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Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I would
have to say this also, that when the
Bush administration’s unemployment
proposal was talked about, the Presi-
dent talked about this before the first
of the year; he did not say what his
proposal really was. His original pro-
posal would have only taken care of
the unemployed in three States. The
State of Oregon was one of them, but
our State was left out, the State of
Ohio. I fail to see how an unemployed
worker in Ohio who has exhausted his
benefits is any different than an unem-
ployed worker in Oregon or New Jer-
sey.

Then there was the issue of how
many weeks and at what level for bene-
fits they had worked for. These are
working people. They are people who
have believed in our system of enter-
prise and have tried to make a dif-
ference in their lives. I was just amazed
that none of the press talked about the
difference in the bills, that we were as
the Democratic Party talking about
every State in the Union, every unem-
ployed worker who had fallen off of
benefits, and that we were talking
about a realistic number of weeks, not
just 6 weeks or 7 weeks, but so that
people could plan, 26 weeks, which has
been historic here.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, we
should remember that unemployment
benefits have been paid for by the em-
ployers and the employees. The em-
ployers have to pay a tax; most econo-
mists say that comes in the form of
lower wages or at least is shared in
lower wages by the employees, and
there is a large and healthy balance in
the unemployment trust fund. Yet our
colleagues on the other side of the
aisle, the President and the Republican
majority, have refused to expend some
of those taxes. That was money that
was saved for a rainy day for families
and individuals across this country. It
is raining like hell out there right now,
and they need that money. It is their
money. That, in fact, does not have an
impact on the deficit. Giving a $300 bil-
lion tax break to people who clip cou-
pons on their taxes does cost the Fed-
eral Treasury and will increase the def-
icit, but if we kept the books honestly,
money spent out of the unemployment
trust fund which has been accumulated
over many years for a rainy day would
not count as money that is spent and
created out of nothing. There is money
there to spend. It is just like we could
invest in infrastructure by spending
down the highway trust fund. We could
invest in aviation by spending down
the aviation trust fund. We could accel-
erate a whole bunch of projects across
this country and put people back to
work, really. I mean, in the phony way
we keep books here, it counts as def-
icit; but in reality it would not be. The
American taxpayers would be getting
the money back that they paid for the
purpose for which it was intended,
which is unemployment benefits or in-
vestment in bridges, highways, roads
and aviation.
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Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I want to
say a word about Amtrak. I represent
the largest passenger terminal in Ohio,
and it has been amazing to me to
watch under this administration’s pur-
view how service has been cut back. I
travel around the world, and I ride
trains that so far surpass anything
that we have over land in this country.
It is actually embarrassing. We talk
about a stimulus package. What about
high-speed rail? Why has it taken us as
a country to this point in the 21st cen-
tury where we have an antiquated sys-
tem that needs new stimulus, that
needs new investment, coast-to-coast,
in order to meet all of the congestion
problems we have at our airports; to
provide a real, third rail, one might say
over the road, in the air, and over land,
not counting the sea ways, but to take
a look at our rail system and the in-
vestment that is needed in it, and to
think that we are cutting back to
allow Wall Street to put our invest-
ment in China or Mexico or somewhere
else.

Mr. DEFAZIO. China is building a
huge and very expensive multibillion
dollar new high-speed rail system,

probably with some U.S. investment
behind it.
Ms. KAPTUR. Very interesting.

Maybe some of those Wall Street dol-
lars are going to China rather than in-
side the United States. That is why it
is important to target the investment
here and to make sure that it builds
wealth in our country, not someplace
else.

When the gentleman mentioned
about infrastructure, that really
struck me because northern Ohio has
been seriously diminished in its ability
to move passengers. And the equip-
ment, the trackage, everything that we
need really has been underinvested,
and this is a system that when one goes
around the world, I do not care whether
it is France, Japan, the gentleman
mentioned China, we are falling be-
hind, falling behind.

Mr. PALLONE. There is no question
about that. Again, part of our Demo-
cratic stimulus package does provide
for money to go back to the States for
infrastructure, airports, highways, and
the things that the gentlewoman men-
tioned.

