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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable
DEBBIE STABENOW, a Senator from the
State of Michigan.

PRAYER

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

Today on Abraham Lincoln’s birth-
day, we pray remembering some of the
most significant things he said about
prayer. ‘I have been driven many
times upon my Kknees,”” he said, ‘‘by the
overwhelming conviction that I had no-
where else to go. My own wisdom, and
that of all about me, seemed insuffi-
cient for that day.”” When asked wheth-
er the Lord was on his side, he re-
sponded, ‘I am not at all concerned
about that, for I know that the Lord is
always on the side of the right. But it
is my constant anxiety and prayer that
I—and this Nation—should be on the
Lord’s side.”

Let us pray.

Holy, righteous God, so often we
sense that same longing to be in pro-
found communion with You because we
need vision, wisdom, and courage no
one else can give. We long for our pray-
ers to be affirmations that we want to
be on Your side rather than appeals for
You to join our causes. Forgive us
when we act like we have a corner on
the truth, and our prayers reach no fur-
ther than the ceiling. In humility, we
spread our concerns before You and ask
for Your marching orders and the cour-
age to follow the cadence of Your
drumbeat. Through Jesus who taught
us to pray, ‘“‘Your will be done on earth
as it is in heaven.”” Amen.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable DEBBIE STABENOW 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.

Senate

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, February 12, 2002.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable DEBBIE STABENOW, a
Senator from the State of Michigan, to per-
form the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Ms. STABENOW thereupon assumed
the chair as Acting President pro tem-
pore.

——————

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The distinguished Senator from
Nevada.

———

SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Madam President, we are
awaiting the arrival of Senator GRASS-
LEY.

The Senate, today, will resume con-
sideration of the farm bill, with 40 min-
utes of debate on the Grassley second-
degree amendment to the Craig amend-
ment. Following this debate, there will
be 15 minutes of debate in relation to
the Crapo amendment and then 15 min-
utes of debate in relation to the Baucus
amendment. Following these state-
ments on these measures, the Senate
will conduct a series of rollcall votes in
relation to the Grassley second-degree
amendment, the Crapo amendment,
and the Baucus amendment. All
amendments, with the exception of the
managers’ amendment, must be pro-
posed before 3 p.m. today.

The Senate will recess from 12:30 to
2:15 today, which is traditional, for the
weekly party conferences.

———

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, the

leadership time is reserved.
———

AGRICULTURE, CONSERVATION,

AND RURAL ENHANCEMENT ACT
OF 2001

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will now resume consideration
of S. 1731, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 1731) to strengthen the safety net
for agricultural producers, to enhance re-
source conservation and rural development,
to provide for farm credit, agricultural re-
search, nutrition, and related programs, to
ensure consumers abundant food and fiber,
and for other purposes.

Pending:

Daschle (for Harkin) amendment No. 2471,
in the nature of a substitute.

Daschle motion to reconsider the vote
(Vote No. 377—107th Congress, 1st session) by
which the second motion to invoke cloture
on Daschle (for Harkin) amendment No. 2471
(listed above) was not agreed to.

Crapo/Craig amendment No. 2533 (to
amendment No. 2471), to strike the water
conservation program.

Craig amendment No. 2835 (to amendment
No. 2471), to provide for a study of a proposal
to prohibit certain packers from owning,
feeding, or controlling livestock.

Santorum modified amendment No. 2542
(to amendment No. 2471), to improve the
standards for the care and treatment of cer-
tain animals.

Feinstein amendment No. 2829 (to amend-
ment No. 2471), to make up for any shortfall
in the amount sugar supplying countries are
allowed to export to the United States each
year.

Harkin (for Grassley) amendment No. 2837
(to amendment No. 2835), to make it unlaw-
ful for a packer to own, feed, or control live-
stock intended for slaughter.

Baucus amendment No. 2839 (to amend-
ment No. 2471), to provide emergency agri-
culture assistance.
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Reid amendment No. 2842 (to the language
proposed to be stricken by Crapo/Craig
amendment No. 25633), to promote water con-
servation on agricultural land.

Enzi amendment No. 2843 (to amendment
No. 2471), to require the Secretary of Agri-
culture to provide livestock feed assistance
to producers affected by disasters.

AMENDMENT NO. 2837

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be 40 minutes of debate, equal-
ly divided, on the Grassley amendment
No. 2837.

Mr. REID. Senator GRASSLEY has ar-
rived now, so debate can begin.

