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sanctions. He must let the Sudanese Govern-
ment know that the welcome progress made 
in reaching an accommodation with the South 
will not prevent the world from taking action to 
stop the horror in Darfur. The U.N. ignored 
warnings of mass murder a decade ago in 
Rwanda; it must not stand by again. 

We should not allow other members of the 
U.N. Security Council to engage in endless 
negotiations and delay a vote on the resolu-
tion. In this case, every day that goes by with-
out action means more lives lost. Let’s vote on 
the resolution. If the rest of the world refuses 
to authorize collective action, shame on them. 
Failure to pass such a resolution would not 
represent a failure of American leadership; it 
would be a terrible blot on the world’s con-
science. 

Whether or not the United Nations acts, the 
United States should take steps on its own. 
We should make it clear that if the Sudanese 
Government does not meet the demands in 
the proposed resolution, the United States will 
impose travel restrictions on Sudanese offi-
cials and move to freeze their assets. Even 
apart from U.N. action, we can immediately 
urge other nations to join us in taking these 
and other measures. 

I commend Secretary of State Colin Powell 
for his decision to travel to Sudan next week 
and visit the Darfur region. It is critical that the 
Secretary’s visit do more than simply call at-
tention to the tragedy unfolding there. He must 
make it clear that the failure of Khartoum to 
fully cooperate in ending the destruction and 
killings will result in a concerted American ef-
fort to punish the Sudanese Government and 
harness international support to intervene in 
Darfur. 

We must not look back on Darfur 10 years 
from now and decry the fact that the world 
failed to act to stop the crime of genocide. 
Rwanda and other genocides should have 
taught us that those who knowingly fail to con-
front such evil are themselves complicit 
through inaction. We are all God’s children. 
These are crimes against humanity. Let us re-
spond to this unfolding human disaster with 
the urgency that it demands.

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OSE). Without objection, the previous 
question is ordered on the motion. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to instruct 
offered by the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. JACKSON). 

The motion to instruct was agreed 
to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing conferees: Messrs. LEWIS of 
California, YOUNG of Florida, HOBSON, 
BONILLA, NETHERCUTT, CUNNINGHAM, 
FRELINGHUYSEN, TIAHRT, WICKER, MUR-
THA, DICKS, SABO, VISCLOSKY, MORAN of 
Virginia, and OBEY. 

There was no objection. 
f 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 

may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the fur-
ther consideration of H.R. 4766, and 
that I may include tabular material on 
the same. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
f 

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-
ISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 2005 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 710 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 4766. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
4766) making appropriations for Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and 
Drug Administration, and Related 
Agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2005, and for other purposes, 
with Mr. BASS in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-

mittee of the Whole House rose on 
Monday, July 12, 2004, all time for gen-
eral debate had expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule. 

The amendment printed in House Re-
port 108–591 may be offered only by a 
Member designated in the report and, 
pursuant to the order of the House of 
today, may be offered anytime in the 
reading of the bill, shall be considered 
read, debatable for the time specified 
in the report, equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent, and shall not be subject to 
amendment. 

During consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed 
in the designated place of the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments 
will be considered read. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 4766
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the following sums 
are appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for Ag-
riculture, Rural Development, Food and 
Drug Administration, and Related Agencies 
programs for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2005, and for other purposes, 
namely: 

TITLE I 
AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS 

PRODUCTION, PROCESSING, AND MARKETING 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, $5,185,000: Provided, 

That not to exceed $11,000 of this amount 
shall be available for official reception and 
representation expenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, as determined by the Secretary.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HYDE 
Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:
Amendment offered by Mr. HYDE:
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following:
SEC. 759. Section 501 of the Agricultural 

Trade Development and Assistance Act of 
1954 (7 U.S.C. 1737) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)(1), by inserting ‘‘Doug 
Bereuter and’’ before ‘‘John Ogonowski’’; 
and 

(2) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘DOUG BE-
REUTER AND’’ before ‘‘JOHN 
OGONOWSKI’’.
MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. 

HYDE 
Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that the amend-
ment made in order by the rule be 
modified in the form at the desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the modification. 

The Clerk read as follows:
Modification to amendment offered by Mr. 

HYDE:
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following:
SEC. 759. Section 501 of the Agricultural 

Trade Development and Assistance Act of 
1954 (7 U.S.C. 1737) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)(1), by inserting ‘‘and 
Doug Bereuter’’ after ‘‘John Ogonowski’’; 
and 

(2) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘AND 
DOUG BEREUTER AND’’ after ‘‘JOHN 
OGONOWSKI’’.