I think we are running out of time, so
we are going to have to wrap it up; we
only have a couple more minutes. But
I just want to thank both of my col-
leagues. The bottom line is that this is
just the beginning. The gentlewoman
mentioned the media not comparing
the different unemployment compensa-
tion packages. Part of it is because the
Bush administration has not really
said exactly what they are proposing. I
gather from today that they are talk-
ing about 12 weeks, and we will find
that out tomorrow. But we are going to
have to insist beginning tomorrow that
this package pass and pass in a way
that is effective before we leave this
week, let alone tonight. So I particu-
larly appreciate the fact that my col-
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leagues mentioned that, because I
think it is something we are going to
have to deal with literally tomorrow.
But I thank my colleagues again, and
we will continue to point out these dif-
ferences between what the President is
proposing and the Democratic stimulus
package, not because it is partisan, but
just because we honestly believe that
the Republican proposal will not do
anything to reverse the economic

downturn.
——
THE DROUGHT AND ITS
CONSEQUENCES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
OSE). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 7, 2003, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. OSBORNE) is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. OSBORNE. Mr. Speaker, I sat
here with a great deal of interest lis-
tening to the previous speakers and the
fact that Republicans were at cocktail
parties and out with lobbyists, and I
am a Republican and I am still here. I
was very interested in the comments
that I was listening to. I am not a very
partisan person. I believe very much in
fairness and balance. When I heard the
President’s economic stimulus package
characterized over and over again as
another round of tax breaks for the
rich, what I was surprised that some-
body did not answer was that part of
the plan is $3.6 billion going to the
States that are to be distributed in
$3,000 increments to the unemployed as
they pay for transportation and child
care and training to get back into the
workforce.

Now, the unemployed are not by defi-
nition wealthy people. So that $3.6 bil-
lion does not go to the rich. The child
tax credit increases by $400 per child.
Now, not all children, certainly in the
United States, are born to the wealthy.
So a family of three would have $1,200
additional money in their pocket, and
many of those families will be poor
families. The marriage tax penalty has
been accelerated. For the average mar-
ried couple, that will mean $1,716 that
they will receive. Certainly, not all
married couples in the United States
are wealthy. Many that I know are not
wealthy at all. Mr. Speaker, 92 million
tax filers this year will receive an aver-
age tax cut of $1,083. We certainly do
not have 92 million tax filers in the
United States this year that are
wealthy people.

Finally, let me just say this. There
has been a lot of mention of the divi-
dends and how the dividends were tax
breaks for the rich. But what most peo-
ple do not seem to bother to mention is
that roughly 40 percent of the Amer-
ican population now owns stock. Not
all of those 40 percent are wealthy peo-
ple. Many average wage-earners own
stock and will benefit from any stock
dividend reduction.

So just in the interest of fairness,
Mr. Speaker, I thought we might men-
tion the fact that there were some
things that were not mentioned here
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this evening as we talked about the
stimulus package, and I am not for
sure what it is going to look like. I am
not sure how it is going to play out.
But I do know that it is not targeted
only for the upper 5 percent or only the
upper 10 percent of taxpayers. Cer-
tainly a good number of people will
benefit.

But that is not what I am here for to-
night, Mr. Speaker; it is not why I
came over here. From the previous dis-
cussion, one can assume that what hap-
pens on this floor much of the time is
aimed at discussion of the economy,
tax breaks have been mentioned, a lot
of discussion about Medicare at times,
and certainly the Middle East, what is
going on in Iraq, what is going on in
North Korea. And these are all very,
very important subjects. But the sub-
ject that we very seldom discuss here is
somewhat amazing to me and that is
something that is going on right here,
right now in the United States; and it
involves almost one-half of the coun-
try, and that is the drought. We almost
never hear that discussed on the floor
of this House. We almost never hear it
discussed in our major metropolitan
areas or in our major metropolitan
newspapers.