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

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I
wish to make a very short statement
today. I would refer my colleagues to a
lengthier statement I made when——

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

If the Senator will suspend, we are on
the amendment. The Senator from
Iowa, Mr. GRASSLEY, has time. The
Senator controls 20 minutes.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I
yield the Senator from Iowa, my col-
league, 3 minutes.

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator for
yielding. I did not think we were on the
amendment yet.

Madam President, I will make a
statement. I made a lengthier state-
ment on Friday when I offered the sec-
ond-degree amendment for my col-
league from Iowa, Senator GRASSLEY.

Farmers and ranchers have long
sought a ban on a packer’s ability to
own livestock. The reasons are simple:
When packers own livestock, it gives
them a greater ability to manipulate
the market because they control the
supply, and packer ownership shuts out
farmers from the market because the
packer fills its plant with company-
owned animals.

This past December, the Senate re-
sponded to these problems by adopting
the Johnson-Grassley amendment by a
51-t0-46 margin. That amendment pro-
hibited packers from owning, feeding,
or controlling livestock for more than
14 days before processing.

After that amendment was adopted,
the packers created a firestorm with a
lot of smoke and mirrors about the
word ‘‘control.” They somehow argued
that the amendment would affect for-
ward contracting and marketing agree-
ments, even though the amendment did
not affect these types of arrangements.
Nevertheless, the packers gained some
traction by the pure repetition of this
argument.

So Senator GRASSLEY, Senator JOHN-
SON, myself, and others worked with in-
terested groups, such as the American
Farm Bureau, to further define ‘‘con-
trol” so the packers could not even
pretend to make the argument that the
amendment affects marketing con-
tracts.

This is what the Grassley second-de-
gree amendment does. It makes it clear
that farmers may still contract for the
sale of their livestock. The amendment
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does this by stating that it does not af-
fect relationships where the producer
“materially participates in the man-
agement of the operation with respect
to the production of livestock.” We use
these words because they are familiar
terms to farmers and agricultural law-
yers. This phrase draws a clear legal
line.

Now about the study. Farmers do not
want another study that concludes
there is a strong correlation between
captive supplies and lower prices. The
USDA has told us this a number of
times before. A report, released on Jan-
uary 18 of this year, included a 15-page
appendix of all the previous studies
dealing with packer ownership and cap-
tive supply. In summary, all these re-
ports basically said: As the packer’s
use of captive supplies increases, the
farmer’s price for livestock decreases.

So we know the facts. We have had
study after study. We know what is
good for our farmers. The National
Farmers Union, the American Farm
Bureau, and over 100 other farm, com-
modity, and rural groups are sup-
porting the Grassley amendment. They
do not want another study to tell us
what the other studies have already
told us. They want to limit the pack-
er’s ability to manipulate the market;
they want a ban on packer ownership;
and that is what the Grassley amend-
ment does. That is why I strongly sup-
port it and urge our colleagues to sup-
port the Grassley amendment.

I thank the Senator for yielding me
this time.

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

Mr. LUGAR. Madam President, in a
moment the distinguished Senator
from Idaho, Mr. CRAIG, will seek rec-
ognition on behalf of the opposition to
the amendment. I ask Senator CRAIG to
control the time on our side.

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

Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, I un-
derstand the time on the Grassley sec-
ond degree was 40 minutes, 20 to each
side equally divided.

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

Mr. CRAIG. I thank the Chair.

I will be brief in the beginning be-
cause we have now heard from the
chairman of the authorizing com-
mittee. I share with the chairman the
kind of frustration to which he has just
spoken as it relates to livestock prices
and transparency and reportability and
ownership. There is no question that
there is concern in the livestock indus-
try.

I come from a large beef-producing
State. I was once a rancher. I am very
close to the livestock industry of my
State. They have spoken to me about
this. We have talked about the issue.

Let me take the Senate back before
today to December, when I voted for
the Johnson-Harkin-Grassley amend-
ment. I voted for it because I was told
these were the words that would deal
with concentration or packer owner-
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ship. I was concerned at that time, but
I was also concerned about the myriad
new tools being used in the market-
place of sales and processing and dis-
tribution and horizontal and vertical
integration and regional differences
and operational capacities. All of these
things have really not been talked
about by the chairman or by Senator
GRASSLEY or by Senator JOHNSON. And
all of a sudden a variety of very skilled
attorneys began to arise and say: Wait
a moment. We think there is a very
real problem, a very real definitional
problem as it relates to the kinds of
concerns that are very real in the mar-
ketplace today.