Mr. HYDE (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the modification be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 

Resolution 710, the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. HYDE) and the gentlewoman 
from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) each will con-
trol 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE).

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment to the Agricultural Trade 
Development and Assistance Act of 
1954. 

Mr. Chairman, this is to honor our 
retiring colleague, the gentleman from 
Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER), by adding 
his name to the formal title to the 
Farmer-to-Farmer title. The gentle-
man’s tireless efforts to implement the 
John Ogonowski Farmer-to-Farmer 
Program have been a driving force in 
making this a successful program. As 
the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. BE-
REUTER) retires from Congress after 26 
years of service, and 21 years on the 
Committee on International Relations, 
I ask that we express our admiration in 
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a bipartisan manner by recognizing his 
strong support for this outstanding 
program. 

Bob Lagormarsino and Jerry Sol-
omon and I accompanied the gen-
tleman on the memorable trip to El 
Salvador and Guatemala in the 1980s 
which inspired his work in this crucial 
area. He saw the positive impact that a 
small group of farmers from his home 
State of Nebraska had on the local Sal-
vadoran farmers and wanted to find a 
way to expand this limited program 
into a much larger project. 

Upon returning to the United States, 
the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. BE-
REUTER) sought a way to ensure this 
program could reach a broader popu-
lation in need. He led the effort to fund 
the Farmer-to-Farmer Aid Program, 
which was a small part of the Foreign 
Assistance Act. His efforts came to fru-
ition in the 1985 farm bill, in which 
Congress allocated funds from the Food 
For Peace program towards the Farm-
er-to-Farmer program. 

The gentleman’s faith in the power of 
American volunteerism led to the im-
plementation of this very successful 
program which promotes sustainable 
development by helping the most im-
poverished people in foreign countries 
learn how to help themselves. The goal 
of the Farmer-to-Farmer program is to 
‘‘enhance the potential for increases in 
food processing, production and mar-
keting, which in turn stimulates pri-
vate enterprise and democratic institu-
tions.’’
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This program has directly benefited 
approximately 1 million farmer fami-
lies and provided hands-on training to 
over 80,000 people in over 80 countries. 

Through the Farmer-to-Farmer pro-
gram, U.S. leadership is demonstrated 
throughout the world by ordinary 
Americans who volunteer their time 
and share their talents and technical 
expertise. 

I hope that my colleagues will join 
me in supporting this amendment to 
recognize our distinguished colleague 
DOUG BEREUTER’s significant contribu-
tion to American foreign policy by add-
ing his name to the title of this most 
important program.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentleman from Illinois (Chairman 
HYDE) for the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
this amendment to honor our col-
league, the gentleman from Nebraska 
(Mr. BEREUTER). 

When the Founding Fathers envi-
sioned a new Nation based on self-gov-
ernment, they wrote many rules into 
our Constitution. Many things were 
formally laid out, but many assump-
tions were left unsaid. One of the as-
sumptions were that among the rep-
resentatives chosen would be people 
who were consensus and coalition 
builders, people whose highest alle-

giance was not to the political party 
but to country. It is on the backs of 
such leaders that self-government de-
pends. 

DOUG BEREUTER is an embodiment of 
the kind of leader our Founding Fa-
thers assumed that would move our 
country forward. 

I have worked with the gentleman 
from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER), as I 
called him as a staff member and as a 
Member, for 21 years. I call him a 
friend, but I admire him more. 

Forty years ago, Republican Senator 
Arthur Vandenberg joined with Demo-
cratic President Harry Truman to start 
the Marshall Plan. Many Members of 
Congress objected to a spending pro-
gram overseas, but Senator Vanden-
berg said, ‘‘Partnership should end at 
the water’s edge.’’ 

In his service on the Committee on 
International Relations and the Per-
manent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence, no Member of Congress em-
braced that ideal more than DOUG BE-
REUTER. 

I worked closely with him on food as-
sistance programs for North Korean 
children. Despite a formal state of war 
between our two countries, DOUG BE-
REUTER was our leader, championing a 
humanitarian vision where, as Ronald 
Reagan said, ‘‘A hungry child knows no 
politics.’’ 

DOUG pioneered leadership for the 
P.L. 480 program and for the Farmer-
to-Farmer programs. These programs 
fed the hungry and represented the 
highest ideals of the American people. 

We honor DOUG BEREUTER today. I 
want to also mention his work with the 
intelligence community to boost for-
eign language instruction by the U.S. 
government. No action will boost the 
long-term defenses of the U.S. more 
than the Bereuter foreign language ini-
tiative. 

