion metric tons of carbon from the
atmosphere. If we expand this to in-
clude forests, the number will be far
greater, indicating there is a difference
that could be made by encouraging a
carbon sink approach.

I am pleased with the work the con-
ferees have made. I am not pleased
with the product. I believe we are tak-
ing a step backwards for farmers in our
country, for freedom, for markets, and
for what is best for my family and for
what is best for Kansas farmers. This is
an overly complex bill. It is not going
to be helpful this year.

In future years, we are going to be
looking at it and saying: Why are we
going back to something we knew did
not work in the past? For those rea-
sons, I oppose the conference report.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MIL-
LER). Under the previous order, the
Senator from Arkansas is recognized.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I
rise today in support of the conference
report of the farm bill. This bill has
been a long time in coming. The House
of Representatives passed their version
of the farm bill last October, and the
Senate began debating the farm bill on
the floor of the Senate last December.
Our farmers have been waiting for a
resolution. Our farmers have been
waiting for some type of certainty in
farm policy. This bill provides changes
to our current farm policy that are des-
perately needed by our country’s farm-
ers. Since last year, farmers have been
waiting to see if they will be able to
continue farming as a way of life and a
way of making a living. They have
been hoping Congress will do the right
thing and provide them with the safety
net they need to continue. Frankly,
during the last year, many have not
survived the wait. Many have held auc-
tions, sold out, and left agriculture.
However, others have been able to
withstand the uncertainty and have
waited for Congress to pass this farm
bill. So I think it is long overdue.

Many of our rural communities
revolve around agriculture—from seed
and fertilizer dealerships to farm im-
plement businesses and storage facili-
ties. These businesses have entire com-
munities that rely upon what they do.
Agriculture is essential to the local
economies of these small towns and
communities. This is true in much of
my State of Arkansas and throughout
the country. In addition to businesses,
the health of the agriculture sector di-
rectly impacts the viability of local
schools and churches. Without assist-
ance, these towns will quickly dis-
appear, and these small rural commu-
nities will be lost, and nothing will be
left but ghost towns.

This bill includes many features that
will benefit producers, rural commu-
nities, scientific advancement, and the
environment. Throughout the long
process—and it has been an arduously
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long process—there was a constant
awareness of where farm policy has had
shortcomings in the past and the im-
portant role of a complete and com-
prehensive farm policy as our pro-
ducers continue to compete in an ever
more global marketplace.

The three-part safety net composed
of marketing loans, fixed payments,
and the new target price counter-cycli-
cal payments will provide much great-
er stability for our country’s farmers.
That is what farmers have asked for
more than anything else—a degree of
predictability and certainty in farm
policy. This bill will provide our farm-
ers with the predictability and cer-
tainty that they need.

In Arkansas, many farmers have not
been able to get loans, and they are in
jeopardy of not being able to farm.
Some bankers in my State have been
lending to farmers so they can get the
crops into the ground simply on faith
that we will eventually act and get
something approved for them. After
months upon months of waiting, and
delay upon delay—these bankers,
frankly, have had a lot more faith than
I have. After all this time, we finally
have a bill that can go to the President
and be signed into law, and it is a bill
that my farmers in Arkansas support.
Time is of the essence, and to delay
any longer will only serve to further
complicate and muddle the implemen-
tation of this new policy.

The time has come to pass the bill.
Negotiations have been completed, and
I think any effort to delay the passage
of this bill is simply, at this point, hos-
tile and antagonistic to farmers and

farm communities throughout the
country.
This bill, when it left the Senate

floor, included some provisions about
which I was very concerned. In par-
ticular, I was concerned about the pro-
visions included on payment limita-
tions. As this provision was written, it
would have had a disastrous impact on
farmers in my State. A study con-
ducted by the University of Arkansas
indicated that farm income would have
been reduced instantaneously by 25
percent had that payment limitation
gone into place, and that as many as 40
percent of the farmers in Arkansas
would have been impacted by this pro-
vision.

In my opinion, including these limi-
tations without any studies, hearing,
or adequate understanding of the im-
pacts was irresponsible and unfortu-
nate. I am heartened and grateful to
the conferees for exercising wise judg-
ment in withdrawing and drastically
scaling back these harmful provisions.

Like all of my colleagues, I am con-
cerned about any abuses of Govern-
ment programs. However, to punish all
farmers and ranchers in our country
because of the abuses and excesses of a
few is bad legislating.

In addition, forcing arbitrary limits
on our farmers is equally irresponsible.
Different crops cost different amounts
to raise. Some crops, such as rice and
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cotton, have very high input costs,
which require these operations to be-
come larger because they rely on
economies of scale to survive. But
these crops also need support, and to
set arbitrary limits without any regard
to the difference in crops and input
costs would be disastrous and particu-
larly harmful to specific regions of the
country.

Farm policy, as I have learned
through this process, is very complex.
But this bill represents a responsible
and comprehensive approach. This bill
includes many provisions that will as-
sist the farmers in rural communities
in Arkansas and throughout the coun-
try.

However, this bill does not have ev-
erything I would want. One area in
which I am very disappointed in this
bill is the forestry title. In the com-
mittee and on the Senate floor, I be-
lieve many meaningful compromises
had been reached, and foresters in Ar-
kansas supported many of the pro-
grams included. Following the horren-
dous ice storms that hit Arkansas
nearly a year and a half ago, the need
for new programs and new funding
mechanisms became apparent. I think
it is unfortunate that conferees could
not come to consensus on many of
those provisions. It is my sincere hope
that the Agriculture Committee will
work quickly to approve these nec-
essary forestry programs.

While many of the forestry programs
included in the Senate version of the
farm bill would have benefitted for-
esters in many states, the Hazardous
Fuel Reduction Program was of spe-
cific interest to me, and I was dis-
appointed that it was not included in
the final version of the conference re-
port. I am sure many of my colleagues
on the Agriculture Committee also
would like to see many of these provi-
sions passed, so I look forward to work-
ing with them to resolve this matter.

Despite my concerns with the for-
estry title, or lack thereof, I want to
highlight some of the provisions in this
bill that I believe will have great bene-
fits to our country. One of the con-
servation programs of which I have
been a strong supporter in the past is
the Wetlands Reserve Program. This
program has been used by farmers
throughout my State and across the
country to restore wetlands and en-
hance wildlife habitat. This bill in-
cludes funding to increase the acreage
cap for this program to 2.275 million
acres. This will allow an additional
quarter million acres of wetlands to be
enrolled in this important program
each year through 2007. By expanding
this program, marginal lands can be
taken out of production. It is good for
the environment, it is good for recre-
ation and sportsmen, and it is good for
reducing farm production on marginal
lands. Basically, it is a win-win for all
of the stakeholders in agriculture.

Also, I was very pleased with the in-
crease in the funding for the EQIP pro-
gram. This program will provide much-
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needed funds for our livestock and crop
producers who will be trying to come
in line with increasing environmental
requirements. This program will ben-
efit both producers and the environ-
ment. I believe the investments we
make in this program will be repaid
many times over in the future by the
increased environmental quality we
will all enjoy.

In the area of trade, this bill will pro-
vide increases in funding for important
programs such as the Market Access
Program, the Foreign Market Develop-
ment Program, and the Food for
Progress Program. Although trade will
not solve all of the problems facing our
country’s farmers, it is a critically im-
portant component of our national ag-
ricultural policy. We are the world’s
leading producer of food and fiber, and
it is essential that we work to open
these new markets. The investments
we make in these areas will benefit our
producers by providing new market. In
addition, these programs will benefit
consumers all over the world by grant-
ing them access to some of the safest
and most nutritious food in the world.

This bill also addresses a key chal-
lenge facing agriculture in the United
States: the lack of young and begin-
ning farmers. One of the reasons young
people are not going into agriculture
today is the difficulty in gaining the
credit that is required to start a new
farming operation. This bill provides a
number of incentives to help young
farmers get started. I think that is a
great victory for the future of agri-
culture in our country. If we are going
to continue as the world’s leading pro-
ducer of food and fiber, we must have
young people getting involved. This
bill reserves funds for operating loans
for beginning farmers. It also author-
izes funding for a beginning farmer and
rancher development program to assist
young men and women who want to get
involved in agriculture.