The chairman talked about a
firestorm of concern erupting. You bet
there was. All of a sudden, what about
brand name relationships? What about
what we call operational capacity in
livestock deficit areas, where con-
tracting and relationship keeps what
we call the throughput of a slaughter
operation so that we can sustain it and
its employees? Had that been dealt a
fatal blow? Were we really dealing with
something that maybe we hadn’t effec-
tively thought through?

The firestorm produced a real con-
cern. I worked with Senator GRASSLEY
in good faith. He has worked in good
faith. Out of that, he has produced a
second-degree amendment to mine.

My amendment says, let’s spend a
couple of hundred days, put the experts
together. Don’t tread on ice so thin
that we could collapse the way the
livestock marketing operations work
today, the way the new relationships
that are building dynamics in the mar-
ketplace are working. They went
ahead. Over the weekend a second-de-
gree amendment was produced in an ef-
fort to try to define what control is,
because that really is part of the fun-
damental issue. I could read it. I think
it has already been read. It will be dis-
cussed.

I believe this, in part, is a rush to
judgment to correct a problem that is
yet not effectively studied and/or de-
fined. I am not talking about a study
that goes on for year after year. I am
talking about us coming back next
year, having directed USDA in 200-plus
days to look at the full ramifications
of the livestock industry and the
slaughter operations, the packers, the
marketers, the wholesalers, the retail-
ers, the brand names, the carcass qual-
ity, all of those kinds of things that
are an integrated relationship in a new
market today that producers are devel-
oping with packers that we are now de-
ciding—or at least some are—is a
wrong relationship, and somehow we
ought to legislatively step in and, by
law, fix it.

I am not opposed to fixing something
that is broken, but I am not at all con-
vinced that it is yet broken. It may be
influenced. It might be tampered with.
I don’t know that yet. I think an effec-
tive study could do that.

I will agree that a study a few years
ago indicated there was manipulation
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in the market place, there was a mi-
nority record that said that captive
herd and packer concentration in that
regard was a problem. At the same
time, I don’t think we rush to judg-
ment here and collapse a marketing
system that is now growing and cre-
ating stability—maybe not the price
wanted but clearly stability and brand
name and quality to the consumers of
our country that is in reality strength-
ening the market.

That is with what we have to deal. I
don’t believe the second degree gets us
there. It has not been effectively stud-
ied. It is in the eye of the legal mind
that created it last weekend—not
months ago, not with hearings, just
this last weekend.

Why don’t we take a breather, time-
out, 200 days? Examine this amend-
ment against the reality of control and
market relationships and contract re-
lationships, and see if this is where this
country wants to direct its livestock
industry. I would hope not. I hope my
colleagues will join with me in oppos-
ing this second degree and, as a result,
passing the study dealing with this
issue.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

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

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from South Dakota, Mr.
JOHNSON.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from South Dakota.

Mr. JOHNSON. Madam President, I
thank my friend, Senator GRASSLEY,
my colleague from Iowa.

I come to the Chamber to make one
final stand for my bipartisan amend-
ment that restores fair competition
and access in the livestock markets.
Fifty-one Senators already voted for
this provision which prevents
meatpacker ownership of livestock.

I greatly respect the right of my col-
leagues to demand a second vote on
this issue. That is what we will wind up
having today. To clear up any question
about the intent of our provision, Sen-
ators GRASSLEY and HARKIN have of-
fered a second-degree amendment to
the Craig language making it clear
that forward contracts can be used as a
marketing tool for both packers and
producers under the underlying amend-
ment that was passed with 51 votes ear-
lier.

I don’t think there has ever been a
serious issue about whether forward
contracting is permitted under the
amendment which we passed last De-
cember. The leading agricultural ex-
perts in the world have examined that
legislation and have all concluded that,
in fact, there is no prohibition on for-
ward contracting on the underlying
amendment.

However, this issue has come up.
There have been people who have
raised issues. I think it is a red herring
for those who simply do not want to
roll back the right of packers to own
livestock outright, but, nonetheless,
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this additional language is now being
offered, and we will have this debate
this morning and vote on this issue.