We wish the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BEREUTER) well as the new 
head of the Asia Foundation and urge 
the adoption of the amendment as a 
way to honor a real American and 
someone totally committed to the hu-
manitarian vision of the United States 
overseas.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, we would like to rise 
in support of the Hyde amendment re-
naming the Farmer-to-Farmer pro-
gram so that that program includes the 
name of our dear colleague, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER), 
and I want to thank the chairman for 
offering this important amendment to 
our bill this year. 

We rise to accept the amendment and 
again thank and compliment the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Chairman HYDE) 
for his cooperation in not only cham-
pioning this amendment but working 
to be sure that Mr. BEREUTER’s con-
tributions are recognized, along with 
those of John Ogonowski, the pilot of 
American Airlines flight 11 that trag-
ically crashed into the World Trade 
Tower on 9/11, for whom the program 

was named 3 years ago. Mr. Ogonowski 
had worked so diligently with farmers 
and others in Massachusetts, and so to 
have his name and Mr. BEREUTER’s 
name associated in perpetuity on this 
program I think really elevates it to a 
level that more fully expresses the real 
goodness of our country. We share the 
appreciation of the work that the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER) 
has done to support and expand the 
Farmer-to-Farmer program. 

I know that the best way to combat 
terrorism and misunderstanding is to 
have programs like Farmer-to-Farmer 
that link our producers to those of 
other nations, forming lifelong friend-
ships and understandings. If we look at 
so many of the societies in which we 
currently are confronting difficulty, 
whether it is Pakistan or Afghanistan, 
other -stan countries that had been 
part of the former Soviet Union, 
whether we talk about Africa and the 
starving people of so many of those na-
tions, this Farmer-to-Farmer program 
is extraordinarily important. It puts 
the best face of America forward. 

So in taking this time today, again, 
I want to compliment the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE). Let me also 
thank the gentleman from Nebraska 
(Mr. BEREUTER) for his enormous con-
tributions to agriculture while a Mem-
ber of this House but also the future 
work he will be doing with the Asia 
Foundation. The needs of the Pacific 
and the islands of the Pacific and so 
many of the issues that he will con-
front in that new capacity will be en-
lightened by the accomplishment he 
demonstrated here. 

We are very pleased to support this 
amendment and thank the gentleman 
from Illinois (Chairman HYDE) for his 
leadership on this, along with so many 
other issues important to our Nation.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Missouri (Mrs. EMER-
SON). 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of this amendment, too. I 
can think of no better person for whom 
this program should be named. 

I have known DOUG BEREUTER for 
many, many years, really starting 
back when he first began his service in 
the Congress, and I know of him really 
as a very great and special person, a 
man who has always put principle 
above popularity, and that is a very 
rare characteristic among very few 
people. 

I had the good fortune of traveling 
with DOUG recently on a NATO/British-
American parliamentary group meet-
ing, and I was struck then, as I have 
been struck so many times, in listening 
to him speak, about the incredible 
knowledge and wisdom that he has 
through the years that he has spent on 
the Committee on International Rela-
tions and the fact that in every single 
instance he, too, put principle first, 
and his wisdom is something that we 
will sorely miss in this Congress. 
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I want to congratulate him on his 

new endeavors but also tell him that he 
has set a very high standard for a 
Member of Congress, and I hope that 
we can all aspire to reach the same 
level that he has. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. EMERSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding 
and also rise in strong support of this 
amendment. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Illinois (Chairman HYDE) for offering 
it, and I want to congratulate the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER) 
for 26 years of service to the Congress 
and for his leadership on this program. 

I think it is very, very appropriate 
that we change the name of the pro-
gram to add his distinguished name for 
hereafter, and I urge my colleagues to 
support this amendment. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
appreciate the gentlewoman’s courtesy 
in permitting me to speak on this; and 
I, too, rise in support of the amend-
ment. I think it exemplifies the type of 
leadership we have had on our com-
mittee. I appreciate the chairman of 
the Committee on International Rela-
tions bringing it forward. 

DOUG BEREUTER, I mentioned earlier 
on the floor during a special order this 
morning, what a difference he has 
made for me and all who serve with 
him. This identifies DOUG as being a 
legislator, with his fingerprints on a 
wide variety of legislation. 

I am pleased that we have had items 
brought forward that enshrine his 
name on legislation and on programs. I 
hope that we will be mindful of the 
many other contributions that he has 
made that few know about unless they 
had the pleasure of serving with him 
and watching him in action. I think it 
is a testimony to his insight, his pa-
tience and his hard work that he has 
been able to inspire this confidence on 
both sides of the aisle. 