So, Mr. Speaker, here is the map of
the drought. This is what it looks like.
In August of 2002, at the end of the
growing season, this is what the
drought looked like, and this was the
impact that it had on our crops in 2002.
So what that means, if one looks at the
black area, that is exceptional drought;
and those areas experienced, for the
most part, drought that exceeded any
records that go back over 100 years of
recorded history of precipitation.
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So we see large areas like this. The
red areas would, for the most part, ex-
ceed the drought that we experienced
in the thirties, the Dust Bowl, where
tons and tons of Earth were blown
away and crops were totally nonviable;
and thousands and thousands of farm-
ers left farming and ranching.

So we can see, Mr. Speaker, that this
is a rather drastic picture. The bad
thing is, it has not improved for the
most part. In some areas, it is much
worse now than it was then. In my
home State of Nebraska, the month of
December which just passed was in
most cases the driest December ever
recorded, so things have not improved
at all.

Let us talk a little bit about why this
is. Why do we not hear about this
more? The reason is, I believe, that
there are roughly 2 million farmers and
ranchers in the United States today.
That comprises a little bit less, actu-
ally, than 1 percent of the total popu-
lation of the United States in farming
and ranching. Probably in this drought
area we have about one-half of the
farmers and ranchers in our country, so
we are talking about one-half of 1 per-
cent that are directly impacted by this.
Their way of living, their livelihood, is
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impacted by the drought. One-half of 1
percent sometimes does not make
much of a ripple.

Mr. Speaker, that is why I have de-
cided not to go to the cocktail parties
and not to go out with the lobbyists to-
night, as we have heard earlier was
happening with the Republicans. That
is why I am here on the floor tonight to
talk about this, because very few other
people are talking about it. It is some-
thing we need to look at because it has
huge implications for this country, and
for its economy and for its well-being.

Let me talk a little bit about the ef-
fects of the drought. Some of these
areas are forest lands in Wyoming and
in Colorado. One thing that was inter-
esting, in examining the rings, the
growth rings on the trees, we can pret-
ty much tell when the droughts oc-
curred. Some of those trees are 300
years old. 2002 was the driest year in
many of those areas in the last 300
years. The timber in those forests was
drier than the lumber in the lumber-
yvard that had been put through a Kiln,
so that shows the impact that the
drought had on our forests and on our
lands.

The reservoirs in these areas that are
stored primarily for irrigation are at
this time 25, 30 percent, in some cases
as low as 15 or 20 percent, full. The bad
thing, Mr. Speaker, is that the inflows
into those reservoirs are greatly re-
duced from other years. The snowpack
even for this winter is way, way below
normal, so there is almost no chance of
any great recovery this year. So we are
looking at some really reduced irriga-
tion waters for those people who irri-
gate out of those reservoirs.

Normally, an irrigator could count
on somewhere between 90 and 100 days
of water. This year, many of those
irrigators have already been told that
those reservoirs will only provide
maybe 20 to 30 days of water, which
means essentially that they cannot
plant, because they cannot grow any-
thing on 20 to 30 days of water.

Also, many people who would receive
normally 20 to 24 inches of water out of
a reservoir this year are going to re-
ceive 2 or 3 inches of water; so again,
those people are having to convert to
dry land. They are having to put their
irrigated land into pastures and other
types of products, and as a result there
is a tremendous financial loss in those
areas. The pastures in these areas have
simply dried up, so there is no hay.
There is nothing for the cattle to eat.
As a result, what has happened is a
great many of our ranchers have had to
sell at least part, and in some cases
nearly all, of their cattle.

The problem with that is that when
we start reducing the breeding stock,
and some of these breeding stocks have
been put up over generations and of
course have tremendous value, but
when they can no longer provide food
for them and they have to sell the
breeding stock, then it is not long be-
fore the whole thing unravels, and it
will take 5, 6, 7, or 8 years to rebuild

H41

the breeding stock. There has been tre-
mendous devastation in these areas,
particularly in the livestock industry.

On top of the farmers and ranchers,
we also find that the small towns that
really service those farmers and ranch-
ers are in bad shape, too, because the
implement dealers, the feed and seed
dealers, have no money. The mer-
chants, the bankers, all of these people
are experiencing extreme hardship in
these areas.