With this additional clarification, we
have the support of most major farm
groups: the American Farm Bureau
Federation, National Farmers Union,
plus many more. However, our col-
league from Idaho, who I greatly re-
spect, proposes to strike my amend-
ment in exchange for a study on these
issues. It seems to me that we have had
studies enough. The Senate Agri-
culture Committee has held three hear-
ings on concentration of livestock mar-
kets, packer ownership, and other
issues—in June of 1998, May of 1999, and
April of 2000. The problems are clear,
and I believe they have been dem-
onstrated.

This amendment applies to hogs, cat-
tle, and sheep. A lot of the most recent
controversy has been relative to hogs.
The percentage of hogs owned by pack-
ers rose from a modest 6.4 percent only
in 1994 to a whopping 27 percent only 7
years later in 2001, according to the
University of Missouri. This increase in
packer-owned hogs means that packers
prefer to buy their own hogs instead of
paying farmers a fair price. When pack-
ers own their own farms and their own
livestock, they don’t make purchases
from farmers who otherwise provide
economic contributions to our rural
communities—to main street busi-
nesses, school districts” tax base,
banks, car dealerships, feed stores, and
SO on.

Frankly, those opposed to my amend-
ment prohibiting packer ownership of
livestock simply have a profoundly dif-
ferent vision of what rural America
ought to be about. I believe we ought
to have independent Ilivestock pro-
ducers in a position where there is
competition, and they can leverage a
decent price for their animals. I don’t
believe the future of livestock produc-
tion in our Nation ought to be a series
of low-paid employees of the packers
on their own land bearing all the risk
and little of the profit for the produc-
tion of their animals. That is not the
direction I wanted livestock produc-
tion in America to go.

We had strong bipartisan support for
this amendment last December when it
was brought up. I am hopeful we can
retain that support so that those of us
who have a more optimistic vision of a
competitive free enterprise and free
market economy for livestock pro-
ducers can in fact envision them hav-
ing more choices and options about
how to sell their animals and where to
sell them.

History demonstrates that USDA
studies simply won’t do the work. A
case in point: USDA failed to take ac-
tion on a petition with regard to pack-
er ownership and captive supply. This
petition was submitted in October of
1996, initially published in the Federal
Register for comment in January 1997,
hearings were held on September 21,
2001, and USDA still has done nothing
on this petition.
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Additionally, USDA has failed to hire
attorneys to lead investigations on
competition cases despite the fact that
GAO made a recommendation and Con-
gress appropriated increased money for
this purpose.

USDA has done a lot of studies in the
past. They have found a strong correla-
tion between increased captive supplies
and price.

However, the studies conducted by
USDA have not made a conclusion.
Rather, they have been indecisive as to
action, this is why policy and legisla-
tion must clarify and strengthen exist-
ing law.

I encourage my colleagues to support
the Grassley-Harkin second-degree
amendment.

Should we vote on Senator CRAIG’S
amendment, I urge my colleagues to
oppose it and put a stop to concentra-
tion in the livestock industry.

Have no doubt about it, this is our
opportunity to address the issue. Talk
is fine. We can do this in 200 days or a
year or so down the road. The fact is,
this is the farm bill. The likelihood of
passing this legislation as a free-
standing bill, with all the controversies
and lobbying that come into play, is
very slight. This is the opportunity. We
either act in the context of this farm
bill or I fear that years will go by be-
fore we have another opportunity to
address the integration crisis we have
in American agriculture—livestock in
particular. We will find that the horse
is long out of the barn before we have
another opportunity to address this
issue.

I ask my fellow colleagues to support
the underlying amendment prohibiting
packer ownership of livestock, to sup-
port the clarification as it applies to
forward contracting, and to support
Senator GRASSLEY’s amendment.

Mr. ROBERTS. Madam President, it
is with deep regret that I must rise
today in opposition to the second-de-
gree amendment offered by my good
friend from Iowa.

His intentions are good, but I sin-
cerely believe his amendment will have
unintended effects that will hurt pro-
ducers in the long run and that could
have an unfortunate effect on the live-
stock industry in the United States—
particularly the beef industry in Kan-
sas.

Kansans are proud of the beef indus-
try and the history it has played in our
state. From the days of the cattle
drives that stretched from Texas to Ab-
ilene and Ellsworth it has been one of
our top industries.

I have always argued that we need to
give our producers every tool necessary
to compete and that we should carry a
big stick to ensure the packing indus-
try treats producers fairly.