There has also been much discussion
of the energy title of the farm bill.
While I am wary of the creation of new
programs, several of the components in
the energy title will provide whole new
options for producers in Arkansas.
More and more farmers I talk to are in-
terested in the possibility of getting in-
volved in some form of renewable en-
ergy production, whether it is ethanol
or biodiesel. Farmers recognize that
these products could provide new mar-
kets for their crops. In addition, it
could help our country become more
energy independent. The inclusion of
this title will complement the work we
completed two weeks ago with the pas-
sage of the energy bill.

Finally, I am extremely pleased that
the deceptive use of the term ‘‘catfish”
for fish of many different orders and
families can no longer be used to artifi-
cially boost sales of foreign fish at the
expense of our domestic producers.

Much of this issue has been mis-
understood. It has been a provision
that has been attacked, I think, un-
fairly, by opponents claiming that we
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were somehow trying to redefine the
names of specific fish inaccurately. Not
at all. With this provision, we were try-
ing to end the deceptive and economi-
cally destructive practice of
mislabeling Vietnamese basa, and I am
very pleased that this provision was re-
tained. This provision is one that I and
many of my colleagues have fought
hard for. This has been a difficult prob-
lem to fix, and I am very pleased this
bill will make the correction perma-
nent.

This farm bill has been a long time in
coming. I urge my colleagues to pass
this conference report quickly so the
USDA and FSA officials throughout
our country can get to work, finalizing
the regulations and implementing the
new programs. They are going to have
a big job ahead of them, and we need to
let them get started immediately.

This bill has the potential to sta-
bilize the farm economy, promote the
development of new markets, revitalize
our rural communities, and make our
producers more competitive in the
global marketplace. This bill is not the
solution to all the challenges facing
agriculture, but it does provide farmers
with a safety net they need to hold
their own while we work to open new
markets and fight the lower foreign
tariffs and barriers to trade. I ask my
colleagues to join me in supporting the
bill.

Finally, I would like to thank my
staff, Michael Zehr and Robbie
Minnich, both of whom have gone
through their first farm bill. They have
worked long hours and done marvelous
work as we have gone through this
process. I thank them for their hard
work on behalf of Arkansas’ farmers.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise
today to express my strong opposition
to the conference report on the farm
bill and to express my grave dis-
appointment that this long process has
resulted in a bloated and unbalanced
bill that I simply cannot support.

I am disappointed because there are
some components of this bill that
would help some farmers in Maine and
that I strongly supported when the bill
was under consideration by the Senate.
For example, the conference report in-
cludes funding for the Senior Farmers’
Market Nutrition Program, as well as
much needed assistance for our apple
producers who have suffered from low
market prices. It includes conservation
funding, more money for the Market
Access Program, and a national dairy
program that I will discuss in more de-
tail in a moment. It also includes—
thanks in large part to Senator
LUGAR—a nutrition title that would
bring needed assistance to legal immi-
grants and more working families. The
problem is that all of these good pro-
grams, including the $17 billion con-
servation title, add up to only about 25
percent of the entire $180 billion bill. It
is the other 75 percent of the bill that
I simply must oppose.
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My colleagues, particularly Senator
LUGAR, have described in detail why
this bill is bad for our farmers and our
Nation. I agree with their analysis.
This legislation perpetuates a depend-
ency that leads to overproduction that
is harmful to our land and ultimately
to our farm economy. I am dis-
appointed to see the reforms begun in
the last farm bill sacrificed in a frenzy
of overspending.

This bill is both too expensive and
unbalanced. It provides far too much in
Federal subsidies for some of the Na-
tion’s largest agribusinesses and not
enough for the small family farmers in
my State and across the Nation. At a
time when we as a nation are trying to
shore up homeland security, provide a
prescription drug benefit for our sen-
iors, and safeguard Social Security, we
can ill afford to spend more than $180
billion on agricultural programs that
benefit the few at the expense of the
many. How can we justify passing an
80-percent increase in farm spending
when we are facing a deficit that could
easily reach $100 billion or more this
year? It is not responsible to pass this
bill. We should send it back to con-
ference and come up with a more rea-
sonable proposal.

I am also concerned about the envi-
ronmental implications of this con-
ference report. While the increased
conservation funding included in the
legislation is certainly a step in the
right direction, the conference com-
mittee slashed the environmental
spending by $4.2 billion from what was
included in the Senate bill. I share the
disappointment of the Sierra Club and
other conservation organizations with
the final version of the bill in this re-
gard. Faced with a choice of cutting
conservation, forestry, and other mod-
estly funded programs in this bill
versus cutting the bloated commodity
programs, the conferees unfortunately
chose the former every single time.

While T am pleased that the con-
ference report includes some modest
assistance for Maine’s dairy farmers, I
am disappointed that the Northeast
Dairy Compact was not reauthorized.
The dairy compact provided far more
assistance to Maine dairy farmers and
at no cost to taxpayers. That is why I
wish we had simply extended the
Northeast Dairy Compact, which was
working very well at no cost to our
Federal Treasury. The new program in-
cluded in the bill provides less help to
Maine’s dairy farmers and at a high
cost to taxpayers. I view this as a tem-
porary measure to help keep our dairy
farmers solvent until the compact can
be reauthorized.

I am also deeply disappointed that
the payment limitations that were in-
cluded in the Senate version of the
farm bill, and that Senators GRASSLEY
and DORGAN worked so hard to include,
were not retained in the conference re-
port. While there is a supposed cap of
$360,000 in payments that any one farm-
er may receive, the conference report
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exempts the little known crop loan cer-
tificate program. The result is to cre-
ate a loophole that will allow some of
the Nation’s largest agribusinesses to
receive millions of dollars on top of al-
ready generous commodity crop pay-
ments. Thus, more than 60 percent of
the payments authorized by this bill
will go to fewer than 10 percent of our
Nation’s farmers. Many small family
farmers will receive absolutely nothing
at all from this legislation.

The farm savings accounts, which I
worked so hard for, would have helped
our small family farmers, but regret-
tably once again they were dropped
from the bill.

Finally, while this conference report
is bad for the Nation, it is even worse
for Maine and I strongly suspect other
Northeastern States as well. Maine re-
ceives precious little from this bill’s
unprecedented largess: 99.9 percent of
the bill’s funds will be spent outside of
our State. In other words, for every
$1,000 it costs taxpayers to fund this
bill, only $1 will come back to Maine.

I recognize that Maine does not grow
the program crops of the scope and
scale found in other States, and in rec-
ognition of this fact I would have been
pleased to vote for a responsible farm
bill that provided for the vast majority
of funds to go elsewhere. But in this
bill I cannot help but feel that Maine
and other Northeastern States have
been tossed a little bit of hush money
and then asked to turn the other way
while big agribusinesses raid the U.S.
Treasury of funds that are sorely need-
ed for education, prescription drugs,
defense, and other priorities.

This is not a responsible bill. We can
do better, and I hope the Senate will
vote to reject the conference report.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. President, I
rise today to express my concern about
the farm bill. I have been a strong sup-
porter of Tennessee farmers since I
first came to the Senate, and I sup-
ported the 1996 Freedom to Farm bill,
but I cannot support the conference re-
port that is pending before the Senate.
At a time when our country is fighting
a war against terrorism, at a time
when we are facing a deficit of up to
$130 billion this year, I believe it is ir-
responsible to spend an additional $82.8
billion on farm subsidies on top of the
$163 billion that we are already slated
to spend. To do so would be a disservice
to the citizens and taxpayers of this
country. In addition, this farm bill will
likely cause us to violate our WTO
commitments at precisely the time
when we are trying to convince other
countries to open their markets to our
agricultural products. Most impor-
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tantly, I believe that the farm policies
in this bill will hurt the very people
that they are intended to help the
small family farmers, by perpetuating
the cycle of overproduction, depressed
prices, and government subsidies that
has made our farmers increasingly de-
pendent on government assistance.

Since 1978, Federal outlays to farm-
ers have exceeded $300 billion, equal to
nearly 10 percent of the Federal debt.
In 2000, direct government payments to
farmers reached a record high $22 bil-
lion. The bill proposes to spend $82.8
billion over the existing baseline of ag-
riculture spending over the next 10
years. This amount is almost $10 bil-
lion above the already generous
amount provided for farm spending in
the FY 2002 budget resolution. The
total cost of this bill over the six-year
life of the bill is $248.6 billion. The ex-
pansion of the farm bill represents a 76
percent increase in agriculture spend-
ing.