Currently, just in my State alone,
the State of Nebraska, the economic
devastation of this particular drought
is estimated to be $1.4 billion. That was
as of September or October. My esti-
mation is it will probably go closer to
$2 billion. If we multiply that by Kan-
sas, South Dakota, Montana, Wyo-
ming, Colorado, New Mexico, and Ari-
zona, all of these other States, we are
talking about a disaster in the range of
15 to $20 billion. This is huge for this
part of the country, and it is some-
thing that we need to think about and
we need to do something about.

In Nebraska, the nonrenewable farm
loans this year will increase by roughly
400 percent which, if that plays out,
and I believe that it will, we will prob-
ably lose somewhere between 3,000 and
4,000 farmers.

The most terrifying statistic that we
heard recently that the bankers gave
me was that 25 to 50 percent of the
farm loans in the State of Nebraska are
in serious trouble, and they could not
endure another 2002. They would go
under if we do not do any better; and,
of course, the drought appears to be as
bad in the coming year as it was in the
past year, which would mean that we
could lose as many as 15,000 to 20,000
farmers that would not be able to
renew their farm loans.

So this is a very difficult prospect. It
is something that is, I believe, uncon-
scionable to not address. This is some-
thing that has to be done.

What has been done so far to combat
the drought? I think, in fairness to the
administration, we need to point out
the fact that they did provide $7562 mil-
lion in livestock compensation this
past fall. This was taken out of section
32 of USDA. It did not require an act or
any initiative here in the Congress, but
it was done administratively. This
money was greatly appreciated.

There was also a livestock feed pro-
gram that allowed ranchers to get
vouchers to go down to feed stores and
they could purchase some feed. Some
people purchased their hay up on the
Canadian border, and said that might
help get them through the winter; so it
was some help, but it is something that
was maybe just a stopgap measure. The
people in the ranching business are
still in great difficulty; and the bottom
line is that nothing so far has been
done for the row crops, the people who
grow wheat and corn and milo and soy-
beans. They have not received any type
of aid at all.

So let us take a look at what has
been going on in terms of disaster. We
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see that for Hurricane Andrew and a
typhoon $6.4 billion were spent by the
United States Government; for the 1997
flood of a river, $738 million. These, of
course, are not due to drought.

We every year give $5.59 billion to
Israel, $3.94 billion to Egypt, and we
give to many, many other countries
where we are certainly concerned
about their welfare. I certainly do not
begrudge the money given to Israel or
Egypt or whatever, but the interesting
thing is that we do these things, and
yet we seem to be at the present time
turning our backs on a large segment
of the United States, which is a little
bit difficult to understand at this
point.

We say, now, why would we do this?
Why do we turn our backs on our own
people? A memo from the budget office
said that a drought really is not like a
natural disaster such as a flood or a
tornado or a hurricane because a
drought comes on more slowly. Since it
comes on more slowly, then people
have a chance to adjust; so they said a
drought really is not something like
other disasters that get disaster aid. It
does not quite qualify. This was what
somebody in the budget office wrote.

I would have to believe that that per-
son maybe had not been in agriculture,
had not been on a farm, did not know
much about it. We have the input costs
to till the soil, buy a tractor, plant the
seed; we have to fertilize; and after you
have spent thousands of dollars to get
the crop ready, then if you do not get
any water, it may only take about 3
weeks at the right time and you lose
the whole crop.

So to say it does not come on sud-
denly, it may not be 15 minutes or 1
day, but it does not take very long. We
have had huge numbers of people out
there who have simply lost their whole
crop, it has occurred fairly quickly,
and it was beyond their control. There
was nothing that they could do about
it.

The other thing that I think has
caused us to not come forward with
any disaster aid has been the percep-
tion of the new farm bill that was
passed last year. People would say, how
in the world would that affect whether
we had disaster aid or not? The percep-
tion of the new farm bill is that it has
a huge amount of money in it; and be-
cause there is so much money in the
farm bill, then that should take care of
whatever disaster we might have.

I would say that that perception is
not accurate. I would like to show the
Members some information here that I
think pretty much illustrates this.