Coming from Dodge City, I fully un-
derstand the concerns of those who are
worried about the largest packers hav-
ing control over the market. Prior to a
devastating fire in late 2000 at the
ConAgra beef division plant in Garden
City, KS we had all four of the major
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meat packers doing business within a
100 mile radius of Dodge City.

While some argue that the packers
have a crippling effect on the cattle
market, I can tell you that the econ-
omy of western Kansas would not sur-
vive without the beef industry—indi-
vidual producers, feeders, and packers.

How important is this industry to
Kansas?

Cattle represented 62.6 percent of the
2000 Kansas agricultural cash receipts.

Cattle generated $4.95 billion in cash
receipts in 2000. More than double that
generated by our second largest com-
modity—wheat.

Kansas processed 8.21 million head in
2000; grazes 1.5 million stockers annu-
ally; and, had 1.52 milliion beef cattle
in the State on January 1, 2002.

Kansas ranked first in commercial
cattle processed in 2000.

Kansas ranks second in the value of
live animals and meat exported to
other countries at $969.7 million in
2000.

Kansas ranked second in fed cattle
marketed with 5.37 million in 2000, rep-
resenting 22.3 percent of all cattle fed
in the United States.

Kansas ranks second, with 6.34 billion
pounds of meat produced in 2000.

These numbers extend simply beyond
the number of cattle we have and the
producers who raise and feed them.
These numbers also represent jobs that
are the linchpin of many of our western
Kansas communities.

As a couple of examples:

Farmland Industries employees 5260
people in Kansas in its beef packing
sector and 850 in pork packing. Most of
those jobs are in Dodge City and Lib-
eral, Kansas.

Cargill employees approximately 4500
people. 3600 of these people work in its
meat and livestock businesses in Leoti,
Dodge City, and Wichita.

If those promoting this amendment
are wrong, and it indeed does cause a
restructuring in the industry or forces
packers to move from the country, the
economic impact and ripple effects it
could cause would be devastating to
the Kansas economy.

Farmland has informed me that it is
the legal opinion of their lawyers that
this amendment would put them out of
the beef and pork packing businesses.
We cannot allow that to happen.

I am also deeply concerned that this
amendment appears to severely curtail
the ability of producers to enter into
producer alliances and marketing
agreements that allow them to gain ad-
ditional dollars for the livestock they
produce.

Several of these alliances already
exist, or are being formed, in Kansas.
And I have been told that no fewer
than 80 are in some stage of develop-
ment throughout the United States.

One of the most successful of these
alliances has been U.S. Premium Beef.

This producer owned cooperative has
become one of the most successful pro-
ducer initiated businesses I have ever
seen.
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Last year 13,300 head were marketed
through USPB each week.

In fiscal year 2001, USPB -cattle
earned an average of $18.95 per head in
premiums over the cash market. The
top 25 percent earned a $46 per head av-
erage over the cash market, the top 50
percent $35 per head, and the top 75
percent $27 per head more than selling
on the cash market.

U.S. Premium Beef has informed me
that despite the best intentions of the
authors of this amendment to exempt
them from this amendment, USPB
would also be put out of business.

I understand the concerns of the sup-
porters of this amendment and many
producers who argue for its passage.
But I also have many producers in Kan-
sas who argue against its passage, and
I cannot in good conscious vote for an
amendment that I believe ties the
hands of producers to compete against
the large meat packers and that I be-
lieve could devastate the beef industry
in Kansas.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
the second-degree amendment offered
by Mr. GRASSLEY and to vote for the
amendment offered by Mr. CRAIG.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I
withhold instead of my yielding time
back and forth. Rather than using all
of my time, the other side will have the
last 10 minutes of debate.

Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Thirteen minutes, forty-five sec-
onds.

Mr. CRAIG. Let me take just a cou-
ple of minutes and then return it to
Senator GRASSLEY.

The Senator from South Dakota said
studies have languished. Action has
languished. Action needs to be taken if
the studies yield what he says they
might yield. This is a directive from
the Congress to USDA to operate in 270
days. It would then not be incumbent
upon USDA to act. It would be incum-
bent upon the Congress to act.

What does my amendment do? It di-
rects that there should be an examina-
tion of the relationship of livestock as
it relates to 14 days prior to slaughter,
livestock producers that market under
contract grid, base contracts, forward
contracts, rural communities, employ-
ees of commercial feedlots, livestock
producers, and market feeder live-
stock, and feedlot owners controlled by
packers, market price for livestock—
both cash and futures—and the ability
of the livestock producers to obtain
credit from commercial sources.