This remarkable explosion in spend-
ing would be a cause for concern at any
time, but it is especially alarming
under current circumstances. Our na-
tion is fighting a war against terrorism
and our government is facing poten-
tially large deficits. In fiscal year 2002,
we will spend at least $29.2 billion on
homeland security. The President has
proposed an additional $5.2 billion in
his recent fiscal year 2002 supplemental
spending request, which would bring
total spending to nearly $38 billion.
The President’s budget request for fis-
cal year 2003 proposes spending of $37.7
billion for homeland security. This
amount is double what we were spend-
ing on homeland security items prior
to the September 11 attacks. The
Brookings Institution recently rec-
ommended funding of $45 billion for fis-
cal year 2003 for homeland security.
The truth is that we don’t have a good
notion of how much homeland security
spending will cost in the coming years,
but we know that the costs will be tre-
mendous. As I mentioned earlier, we
recently received new projections from
CBO that our deficit this year could
reach $130 billion. We have to recognize
that the world has changed.

My concerns about this legislation,
however, are not limited to its cost. I
believe that this legislation returns to
the failed farm policies that were in
place prior to the 1996 Freedom to
Farm legislation, and that the effect of
these policies will be to make farmers
increasingly dependent on government
subsidies. These policies defy logic and
they defy the most basic laws of eco-
nomics. The government sets a floor
price for certain agricultural commod-
ities that is higher than the market
price in order to support growers of
those commodities. The result is that
farmers know that they are guaranteed
to receive a certain price regardless of
market conditions, so they ignore mar-
ket signals and overproduce. The over-
production further depresses com-
modity prices, leading to the need for
ever increasing government subsidies.
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We don’t need to rely on economic the-
ory to know that this is true. The data
show that our farmers have been
caught in an ongoing cycle of over-
production, depressed prices, and in-
creasing government subsidies for dec-
ades. According to a study by the Her-
itage Foundation, farmers have re-
sponded to existing price floors by
planting as many as 5 million addi-
tional acres of crops that are already
overproduced. The farm bill before the
Senate today will increase the target
prices for these commodities and in-
crease the amount of subsidies that
farmers can receive, which I fear will
only exacerbate the overproduction
problem. Of the new spending in this
bill, $566.7 billion is to increase com-
modity payments. That’s nearly 70 per-
cent of the new funds for agriculture.
These kinds of policies do our farmers
a disservice by creating a situation in
which market prices cannot recover,
forcing farmers to become increasingly
reliant on government subsidies. Under
current farm programs, federal govern-
ment subsidies already comprise 50 per-
cent of total farm income. This farm
bill makes it impossible for farmers to
move away from these subsidies.

Proponents of this legislation argue
that we must provide these subsidies to
support small family farmers who
would otherwise be forced out of busi-
ness. However, according to the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, 60 percent
of America’s farmers are ineligible for
any direct government assistance. Of
the 40 percent of farmers who are eligi-
ble for government subsidies, 10 per-
cent receive two-thirds of the benefits.
That means that 4 percent of our na-
tion’s farmers receive two-thirds of all
federal subsidies. In Tennessee, the top
1 percent of farm subsidy recipients re-
ceive 43 percent of the payments. That
means that about 1100 of Tennessee’s
approximately 110,000 farmers receive
nearly half of the payments. The top 10
percent of farmers in Tennessee receive
84 percent of the payments. The bot-
tom 80 percent of farmers receive only
7 percent of the total benefits, aver-
aging less than $700 per farmer. That is
not right and it is unworthy of this
Congress.

According to the Heritage Founda-
tion, the House version of the farm bill,
which was less expensive than the con-
ference report, would have cost $190 bil-
lion in taxes over the next 10 years and
$271 billion in inflated food prices. The
Taxpayers for Common Sense per-
formed a cost-benefit analysis of the
Senate bill on a state-by-state basis
using each state’s share of total U.S.
personal income taxes. According to
that analysis, over the next 5 years,
under the Senate bill, Tennessee farm-
ers would have received average annual
farm subsidy payments of $159 million,
but Tennessee taxpayers would have
paid $273 million to obtain it for a loss
to the state of $115 million.

With this farm bill, we had an oppor-
tunity to provide a safety net for our
family farmers while moving towards a
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more market-oriented approach. Sen-
ator LUGAR has spent countless hours
on the floor of this Senate, not only ex-
plaining all of these problems with the
current system, but proposing effective
alternatives that could move us to-
wards a more market-oriented ap-
proach while still maintaining a safety
net for our farmers. He proposed ideas
such as providing federal subsidies for
farmers to purchase whole farm insur-
ance or providing matching funds for
farm savings accounts. Instead, the bill
before us represents a grab bag of re-
gional special interests. For the north-
east, there is a newer, more expensive
dairy program. Studies indicate that
this plan will increase the cost of milk
by 10 to 15 percent. For the southern
coastal states, the farm bill continues
the sugar program, which has raised
the price of sugar in the United States
to nearly eight times the world price.
The Midwestern states, as always, re-
ceive the overwhelming majority of the
direct commodity payments. I under-
stand we have some contested elections
going on.

I am also concerned that this farm
bill will set back efforts to open for-
eign markets to our agricultural prod-
ucts. Everyone knew the U.S. market
for agricultural products is essentially
saturated. The real growth opportunity
is in exports, and the U.S. has consist-
ently made decreasing other nation’s
price supports and export subsidies a
high priority in our discussions at the
World Trade Organization. However,
there is a high probability that this
farm bill will cause us to violate our
WTO commitments. In 1995, we com-
mitted to reduce our most trade-dis-
torting domestic farm support to $19.1
billion per year. We have fulfilled that
commitment, in part because the di-
rect government payments provided
under the 1996 Freedom to Farm bill
were not related to price or production
and were therefore not considered most
trade-distorting and were not subject
to the $19 billion cap. The conference
report before the Senate today will de-
crease these non trade-distorting sub-
sidies and replace them with trade-dis-
torting coutercyclical subsidies. A re-
port by the Food and Agricultural Pol-
icy Research Institute concluded that
there is a 30 percent chance that the
U.S. will exceed its WTO commitments
in the 2002 marketing year. Now the
conference report does give the Sec-
retary of Agriculture the authority to
make a determination that the U.S. is
likely to violate its WTO commitments
and to lower farm supports, but that
creates a situation where the law pro-
vides an entitlement for farmers, which
they would be counting on, and then
the administration would have to come
along and take that money away. Ev-
erybody in this room knows that is not
going to happen.

It is unclear whether the U.S. will
face immediate challenge on the farm
bill at the WTO. The European Union
has issued conflicting statements.
However, it is clear that the passage of
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the farm bill has angered our trading
partners and weakened our ability to
negotiate for decreases in agricultural
support at the WTO. E.U. Trade Com-
missioner Franz Fischler said the bill:

. .. marks a blow to credibility of U.S.
policy in the WTO, where the U.S. has pre-
sented a trade-oriented agenda wholly incon-
sistent with the new bill.

This farm bill undermines our credi-
bility when we push for open agricul-
tural markets and reduction of the sup-
port levels provided by other countries.

In conclusion, this farm bill spends
an enormous amount of taxpayers’
money at a time when we cannot afford
it to the disproportionate benefits of a
few large farms producing a limited
number of program crops. I believe
most farmers do not want forever to
rely on Government subsidies for their
living and in increasing numbers and
percentages. They want to earn a liv-
ing by producing their crops and earn-
ing a decent market price for them.
This legislation will make that more
difficult. In fact, it goes in exactly the
opposite direction. It is a callous docu-
ment that can only be supported in the
name of political expediency. I choose
not to do so. I will not support it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, we are
awaiting the next speaker in the se-
quence that the Chair has been given;
therefore, I suggest the absence of a
quorum, the time to be charged equally
to both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be dispensed with.

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

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, we are
awaiting the arrival of the next Sen-
ator to speak. In the meantime, I
might just correct one thing that was
said here, I think, on the floor. I be-
lieve the Senator from Maine said that
trade, conservation, and research
would equal 10 percent of the bill that
we have—only 10 percent. Actually it is
much more than that. Conservation
alone is 22 percent of the funding in
this bill; that is, $37.1 billion out of $173
billion.

If you take all the noncommodity ti-
tles—research, conservation, trade, for-
estry, all the other noncommodity ti-
tles—it equals about 30 percent of the
funding of the bill. I wanted to make
that correction.