In the last 3 years with the Freedom
to Farm, the previous farm bill, we
spent on average in 1999, in 2000, and
2001 $24.5 billion, $24.5 billion. The new
farm bill that was passed this last year
is projected to cost a little less than
$21 billion in 2002, 2003, 2004, and 2005,
so actually there will be less money
spent in the new farm bill than there
was in the last 3 years of the old farm
bill. So it does not seem to be quite as
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expensive as what we would have been
led to believe.

Now, the reason that the farm bill I
think has gotten such a bad rap is that
many of the urban newspapers really
went after the President for signing
the farm bill. I will read just a few of
the editorial comments that we saw.

First of all, in the Las Vegas Review
Journal the headline was ‘“‘Farm Wel-
fare.”” The editorial said, ‘“The House
voted to slide backwards some 70 years,
choosing socialism and abandoning
market-based reforms in the Nation’s
Stalinesque farm policy in voting for a
new farm bill.”

The Washington Post, the headline
was, ‘‘Cringe for Mr. Bush.” The edi-
torial ran: ‘“Mr. Bush signed a farm bill
that represents a low point in his presi-
dency, a wasteful corporate welfare
measure that penalizes taxpayers and
the world’s poorest people in order to
bribe a few voters.” So the President
took a tremendous beating here.

In the Wall Street Journal, the head-
line was, “The Farm State Pig-out.”
The editorial said, ‘“That great rooting,
snooting noise you hear in the dis-
tance, dear taxpayers, is the sound of
election year farm State politics roll-
ing out of the U.S. Congress. This alone
amounts to one of the greatest urban-
to-rural transfers of wealth in history,
a sort of Farm Belt Great Society.”

So it is only natural that the admin-
istration, after enduring this type of
reaction, would say that they are very
reluctant to step forward at this point
with any further spending for agri-
culture. The thing we need to under-
stand, however, is that some of the
emergency payments that were paid to
agriculture in 1999, 2000, and 2001 were
paid out because of low prices. The
prices were very low, so to keep farm-
ers in business some emergency pay-
ments were given.

For instance, the price of corn during
this period, a bushel of corn, probably
averaged about $1.70, $1.80 a bushel.
The cost of production was around $2.20
a bushel, so in order to keep people in
business some emergency payments
were made. We are not talking about
emergency payments anymore. We are
not talking about that; we are talking
about a natural disaster. So this is not
because of low prices.

The next thing we will look at here is
what has happened this year. This is
the projection, the new farm bill for
2002, roughly $19 billion. Let us see
what has actually happened this year
with the drought.

What has actually happened, Mr.
Speaker, is that the $19 billion pro-
jected spending has not occurred. In-
stead, this year the farm bill will cost
somewhere between $13 billion and $14
billion, a $5 billion to $6 billion short-
fall. In other words, in the year 2002, we
will actually spend about one-half of
what we spent on average on the farm
bill in 1999, 2000, and 2001; and yet this
is being called the great farm State
pig-out, that this is a fat bill. Obvi-
ously that is not true. We are spending
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roughly one-half of what we spent in
the last 3 years of Freedom to Farm.
We will say, why did this happen?
How could it have happened? What hap-
pened was the drought. What happened
was that in corn production, in soy-
beans, in milo, in rye we are down
about 10 or 15 percent because of the
drought. Some people simply had no
crops. When we have less supply, then
the price goes up. When the price goes
up, we have no farm supports. When
people in Iowa, in Illinois, in Indiana
have good crops and they have better
prices, they get no farm payments be-
cause their prices are up. So as a re-
sult, ‘“‘we’’ are saving, in quotes, we the
government, somewhere in the neigh-
borhood of $6 billion on this farm bill.
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So the question would be, well, why
would we not give some of that $6 bil-
lion back to the people who caused it
to happen in the first place, the people
who had no crops, the people who expe-
rienced the drought? Because you get
no farm payments if you do not have a
crop. And that is what happened to
these people. They have no crop. And
so it would make sense to a lot of peo-
ple that, yes, we would return some of
that. But again we do not seem to be
getting any movement in any direc-
tion. And the staple answer we get is,
well, there is so much money in the
farm bill, just take it out of the farm
bill.