What is occurring today under these
new relationships with contracts is
that the producer can take the con-
tract to the bank and get financing.
That has become an important and val-
uable tool as it relates to a lot of these
new relationships. Studies that have
been done talk about cooperatives and
the relationship they now have with
marketers. They talk about how we
deal with brand name products and
quality control. Those are new rela-
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tionships that have added value to a
product. No, it isn’t just a simple mat-
ter of concentration so defined by con-
trol. We are talking about a new world
in the livestock industry and industry
planning and adjustments to it.

Do I like it as a traditional cattle-
man? Probably not. Do some pro-
ducers? No. Other producers do because
they decided to make some adjust-
ments and changes. All of that needs to
be studied. There has not been one
hearing on this issue. There has been
some study but a limited amount of
study.

I think that is really the issue. It is
not about USDA not acting. It is about
the Senate acting when it is properly
informed and when we have not rushed
to judgment over the weekend by try-
ing to define something that only one
attorney, to my knowledge, has had
the ability to craft with limited review
from anyone else.

I retain the remainder of my time.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President,
how much time do I have remaining?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Ten minutes, forty-four seconds.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I
yield myself 5 minutes.

First of all, if you read the history of
the Packers and Stockyards Act passed
roughly around 1920, I believe you will
find a lot of the same arguments being
used against the passage of the original
act at that particular time as you are
now finding used against our efforts to
modify the act to a small extent.

We have had a good Packers and
Stockyards Act for 80 years. We are
trying to bring it up to date. It didn’t
anticipate the control that a few pack-
ers would have over the livestock in-
dustry. We are adjusting it to take into
consideration new ways of marketing.

Also, I would ask just my Republican
colleagues, not my Democrat col-
leagues—I am not sure exactly which
ones I am talking about, but there was
a group of us who met with the new
Secretary of Agriculture about a year
ago—there were probably 8 to 10 Re-
publican Senators present—to give our
views on certain issues for her, an in-
coming new Secretary of Agriculture. I
don’t take notes on these meetings, but
I remember, to my astonishment, the
number of my colleagues who told the
Secretary of Agriculture as they re-
flected on the grassroots opinions
which they received from their con-
stituents that one of the greatest con-
cerns was about concentration in agri-
culture. I will bet the distinguished
Senator from Michigan, the Presiding
Officer, hears that from family farmers
in Michigan.

This was not in reference to what I
am trying to do today. I don’t imply
that at all. My amendment is not a re-
sult of that meeting. But my amend-
ment has something to do with the
opinion that my Republican Senators
expressed to the Secretary of Agri-
culture—that we have to do something
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to make sure we have more competi-
tion in agriculture because of this con-
cern about less competition, and par-
ticularly because a few packers have
the vast majority of the slaughter of
livestock. That is one thing. But it is
compounded by their ownership of live-
stock which they can dump on the
market on a day they choose to dump
it on the market. That depresses the
market, and the marketplace just does
not work.

I want my Republican colleagues—I
do not know who they were, but they
were from the Midwest and the West—
to think of that meeting we had with
Ann Veneman and the opinions they
expressed. I hope they will find my
amendment in tune with their points of
view.

The other thing I want to make a
comment on is the insinuation in the
Midwest newspapers and by Smith-
field’s CEO that if this amendment
went through, they were not going to
build any new plants in certain States
in the Midwest.

I had an opportunity to have a long
conversation maybe about 18 months
ago with Mr. Luter about competition
in agriculture. I had never met him be-
fore. He is obviously a very good entre-
preneur and has developed Smithfield
Foods. Out of that meeting I remember
two very distinct things he said. He
said, first of all, he wanted me to know
that his view was that family farmers
for the most part are not good
businesspeople and are not very sophis-
ticated. Second, he told me something
to the effect he—again, I didn’t take
notes at those meetings; this is a recol-
lection. I hope I am not doing him an
injustice. I am sure Mr. Luter would
say that I am. But the second point he
made was he thinks there should be a
lot of pork producers across the United
States. It is just that they should all
work for him by feeding his pigs. He
has such an arrangement with a lot of
pork producers.

That is how he controls the market.
He would argue that is how he controls
the quality. That is how he satisfies
the consumer. I am not insinuating bad
motives that he has as a quality pro-
ducer of pork. I am just saying his atti-
tude is very different from that of the
family farmer in the United States.
Consequently, I hope that is why we
can get this amendment adop