I want to go back to nutrition one
more time and address the issue of
funding. In the committee, when we
passed our farm bill, there was support
for a $5.6 billion nutrition title. It was
supported on both sides. When that
title was passed in our committee, it
was passed unanimously.

The bill then came on the floor and
there were a number of amendments
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made. Many of them I cosponsored.
They added additional funding. By the
time we finished the bill, the nutrition
title was $8.4 billion.

Keep in mind when the bill left the
Senate floor, the CBO rescored the bill
and they had made a mistake. We
didn’t make the mistake. The CBO had
miscalculated about $6.1 billion. So
even before we went to conference we
had to cut basically $6.1 billion out of
our bill, which we did across the board.
We did not focus on nutrition or any
other noncommodity aspect of the bill.
We just had to do it, basically, across
the board.

The House-passed bill had $3.4 billion
for nutrition. The President, in his
message, what he wanted was a $4.1 bil-
lion increase in nutrition. The bill be-
fore us has $6.4 billion for nutrition.
That is $1.2 billion higher than we
passed in our committee. It is almost
double what the House had. So I be-
lieve we did a very good job in fighting
for the nutrition program.

Do we always provide more money
for the neediest people in our society?
Sure. As we go ahead as the Agri-
culture Committee, we will be looking
to make sure that next year and the
year after the people who rely upon
food stamps and other feeding pro-
grams are not left behind. But I think
we did a great job getting the $6.4 bil-
lion for nutrition.

I received a letter yesterday from a
number of food-related, hunger-related
groups—>b1 groups. They said they are
writing to express their support for the
nutrition title.

The conference report makes critical steps
forward for some of the populations most in
need of help: legal immigrants and working
parents with children. Additional provisions
that will substantially simplify the program
are also critically important.

We also applaud your additional funding
for The Emergency Food Assistance Pro-
gram. Food banks, food shelves and food pan-
tries facing growing requests will be better
able to meet the need.

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.

As I said, this was signed by 51
groups. I will not go through them all:
America’s Second Harvest, American
School Food Service Association,
American Public Human Services Asso-
ciation, Bread for the World, Children’s
Defense Fund, Coalition on Human
Needs, Congressional Hunger Center,
the Food Research and Action Center,
FRAC, the National Council of La
Raza, the National Law Center on
Homelessness and Poverty, Volunteers
of America. Those are among the 51
groups.

I ask unanimous consent this letter
and those 51 groups’ names be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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MAY 7, 2002.
Hon. ToM HARKIN,
Chairman, Senate Agriculture Committee, Sen-
ate Office Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN HARKIN: We, the under-
signed groups, are writing to express our
support for the nutrition title of the Con-
ference Report on the Farm Bill (H.R. 2646).
The final package makes very important in-
vestments to strengthen the nutrition safety
net, especially for vulnerable working fami-
lies with children, needy legal immigrants,
and others struggling to put food on the
table.

As you know, USDA and the Census Bu-
reau report that approximately 33 million
people in the United States—13 million of
them children—have been living with hunger
or on the edge of hunger. The recent eco-
nomic slowdown and increasing need are
only exacerbating this problem of high levels
of hunger and food insecurity, particularly
for legal immigrants and other low-wage
workers. Substantially strengthening the na-
tional nutrition safety net is critically im-
portant to address this problem.

Accordingly, we believe the Conference Re-
port makes critical steps forward for some of
the populations most in need of help: legal
immigrants; and working parents with chil-
dren. Additional provisions that will sub-
stantially simplify the program are also
critically important. Easing states’ adminis-
trative burdens will reduce their costs, re-
duce errors, reduce red tape for needy people,
and speed eligibility determinations and ben-
efits delivery. This lowering of unnecessary
obstacles is particularly important for work-
ing families.

We also applaud your additional funding
for The Emergency Food Assistance Pro-
gram. Food banks, food shelves and food pan-
tries facing growing requests will be better
able to meet the need.

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.

Again, we appreciate your leadership on
our mutual goal to fight hunger.

Sincerely yours,

Alliance for Children and Families,
Americas Second Harvest, American
Jewish Committee, Americans for
Democratic Action, American Federa-
tion of State, County and Municipal
Employees, American Public Human
Services Association, American School
Food Service Association, Asian and
Pacific Islander American Health
Forum, Asian Pacific American Legal
Center, Association of Farmworker Op-
portunity Programs, Bread for the
World, California Immigrant Welfare
Collaborative, Center for Community
Change, Center for Public Policy Prior-
ities, TX, Center For Third World Or-
ganizing, Children’s Defense Fund, Coa-
lition for Human Immigrant Rights of
Los Angeles, Coalition on Human
Needs, Congressional Hunger Center,
Food Research and Action Center.

Friends Committee on National Legisla-
tion, the General Board of Church and
Society, The United Methodist Church,
Jewish Council for Public Affairs, Los
Angeles Coalition to End Hunger and
Homelessness, Massachusetts Immi-
grant and Refugee Advocacy Coalition,
Mexican American Legal Defense and
Educational Fund, Migrant Legal Ac-
tion Project, National Asian Pacific
American Legal Consortium, National
Association of Child Advocates, Na-
tional Association of Service and Con-
servation Corps, National Campaign for
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Jobs and Income Support, National
Council of Jewish Women, National
Council La Raza, National Immigra-
tion Law Center,

National Law Center on Homelessness
and Poverty, National Puerto Rican
Coalition, New Jersey Immigration
Policy Network, NETWORK, A Na-
tional Catholic Social Justice Lobby,
New York Immigration Coalition, NOW
Legal Defense and Education Fund,
RESULTS, San Bernardino County,
CA, Service Employees International
Union, Services, Immigrant Rights and
Education Network, Southeast Asia
Resource Action Center, Unitarian
Universalist Service Committee,
United Church of Christ Justice and
Witness Ministries, United Food and
Commercial Workers International
Union, Volunteers of America, Welfare
Law Center, Women Employed.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, we are
awaiting the arrival of our next speak-
er. I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, we are
awaiting the arrival of either a pro-
ponent or an opponent of the bill. Who-
ever gets here first gets to go first.

In that regard, I am informed that
the ranking member has no objection
to entering a quorum call with the
time being equally divided. I suggest
the absence of a quorum and ask unani-
mous consent that the time of the
quorum be equally divided between the
proponents and opponents.

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

The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

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

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I join
with those who have expressed very se-
vere reservations and concerns about
this bill. It is an extraordinarily expen-
sive piece of legislation. This legisla-
tion is not only going to cost the tax-
payers of America a great deal of
money—much more than has ever been
paid out before in the area of farm sub-
sidies—but it is a bill that takes us
down the wrong path in the area of how
we should address production of farm
commodities in our country.

Nobody questions that farmers are
the hardest working people you meet.
At all levels of life, as you come across
people, the farmer is somebody who
puts in incredible hours, who works
from dawn to dusk in most instances—
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unless they are a corporate farm
owner—the people out there actually
doing the farming. They love their job,
usually. That is why they do it. They
are a contributor of immense propor-
tions to our society, both from the
standpoint of being hard workers and
extraordinarily productive citizens, but
also in setting a tone and a character
for our Nation and the communities in
which they live.

Unfortunately, the system they are
caught up in—not all, but those farm-
ers who find themselves existing on the
Federal payroll—is one that is fun-
damentally broken. Instead of a mar-
ket system, it is a system of collec-
tivization.

It is truly ironic, in fact, when you
think about it. The way the farm pro-
gram works today for those people on
the system is that the Federal Govern-
ment essentially pays through the tax
dollars of the American people for the
net income of those farmers.

Forty-six percent of the net income
of farming as a result of this bill—46
percent—will be paid for by tax dollars.

In seven States, the Federal Direct
Payment Program actually exceeds the
net farm income. Think about that for
a moment.

In the State of Wisconsin, for exam-
ple, the Federal Direct Payment Pro-
gram exceeds the net farm income by
174 percent. In Montana, it is 178 per-
cent. In North Dakota, it is 156 percent.
There are seven States where it actu-
ally exceeds net income.

If you were to set out a classic defini-
tion of collectivization or socialization
of an industry, it would be that the tax
benefits of the industry exceed the in-
come of the industry. This essentially
means that people aren’t working to be
productive; they are working to receive
tax benefits.