Now, the problem that we have with
that as we looked at the map, we can
see that there was only part of the
country that had the drought. And so
we would have to convince the folks in
Iowa, in Illinois, in Indiana, in Min-
nesota, in Texas, in Arkansas and Lou-
isiana that they should take payment
from their crops to give to South Da-
kota and North Dakota and Nebraska
and Kansas and Colorado, and it seems
that that is rather difficult to get
done. People just do not seem to want
to do that.

So what has happened is we are be-
tween a rock and a hard place. We can-
not seem to get the administration to
say, yes, we will help the farmers; and
we cannot get many people saying, yes,
we ought to go into the farm bill, and
I can see that too. So as a result we
have a lot of people who are hurting,
who are in bad shape; and I really do
not know exactly what we are going to
do at the present time.

Let us talk a little bit more about
the farm bill. This thing is greatly mis-
understood. People do not understand
why we have a farm bill. And so I
would like to present one last graphic
here, Mr. Speaker, and this is rationale
as I see it for why we have a farm bill.

Farming is a little bit different than
most other industries. People who have
WallMart come in their community
and the hardware store goes broke,
they say, nobody helps me. I used to be
a football coach and if I lost a game no-
body protected me and so they say,
why should we help the farmers? Let
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me tell you a little bit of the rationale
that holds up very well.

First of all, farming is almost totally
weather dependent. Now, most indus-
tries, most businesses in our country
do not dissolve if you have a 15-minute
hailstorm or if it does not rain for 3
weeks or if a strong wind comes
through and knocks the wheat down. It
does not happen that way, but farming
is totally weather dependent.

Number two, in farming it is almost
impossible to control the inventory.
You say, well, what does that mean?
Well, if General Motors has too many
automobiles out there and they feel
there is a glut what they do is shut
down an assembly line and they wait
until things get in balance. But when
you are growing wheat around the
world, you really cannot say, well,
Australia, you do not plant this year
or, Canada, you cut down because you
do not know what the worldwide pro-
duction will be. You do not know where
the droughts are going to be. You do
not know what is going to happen so
you cannot control the inventory. Now
most businesses can control the inven-
tory.

Thirdly, producers do not set the
price. If you are going to make a suit
of clothes you will say, this is worth
$500. This is what we will price it at.
We will make a box of corn flakes. It
will be $2.50. If we are going to sell a
car it will be $30,000. So the manufac-
turer, the producer sets the price. But
in farming the farmer does not set the
price. The price is set for him. It is the
local elevator, the Chicago Board of
Trade that says corn is worth $1.60 a
bushel this week, so much a pound for
beef. And he has no choice. He does not
set the price.

Fourthly, farming is critical to na-
tional security. As long as you can go
down to the grocery store and things
are convenient and easy and there is
plenty there, and you only spend an av-
erage of 9 percent of your income on
food you do not really see a problem.
There is no problem with national se-
curity. But those countries that experi-
enced a shortage of food in World War
II have a little bit different slant on
things. And the other thing that we
want to point out here in regard to na-
tional security, somebody mentioned
in the previous hour, they were talking
about petroleum, our dependence on
OPEC for oil. Well, what happened was
about 20 years ago we found that we
could buy petroleum from OPEC for
like $15, $20 a barrel. So we said that is
a good deal. So we should shut down
our own exploration. We shut down our
own refineries. As a result we are now
60 percent dependent so foreign.

People say that is still okay because
we only pay $12 to $15 a barrel. That is
no problem. But some economists have
put a pencil to it and said the Gulf War
cost us a lot of money, and the Gulf
War was about oil. And we are main-
taining a fleet and a military presence
in the Middle East and we are now
maintaining an even bigger presence
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which is due largely to oil. And what
economists have said was that oil real-
ly does not cost us $15 a barrel. What it
cost was more like $70 to $100 a barrel
when you add it all in.

Now, we can do the same thing to our
agriculture. We can very quickly ship
our agriculture to South America, to
Australia, to Canada. And so the ques-
tion is are we going to protect agri-
culture and are we going to keep it in
the United States where we know what
we have, and we have a secure food sup-
ply, and no matter what happens
around the world we know we have got
it here. Is that worth something to us?
I think it is.

Fifthly, there is no level playing field
worldwide. The European Union sub-
sidizes agriculture by more than $300
per acre. Now, again, you go back to
toward World War II and most people
in Europe understand the value of a
food supply so they subsidize $300 per
acre. Japan subsidizes agriculture more
than $1,000 per acre. In the United
States, get this, the United States,
that fat farm state pig out farm bill
subsidizes agriculture $45 per acre,
roughly one-sixth of what the Euro-
pean Union subsidizes their farmers.

The other thing to remember is that
there is great competition from South
America. In Brazil, for instance, a top
grade of land will cost $250 per acre,
land that would probably cost $2,500 an
acre here in the United States. Labor
costs an average of 50 cents an hour in
Brazil. It would probably cost $10 an
hour in the United States. And there
are practically no environmental regu-
lations in Brazil where we have a great
many.

So what we are saying is that the
farm bill is necessary to enable our ag-
riculture to be somewhat competitive
and we think we are getting a pretty
good bargain here at $45 per acre. And
so is that agriculture worth saving? Is
that worth some type of investment in
terms of disaster payment to keep that
here, to keep it in the United States, to
keep these people viable? I guess my
slant, Mr. Speaker, is, yes, it is. And so
that is pretty much my rationale this
evening.

I guess one last comment, some peo-
ple would say, well, we do not have any
disaster aid because, number one, the
drought is not a natural disaster; and
of course I think I pretty well disputed
that. Secondly, they have said the farm
bill is too fat; and again I think we
have offered some information to dis-
pute that.

But the third argument is this, that,
well, that those people who have row
crops have crop insurance so they do
not need any help. Well, I think people
in the United States need to under-
stand the crop insurance program is
viable and it is very important. It
works very well if you have three or
four good years, good yields and good
production, and then all of the sudden
you have a drought for 1 year and
maybe then you have 3 or 4 more good
years because the crop insurance will
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at least hold you in there. It will get
the input costs back, because the most
insurance you can buy for crop insur-
ance is 85 percent. Now, profitability is
in the last 10 percent. So on crop insur-
ance you do not make money. You
probably still lose a little bit. But the
problem is that when you have mul-
tiple years of drought, which we have
had. Most of these farmers have experi-
enced at least 2, 3, 4, some of them 5
years of drought. Every year of
drought that you have the amount of
insurance you can buy goes down be-
cause you have to average in those
years where you had no production.

So probably most of the farmers in
those drought areas are insured at a 60,
65 percent level and they have been re-
ceiving that now for 2 and 3 years. So
they have been digging into their eq-
uity every year and some of them are
to the point where they no longer have
any equity left. So insurance is good
for a 1l-year situation, but when you
have multiple years of drought which
we have had, you have a disaster. And
so that is where I believe at this point
we need to step in.

So we hope very much that this body,
in the House, we hope in the Senate
and we hope that the administration
will begin to see what we are up
against and the difficulty of the situa-
tion. We hope this will be treated like
a natural disaster, like a hurricane,
like a flood, like a fire. And typically
the United States has stepped forward
in those situations, and it is difficult
to stand back and see a lack of re-
sponses in this case.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate this oppor-
tunity.

————

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
OSE). Pursuant to clause 12 of rule I,
the Chair declares the House in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 7 o’clock and 10 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.
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———————

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. DREIER) at 9 o’clock and
10 minutes p.m.

——————

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
S. 23, TEMPORARY EXTENDED
UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION
ACT OF 2002

Mr. SESSIONS, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 108-1) on the resolution (H.
Res. 14) providing for consideration of
the Senate bill (S. 23) to provide for a
5-month extension of the Temporary
Extended TUnemployment Compensa-
tion Act of 2002 and for a transition pe-
riod for individuals receiving com-
pensation when the program under
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