As I said, it is ironic that our farmers
who are caught up in these programs
find themselves in this type of situa-
tion. If you look at it in a historical
context, the country which most ag-
gressively attempted collectivization
where they had a program where the
farm community was essentially an ex-
tension of the State support program
was, of course, the Soviet Union where
the system collapsed as a result of its
inability to be competitive.

We, however, ironically and through
the genius of our American farmer,
have managed to actually make it pro-
ductive. We have a productive, collec-
tive system where we are actually pro-
ducing goods. But we are not producing
them efficiently, obviously. We are not
producing them in a form that makes a
whole lot of sense. We are, in fact, pro-
ducing goods that we don’t need.

As has been mentioned numerous
times by the Senator from Indiana and
other Senators in this Chamber, we are
creating a situation where by defini-
tion we produce goods at a price which
has no relationship to the amount of
goods being produced. So we have more
goods than we need; thus, we drive
down the price; thus, we end up paying
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more in subsidies to support those
goods, a system which is cockeyed. It
makes no sense.

I heard one person come down here
from the other side—the Senator from
North Dakota—who said this bill is for
entrepreneurship. It is a unique view of
entrepreneurship because, basically,
the entrepreneur here is trying to fig-
ure out how they can get more money
out of the Federal Government and
how they can put more crops in the
ground, which we don’t need, which
produces a higher production level at a
price which drives down the price so
they can get more for the crop that we
didn’t need to begin with.

It makes no sense. That is not entre-
preneurship in a market economy.
That is a new form of entrepreneurship
in a collectivized economy. That is
gaming the system. Gaming the system
would be more appropriate than entre-
preneurship as a term.

I heard another Member say but this
bill is going to produce so much in the
way of paperwork in order to meet the
new commodity rules that people are
going to be standing in line for days at
the Farm Service Agency. I feel sorry
for them standing in line all day.

As a practical matter, if you are
going to opt into a system where you
are essentially getting all your net in-
come out of the Federal Government,
you ought to be doing something in-
stead of standing in line for that
money.

Clearly, this system has failed when
our farmers are standing in line in-
stead of working to produce goods,
when they are using the system to
produce crops which they don’t need
and which we don’t need, and when
they are getting a payment from the
Federal Government which exceeds
their income.

The bill also is perverse in whom it
supports. Most of the subsidy in this
bill goes to a very small number of
farmers who produce a small number of
commodity crops. The State of Cali-
fornia, which has the most farmers in
America, by far, and which has the
largest farming industry, by far, gets
only 9 percent of the benefit under the
bill. But other States which have com-
modity crops, with 3 percent of the
farms, for example, get two-thirds of
the commodity subsidies. Sixty percent
of American farmers get no commodity
subsidy at all. They are still in the
market. Of course, that number is
being reduced because this bill man-
ages to pick up a bunch of commodities
that have not been there before. We
now have onions. We have apples. We
have pulse crops. And, of course, we
dramatically expanded our effort in the
area of dairy and peanuts.

Then there is sugar. Sugar: What a
farcical exercise this is. What a joke on
the American taxpayer this has be-
come. Of course, it is a very expensive
joke.

First, we set the sugar price in this
country arbitrarily at a rate which is
10, 15 cents higher than what the mar-
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ket bears internationally, so that the
average consumer in this country, for
any product that has sugar in it, has to
pay a great deal more than they would
if we were playing in an open market;
in fact, the last number I saw was $1.6
billion more in subsidy. Where does
that go? To the sugar producers. So
that is the first time we hit the con-
sumer.

For years, the sugar industry used to
come to the Senate with righteous
statements, saying: But we take noth-
ing out of the Federal Treasury; we
just take it out of the consumer
through the subsidized costs that we
put on the consumer—the inflated
price. Well, they were not happy with
that. So in this bill they are going into
the Treasury for $435 million.

So first they hit the consumer with
an inflated price, which they benefit
from because they do not allow mar-
ket-priced sugar, and it is to the tune
of $1.6 billion; and now they have set up
a commodity price which is going to
flow through to them to the tune of
$430 million. If it were not so obscene,
it would be humorous, the level at
which it takes from the consumer and
the American taxpayer and redistrib-
utes that in a countermarket system.

Robert Samuelson, who is one of the
better economists in our country, made
the point that over the last two and a
half decades farm subsidies have con-
sumed roughly 10 percent of what we
have added to our national debt. That
is a price that in some ways I might be
willing to pay if it were done in a man-
ner that had some relationship to mar-
ket forces because I believe strongly
that we need a farm economy that is
strong. But when you totally over-
whelm market forces with this type of
subsidy system, you fundamentally un-
dermine the capacity to have a farm
program which, first, represents pro-
duction, which we need, in the com-
modities which we want, and, second,
is fair to the American taxpayers and
the American consumer.

So I believe this bill should be re-
jected. I regret that it probably will
not be rejected. But I believe the in-
crease in spending above the baseline
here, which is approximately $173 bil-
lion, is way beyond anything we can af-
ford as an economy or as taxpayers,
but, more importantly, the policy in
this bill totally perverts the market
and, in my opinion, drives us in the
wrong direction, away from a market-
oriented farm policy toward a more
collectivized farm policy.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
CLINTON). The Senator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I
will yield to the Senator from Michi-
gan shortly, but I would like to say, for
the benefit of Senators, that we had a
list before of speakers on the farm bill.
If there are any Senators who wish to
come to the floor to speak on the farm
bill, that list is vacant right now, so we
do have time on the bill right now for
any Senators who wish to come over

(Mrs.
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and speak. If they will just contact us,
we can get another list put up, so we
can get an appointed time for Senators
to speak on the farm bill.

With that, Madam President, I yield
10 minutes to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Michigan. And I thank her
for all of her great work on this farm
bill. I say to her constituents, the peo-
ple of Michigan, there isn’t a person
who has fought harder for their inter-
ests than Senator STABENOW, especially
in agriculture, and especially when it
comes to the specialty crops.

I point out that I believe Senator
STABENOW holds a record. Senator STA-
BENOW is the only member of the Agri-
culture Committee who served on the
agriculture committee in her State
legislature, served on the Agriculture
Committee in the House of Representa-
tives, and is on the Agriculture Com-
mittee in the Senate. We are proud to
have her.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I
thank, first, my wonderful friend and
colleague and leader of the Senate Ag-
riculture Committee. He is the person
who has brought us to this point with
a farm bill of which I believe we can all
be very proud. I am so grateful to him
that he has understood that we in
Michigan have 100 different commod-
ities; that 60 percent of what we grow,
in fact, is fruits and vegetables, and for
the first time specialty crops are rec-
ognized by the Congress in a farm bill.
It would not have happened without
the leadership of our Senator from
Iowa who has led this committee so
ably.

Madam President, I could not dis-
agree more with my friend from New
Hampshire who spoke right before me.
I believe this is a bill of which we
should be very proud. It moves in the
right direction. It helps our family
farmers. It promotes conservation. It
supports rural economic development.
It is something that I believe is good
for every family in the country.

I want to start, though, by thanking
all of the staff who have been involved
in this effort. There have been hours
and hours—hundreds of hours, weekend
work—in which people have been work-
ing at a number of points in order to
get us to this comprehensive farm bill.
I thank all those on the Senate Agri-
culture Committee staff and Senator
HARKIN’s staff, the majority leader’s
staff, and I also thank Kim Love from
my staff who has worked so diligently
fighting for the interests of Michigan
family farmers and rural communities
and all of those who benefit from a
strong farm policy. So to each of them
I say: Thank you.

We do, in fact, have a farm bill that
makes sense. I came into the house of
Representatives in 1997 and watched
and participated as a member of the
Agriculture Committee in the “fruits,”
you might say, of the previous farm
bill, what was called Freedom to Farm,
which, unfortunately, left us in a situa-
tion where every year that I have been
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a Member of Congress we have had to
pass an emergency supplemental be-
cause the farm bill did not work. Every
single year, we were back saying that
our farmers were not going to be able
to make it, that the policies that were
put in place with the last farm bill just
did not work.

So we are now using a different ap-
proach, one that takes into consider-
ation the economic challenges of our
farmers and what is happening in the
world around us, and new opportuni-
ties.

I am extremely pleased that this
final bill—thanks to the leadership of
our chairman of the Senate Agri-
culture Committee—includes, for the
first time, a title on energy. We in
Michigan welcome that. There is not
only ethanol, which we have debated
on this floor, and which I strongly sup-
port, but we have soybean lubricants
and other opportunities where I believe
Michigan farmers can take the lead in
biomass fuels. It is a real opportunity
for us in Michigan as well as around
the country. This dovetails directly
with our energy bill that was passed
not long ago.

Again, in Michigan, we have 100 dif-
ferent commodities. I am pleased with
what we have been able to do with the
dairy proposal and sugar, and with the
basic commodities, when we look at
what has happened in terms of support
for all of the commodities.

I specifically rise to speak for a mo-
ment about what is called specialty
crops, our fruits and vegetable farmers.
I am very pleased that a provision I of-
fered in the committee has in fact be-
come a part of this final product, for
the first time, to allow a minimum of
$200 million per year to be used to pur-
chase surplus fruits and vegetables, not
only to help our farmers in terms of
their prices and to address surpluses
but also to have the win-win of offering
those fruits and vegetables for our
School Lunch Program, for our senior
feeding programs. This is a win-win sit-
uation. We should be very proud of the
fact that through our nutritional pro-
grams we now are able to permanently
put into place a way to help our farm-
ers and at the same time make fresh
fruits and vegetables available to our
children and to those who are involved
in our nutrition programs.

There is another important provi-
sion. For those states with critical or-
chards—this is the capital for our cher-
ry farmers, our apple growers, and so
on—the Tree Assistance Program is re-
authorized to provide reimbursement
for trees such as apple trees destroyed
by natural disaster. We have a really
serious issue in Michigan with apple
fire blight. Coupling that with the
drought we experienced in the year
2000, we have had a devastation in
many areas of our orchards. The Tree
Assistance Program is very important
and an area I fought very hard to in-
clude in the final bill. I am pleased it is
there.

One of the provisions that is not in
the bill in its entirety and we will con-
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tinue to work to address this year
through an emergency supplemental is
emergency assistance, on which the
Senator from Montana, Mr. BAUCUS,
led the effort—to add $2.4 billion in
emergency assistance. While we did not
receive the agreement of the White
House and our colleagues in the House
of Representatives to include it in the
conference committee, we were able to
provide just under $100 million in mar-
ket loss payments for apples. That is
an important first step.

But I can say, coming from Michigan,
where in the year 2000 we had 82 out of
83 counties declared disaster areas as a
result of drought, just making our
farmers eligible for more loans is not
the right approach. Our farmers have
enough loans. What they need is some
direct assistance during emergencies
such as drought. I will continue to
fight very hard to address that entire
emergency assistance package.

I am also pleased that we are seeing
almost a doubling of funding for con-
servation and that the new provision I
was pleased to cosponsor with our
chairman, the Conservation Security
Program, that provides payments for
farmers for good environmental prac-
tices on working lands is included in
the conservation title. Again, for the
first time, specialty crops are included
as a part of conservation payments.
This is very important to Michigan and
very important to our producers across
the country.

We have many rural communities,
hundreds and hundreds of rural com-
munities in Michigan. From the upper
peninsula all the way down along our
coast and central Michigan, we have
small communities that have benefited
and will benefit from the strengthened
rural development title in terms of in-
frastructure, water and sewer projects
for which they will be able to receive
support, broadband, and other kinds of
infrastructure needs of our rural com-
munities. I am very pleased the farm
bill includes a strong rural develop-
ment title as well.

For our cooperative extension em-
ployees, we are pleased to be able to
address an issue of long-term care in-
surance that came to us from Michigan
State University. I appreciate the fact
that this is in the bill.

A couple of other areas of note: We
have placed in the bill a nutrition pilot
program that will allow five States to
focus on good nutrition practices and
encourage consumption of fruits and
vegetables. This is another important
way we can not only promote healthy
eating, healthy living, but also be able
to promote the nutritional value of our
fruits and vegetables. I was Dpleased
that the pilot program was included in
the final bill as well.

Of course, coming from the Great
Lakes State of Michigan, I fought very
hard for the Great Lakes Soil Erosion
Program to be authorized. I am pleased
it is authorized at $5 million a year.
While this program has received fund-
ing in the past, it has never been au-
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thorized as an ongoing program.
Through a combination of local and
Federal funds, this program has been
successful in keeping sedimentation
out of the Great Lakes and educating
the agricultural community about ero-
sion and water quality. I am very
pleased that finally, for the first time,
we have this program authorized offi-
cially as a part of the farm bill.

We know there is a good safety net:
Higher loan rates, countercyclical pay-
ments, updated yields, continued direct
annual payments, as well as conserva-
tion payments that come together in a
way to support American agriculture,
to support our family farmers. I am
very pleased to support strongly this
final conference committee.

Let me, in closing, quote from our
fruit and vegetable producers of the
country who have put out a statement
which I believe should in part be in the
RECORD. It says:

We applaud the Congress and its Members
who led the fight to develop some of the
most progressive and positive agricultural
policy initiatives that have been developed
through a farm bill process to address the
unique needs of the fruit and vegetable pro-
ducers in the United States.

From the standpoint of our fruit and
vegetable producers, this is a historic
bill. From the standpoint of all of our
families in the country, this is farm
policy that makes sense for all of us.
Again, I encourage my colleagues to
support the bill. I commend our chair-
man from Iowa for his vision and lead-
ership.

I yield back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I say
to Senators, we have a list of Senators
who wanted to speak and be heard on
the farm bill. I don’t see anyone here
right now. I know it is the lunch hour,
but now is a good time to come over
and speak on the farm bill, if anyone so
desires.

In the interim, I rise to point out
that there was some mention made ear-
lier today that somehow farmers in the
Midwest and some of the Plains States
would be better off if there were basi-
cally not this bill but the Freedom to
Farm bill. There was a bill introduced
in March for an emergency package for
this year—that was S. 2040—that would
have spent $7.35 billion in this fiscal
year. And some have asserted that
farmers would be better off if we could
just pass an emergency package rather
than this farm bill.

I asked my staff and the Food and
Agricultural Policy Research Institute
to do an analysis of the conference re-
port we have before us, comparing that
to what farmers might receive under
an emergency package as envisioned in
S. 2040. According to the FAPRI anal-
ysis of the conference report, Kansas
farmers, for example, would receive a
total of $1.04 billion in commodity pro-
gram payments for this crop year, 2002.
But they would receive only $795 mil-
lion this year under Freedom to Farm,
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plus the emergency payments that

would be made under S. 2040 for the

same period. The same is true for Iowa.

We estimate that Iowa farmers would

get $1.7 billion for this crop year under

this conference report but would have

received only $1.56 billion under S. 2040,

the bill that was introduced in March

to put through an emergency pack-
age—sort of an emergency package on
top of the Freedom to Farm bill. In any
case, farmers would be better off this

year under the conference report. I

want to make it very clear that this

bill will apply to this crop year.

FAPRI also did an analysis looking
ahead at between now and 2007 and
comparing what farmers would get in
certain States under this bill to what
they would get if we continued Free-
dom to Farm.

For example, my Iowa farmers will
have a $485 million gain, on average,
between 2002 and 2007 over the Freedom
to Farm bill. That is a 52-percent in-
crease.

Illinois farmers will get a $486 mil-
lion gain, on average, during these
years. That is a b7-percent increase for
Illinois.

Kansas farmers, under this bill, will
see a $402 million gain, on average, be-
tween 2002 and 2007 over the Freedom
to Farm bill. That is a 91-percent in-
crease for Kansas farmers. I think that
is the highest of any State I have seen,
in terms of the difference between
Freedom to Farm and what we have in
this bill.

Minnesota farmers get a $335 million
gain, a bb-percent increase.

Nebraska farmers get a $380 million
gain, on average, under this bill over
the Freedom to Farm bill. That is a 68-
percent increase for Nebraska.

I ask unanimous consent to have this
analysis done by FAPRI printed in the
RECORD.

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

MIDWEST, PLAINS STATES BENEFICIARIES OF
FARM SECURITY AND RURAL INVESTMENT
AcT OF 2002 (FAPRI analysis)

Iowa farmers, $485 million gain on average
between 2002-2007 over Freedom to Farm (a
52 percent increase).

Illinois farmers, $486 million gain on aver-
age between 2002-2007 over Freedom to Farm
(a 57 percent increase).

Kansas farmers, $402 million gain on aver-
age between 2002-2007 over Freedom to Farm
(a 91 percent increase).

Minnesota farmers, a $335 million gain on
average between 2002-2007 over Freedom to
Farm (a 55 percent increase).

Nebraska farmers, a $380 million gain on
average between 2002-2007 over Freedom to
Farm (a 68 percent increase).

Indiana farmers, a $243 million gain on av-
erage between 2002-2007 over Freedom to
Farm (59 percent increase).

Montana farmers, $102 million gain on av-
erage between 2002-2007 over Freedom to
Farm (88 percent increase).

South Dakota farmers, $177 million gain on
average between 2002-2007 over Freedom to
Farm (57 percent increase).

North Dakota farmers, $201 million gain on
average between 2002-2007 over Freedom to
Farm (60 percent increase).
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Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, it
would be a huge mistake to walk away
from this bill—for farmers all over the
upper Midwest. It would be a mistake
for farmers in Michigan, and especially
in New England. In New England, the
dairy farmers have been helped im-
mensely: Maine, New Hampshire,
Vermont, Massachusetts, Connecticut,
Rhode Island—all of the dairy States.

One other group has been helped im-
mensely, and that is the small spe-
cialty crop farmers, those who grow
blueberries, potatoes, and other kinds
of vegetables, including apples, and
there are many in New England. They
will be helped immensely.

As the Senator from Michigan stated,
we have a $200 million annual floor on
purchases of specialty crops. That is
what the farmers in New England grow.
They have never had anything like
this. It wasn’t in the Freedom to Farm
bill. If this conference report is de-
feated, that means New England farm-
ers will not have anything. They will
have nothing. Under this farm bill,
they are going to be a part of our agri-
cultural structure for the future.

It would be a shame to walk away
from this today—walk away from the
farmers in New England, the farmers in
Michigan, or in the upper Northwest. It
would be a shame to walk away from
the great strides we have made in nu-
trition. I pointed out earlier that the
1996 Freedom to Farm bill, under which
we are operating, didn’t even have a
nutrition section. That was taken up in
welfare reform later. This time around
we have kept nutrition under the farm
bill. We have made a huge increase in
the nutrition programs. It would be a
shame to walk away from that.

When you look at the broad aspects
of America, this conference report de-
serves to be supported. Again, if some-
body asks me can I defend and support
everything in this bill, the answer is
no. But this is a compromise bill. This
is a large country. What benefits one
area may not benefit another. All of
the support we have in there for spe-
cialty crops, the support we have in
other areas that do not affect my
State, I support it because I recognize
that farmers in New England and all
over the country need help and sup-
port. We need to promote better con-
sumption of fruits and vegetables in
this country. That is what is strong in
this bill. So it is a good bill for Amer-
ica.

With that, I suggest the absence of a
quorum as we await the arrival of
those who want to speak on the farm
bill, either in opposition or in support.
I ask that the time during the quorum
call be divided equally.

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

The clerk will call the roll.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Who yields time to the Senator from
Minnesota?

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I
yield 10 minutes to the Senator from
Minnesota. I thank the Senator from
Minnesota for being a great member of
our Senate Agriculture Committee.
Senator DAYTON has been a personal
friend of mine going back 20-some
years. It was absolutely a bright mo-
ment when he came to the Senate and
got on the Agriculture Committee.

I thank him for all his input on this
farm bill. I say without hesitation
many of the provisions in this bill that
help our dairy farmers, help conserva-
tion, got our loan rates up for our
farmers bears the imprint of the Sen-
ator from Minnesota, and I thank him
for that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. DAYTON. I thank the Chair.
Madam President, I thank the chair-
man of the committee. I return the
compliment. He has been a stupendous
leader of the committee most of the
time I have been there. We actually
have two Minnesotans on the Senate
Agriculture Committee—my senior col-
league, Senator WELLSTONE and 1.
Heretofore, for a few years, we did not
have any representation on the com-
mittee.

I believe this farm bill is a better bill
for Minnesota and it is a better bill for
America as a result of our efforts.
Without the chairman of the com-
mittee, Senator HARKIN, we would not
have accomplished any of this. His
leadership has been extraordinary.

I hear some of my colleagues raising
objections to certain measures in this
bill. In the context of what we walked
into in January of 2001 when I joined
the Senate and that committee and the
previous conditions in the agricultural
sector, there is a disconnect between
what they seem to be objecting to and
the circumstances that existed—which,
frankly, I was not a part of—when I
came on the committee in January of
2001.

The Senator from Iowa was not even
the chairman of the committee at that
time. He was the ranking member. Our
distinguished ranking member, Sen-
ator LUGAR, was chairman of the Sen-
ate Agriculture Committee. The Re-
publicans had been in charge of the
Senate for the previous 6 years. There
had been a Republican chairman of
that committee for that period of time.

This means that the 1996 farm bill, if
my recollection is correct, was con-
structed and passed by that committee,
and the full Senate and House, both
under Republican leadership. There
was a Democratic President, but they
undertook that initiative.

I traveled the State in the year 2000
campaigning for office and listening to
farmers all over Minnesota. The chair-
man of the committee was kind enough
to join me for the day. I heard from
farmers in Minnesota that they were in
desperate condition. I looked at the
market prices then in Minnesota, and
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commodity prices were lower in the
year 2000 than they were when I ran for
the Senate for the first time in 1982.
That was not even inflation adjusted.
This is just nominal dollars. The prices
for corn, wheat, soybeans, and milk
were lower in Minnesota in the year
2000 than they were in 1982.

None of the many products farmers
have to buy to stay in business—such
as tractors, diesel fuel, equipment,
feed—have stayed at the same price. In
fact, they have gone up quite signifi-
cantly.

When we came into the majority in
the Senate and I was joined by my col-
league, Senator WELLSTONE, on the
committee, the Minnesota farm econ-
omy was in very desperate straits. In
many areas of Minnesota, the farm
economy is the economy. It is not just
farmers. It is every person, every busi-
ness owner, every employee of a busi-
ness, every school board member—ev-
erybody in Greater Minnesota, the ma-
jority of our State, knows their liveli-
hood, the lifeblood of their commu-
nities, of their churches, of their
schools depends on a healthy agricul-
tural economy, which depends on a
market price, which depends on the
ability to sell your product in the mar-
ketplace and make a profit, make
enough money to feed your family, buy
what you need, and those dollars mul-
tiply through the local economy.

We have not seen that kind of pros-
perity in Greater Minnesota, in the ag-
ricultural economy of our State, for
many years.

The Federal Government has stepped
in, as it had to, given the failure of
Freedom to Farm, with supplemental
payments, with double AMTA pay-
ments. If it had not, we would not have
farms anywhere in Minnesota or they
would be few and operating under large
corporate auspices. The real people, the
farmers would not be there.

Those who criticize us for going
back, as they say, to a Federal role in
agriculture should be reminded, in fair-
ness, if they had their way as the ar-
chitect of this bill in 1996, there would
not have been any supplemental pay-
ments; there would not have been any
disaster relief. There would have sim-
ply been a total reliance on the mar-
ketplace and with prices that were
going down through the floor and into
the subbasement with no supply man-
agement whatsoever.

Another one of the criticisms I heard
in the last couple of days is we are en-
couraging overproduction. The 1996
farm bill took all the caps off produc-
tion individually and collectively:
Produce whatever you can; produce
what you must to survive. Once again,
they are criticizing something that is
very much their own creation.

Another criticism I have heard re-
cently is we are somehow putting too
much of the taxpayers’ money into the
farm program. Again, coming from a
farm State, I know how vital this Fed-
eral role in agriculture is to the eco-
nomic lifeblood of Minnesota. I wish we
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did not have to put this much money
into supporting and keeping our farm-
ers alive. I wish they could get every
dollar they need in the marketplace. If
we had had a good farm program over
the last number of years in this coun-
try, frankly, that is where they would
be getting their price today. But that
is not the case.

In fact, the farm index for this coun-
try is now at the lowest level it has
been since the Great Depression. That
is the price we get for all farm com-
modities in America divided by the
cost of producing all those commod-
ities. It has dropped from 100 percent in
the years 1990 to 1992, which was the
baseline, to 80 percent today. In 10
years, in just one decade, the prices
farmers receive all across this country
as a percentage of the cost of producing
all of those products has dropped by 20
percent. It dropped below the break-
even point, which is why so many
farmers have gone bankrupt, and why,
without these initial payments, thou-
sands of farmers across America will go
bankrupt.

This is the situation the chairman of
this committee inherited, and I think
his leadership has been nothing short
of miraculous and magnificent. The
title of the movie ‘‘Miracle Worker”
really applies to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Iowa. To put this bill to-
gether with all the differences of view,
diversity, forms of agriculture, sizes,
and different philosophical and polit-
ical perspectives, it is a true miracle,
one that was extraordinarily well done,
one that would have been done—if the
chairman had been assisted by every-
body involved—some time ago.

Another criticism I heard in the last
couple of days is that this bill should
have been passed already. Farmers
have been chafing from uncertainty
and lenders have been chafing from un-
certainty. I have heard that from Min-
nesota bankers and farmers all over
the State, but I am thinking to myself:
Despite the crisis that September 11
brought on all of us, despite anthrax,
which I believe drove the Senator from
Iowa and his staff out of their office in
the Hart Building, the Agriculture
Committee conducted its hearings,
marked up a bill, and had it on the
Senate floor last December so that we
had 2% weeks before our break to de-
bate it and pass it and send it on to
conference with the House. If we had
done that expeditiously at the very be-
ginning, we would have had that bill in
conference. It could have been
conferenced and signed by the Presi-
dent Christmas Eve or before.

Instead, some would not permit that
to happen. We, Senator DASCHLE, the
majority leader, tried three times to
invoke cloture. Three times we had the
majority of the Senators voting to do
so but we could not get the 60 votes
necessary.

So we left. We came back, just before
the time of the President’s State of the
Union, without having passed a farm
bill. So now I am hearing from people
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who voted against cloture in December
three times, who delayed it by 5 weeks,
that somehow it is somebody else’s
fault that we did not have a bill in
March or February.

We could have had a bill, we should
have had a bill, and they ought to take
responsibility. To come back today or
yesterday and say that it is somehow
the chairman’s fault or somebody else’s
fault, I think is irresponsible.

We have a bill that fortunately is
well worth waiting for. It did not have
to be waited for, but it was really well
worth it in terms of the State of Min-
nesota.

I inquire of the Chair how much more
time I have available.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used his 10 minutes.

Mr. DAYTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the chairman yield to me an
additional 4 minutes.

Mr. HARKIN. I yield 4 additional
minutes to the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right.

Mr. DAYTON. This is a tremendous
bill for Minnesota, and on behalf of our
farmers 1 thank Senator HARKIN. I
want to pay tribute to my colleague
Senator WELLSTONE who had a huge
role in this. He has had a longtime
friendship with the committee chair-
man. I see his fingerprints, his hard
work, and his effectiveness in the Sen-
ate all over the bill that went out of
the Senate committee, the bill that
was passed on this floor and has now
been incorporated into the conference
report.

There was an article yesterday in the
St. Paul Pioneer Press, one of our lead-
ing newspapers, that said, by an inde-
pendent analysis, the bill would bring
$1.16 billion a year into the Minnesota
economy. That is a huge increase in
dollars coming out of the agricultural
sector of our State and into our entire
State economy. That means school dis-
tricts, that means city budgets, that
means church contributions, that
means so much in the lifeblood of Min-
nesota that will be increased and im-
proved as a result of this bill. I want to
pay tribute to Senator WELLSTONE for
his leadership in bringing that about.

Would that these dollars would come
out of market prices. I believe as this
bill unfolds with the counter-cyclical
aspect to it, and some of the other fea-
tures, that more of this bill will be paid
for in the marketplace, not out of tax
revenues. As I say, though, without it,
frankly, there would not be any farms
in Minnesota for anybody to be sup-
porting.

As others have said, in terms of con-
servation, another one of the chair-
man’s initiatives, in terms of energy,
combined with the energy bill which
was passed in the Senate, the funds
that are going now in the initiatives
for biofuels, for ethanol, for soy diesel,
and other products, which I am con-
vinced over the next 10 to 20 years is
going to be essential to this Nation
weaning itself from complete reliance
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on oil-based fuels, it is tremendously
important. This bill and the energy bill
combined will lead us into that direc-
tion.

In the area of dairy, Senator HARKIN,
and Senator LEAHY from Vermont,
have succeeded in accomplishing some-
thing that I think dairy producers in
America would have thought here-
tofore was truly impossible, and that is
to create one market for the entire
country, to make available across the
Nation the same terms, the same pric-
ing supports, the same formula for
price support levels from the Federal
Government. That has not existed in
the 16-plus years of Federal dairy pol-
icy and that is an extraordinary ac-
complishment in itself.

This bill is not perfect, as others
have said, but it is awfully good. It is
so much better than what it is replac-
ing, and given the conditions which it
is stepping in to replace, to be picking
at a penny here or a day or a week of
something, when this bill is in place
and, yes—when this bill is fully in
place, Minnesotans in terms of prices
for soybeans, for wheat, for dairy are
going to be so much better off than
they would have been if present law
had been continued.

I, again, thank the chairman of the
committee. I urge my colleagues to do
as I will do, which is to vote in favor of
this conference report.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent to yield 15 min-
utes off of the time of Senator LUGAR
to the Senator from Nebraska, Mr.
HAGEL. At the completion of the state-
ment of Senator HAGEL, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Senator from
Missouri, Mrs. CARNAHAN, be recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

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

The Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. HAGEL. Madam President, I rise
in opposition to the conference report
accompanying the farm bill.

When the current farm bill debate
began more than two years ago, agri-
culture leaders and Members of Con-
gress said a new approach and a new
policy was needed to face the chal-
lenges of a new century. The farm bill
we debate today is not a new approach,
nor is it a new policy, but rather it is
a step backward into an antique farm
policy of more government command
and control.

This bill could have been a good farm
bill had it incorporated some of the in-
novative ideas that had been put for-
ward—farmers savings accounts; more
focus on farmer income support
through direct, decoupled payments; a
more significant role for rural develop-
ment; giving USDA the ability to re-
view environmental and endangered
species legislation; initiatives and safe-
guards to keep our farm program trade
compliant with international trade
laws; expanded crop insurance pro-
grams; and real payment limits.
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Instead, we have been presented with
an election-year document whose glar-
ing shortcomings far outweigh its vir-
tues. This bill will continue to expand
a policy that ensures commodity prices
will drop lower and remain low, and
that land prices and rents will continue
to g0 up. As one farmer in Nebraska
wrote me yesterday, ‘‘This farm bill is
the same old thing, and will do nothing
to reverse the trend of fewer and fewer
farmers on the land. The number of
farmers in Nebraska under the age of 35
is fading fast. The status quo rep-
resented by this bill will not help, and
we do not have a lot of time to change
things.”

As another constituent of mine said,
“This bill will not help farmers—it will
only help bushels, bales and pounds.”
It focuses on incentives for more pro-
duction—whether the market wants it
or not.

There are positive provisions in this
Report. It contains a modest energy
title, which promotes renewable fuel. It
substantially increases funding for con-
servation programs. And it does not
contain programs that purchase local
water rights with federal funds. But
the negatives vastly outweigh the
positives.

Of the many problems with this farm
bill, one of the most serious is the lack
of real payment limits. Currently, two-
thirds of all federal payments go to 10
percent of the recipients—the largest
operators and landowners. These lop-
sided payments encourage and sub-
sidize overproduction; drive up land
prices, land values and rentals; and
allow large farm operations to outbid
and buy up smaller and mid-sized pro-
ducers with taxpayer dollars.

The payment limits in the Senate
farm bill were completely gutted by
the Conferees, despite having passed
the Senate with 66 votes, and the House
with 265 votes.

Without real payment limits, this
farm bill will not only widen the dis-
parity gap between small and large
farmers, it will make it much more dif-
ficult in the future to gain support
from non-rural Members of Congress.
Without real payment limits, we risk
derailing public support for the entire
farm program in the future.

The farm bill should not be welfare
for small farmers. But Government
should not be financing the demise of
the family farm. There is no justifica-
tion for unlimited government pay-
ments.

Furthermore, we cannot overlook the
effects this farm bill will have on the
cost of farmland. Unlimited govern-
ment payments will only encourage
large farm operations and wealthy, ab-
sentee landowners to buy more ground,
no matter how low the commodity
prices drop.

The Omaha World Herald recently re-
porte