I am pleased that we have this as an 
additional expression of our support as 
he moves forward into a new career.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, we 
strongly support this amendment, and 
I yield back our remaining time. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time having ex-
pired, the question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. HYDE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows:

EXECUTIVE OPERATIONS 
CHIEF ECONOMIST 

For necessary expenses of the Chief Econo-
mist, including economic analysis, risk as-
sessment, cost-benefit analysis, energy and 
new uses, and the functions of the World Ag-
ricultural Outlook Board, as authorized by 

the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 
U.S.C. 1622g), $10,810,000.

NATIONAL APPEALS DIVISION 
For necessary expenses of the National Ap-

peals Division, $14,526,000.
OFFICE OF BUDGET AND PROGRAM ANALYSIS 
For necessary expenses of the Office of 

Budget and Program Analysis, $8,246,000.
HOMELAND SECURITY STAFF 

For necessary expenses of the Homeland 
Security Staff, $508,000.

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER 
For necessary expenses of the Office of the 

Chief Information Officer, $15,608,000.
COMMON COMPUTING ENVIRONMENT 

For necessary expenses to acquire a Com-
mon Computing Environment for the Nat-
ural Resources Conservation Service, the 
Farm and Foreign Agricultural Service, and 
Rural Development mission areas for infor-
mation technology, systems, and services, 
$120,957,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, for the capital asset acquisition of 
shared information technology systems, in-
cluding services as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 
6915–16 and 40 U.S.C. 1421–28: Provided, That 
obligation of these funds shall be consistent 
with the Department of Agriculture Service 
Center Modernization Plan of the county-
based agencies, and shall be with the concur-
rence of the Department’s Chief Information 
Officer.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BONILLA 
Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. BONILLA:
In title I, under the heading ‘‘COMMON 

COMPUTING ENVIRONMENT’’, insert after 
the dollar amount the following: ‘‘(decreased 
by $120,957,000)’’. 

In title I, under the heading ‘‘FARM 
SERVICE AGENCY, SALARIES AND EX-
PENSES’’, insert after the dollar amount the 
following ‘‘(increased by $52,873,606)’’. 

In title II, under the heading ‘‘NATURAL 
RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE, 
CONSERVATION OPERATIONS’’, insert 
after the first dollar amount the following: 
‘‘increased by $40,458,661’’. 

In title III, under the heading ‘‘RURAL 
DEVELOPMENT, SALARIES AND EX-
PENSES’’, insert after the first dollar 
amount the following: increased by 
$27,624,733’’.

Mr. BONILLA (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection.
Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, my 

amendment is a simple amendment 
that would transfer money from the 
Common Computing Environment, an 
amount that totals $120,957,000, and 
would put that into a lot of services 
that are very vital to communities, es-
pecially rural communities out in the 
heartland. 

It would put $52,873,606 into the Farm 
Service Agency salaries and expenses. 
It would also put $40,458,661 into the 
Natural Resources Conservation Serv-
ice and $27,624,733 into Rural Develop-
ment salaries and expenses. 

Now, to explain a little further, this 
amendment would provide funds to a 
lot of county-based agencies that de-

liver critical farm programs, economic 
development in rural areas and the de-
livery of conservation technical assist-
ance. 

The Farm Service Agency delivers 
farm credit programs to all farmers 
and ranchers across America. 

The Natural Resources Conservation 
Service delivers conservation technical 
assistance to producers all across the 
country. 

The Rural Development is very crit-
ical to many Members who have these 
smaller towns and communities in 
their congressional areas, providing 
economic opportunity and housing op-
portunities to Americans from border 
to border and from coast to coast. 

This is a good amendment, and again, 
it gets money in the people’s hands 
that truly need it out there. At this 
time, I would encourage all Members to 
support this amendment.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
reluctant opposition to the amendment 
offered by our good chairman. 

This essentially is an effort to trans-
fer funds from the Executive Office of 
the Secretary and the Common Com-
puting Environment to different funds 
inside of the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture in operational agencies. I think 
it is important to point out to the 
membership, first of all, this is a lot of 
money, and it is well over $100 million. 

This current fiscal year we are spend-
ing about $118 million on the Common 
Computing Environment. Over the 
years we have increased these ac-
counts, and this year, in fact, within 
the budget itself there is $2,372,000 in 
appropriated funds being proposed over 
last year. 

The Chairman’s amendment would 
take those dollars and farm them out 
to the Farm Service Agency, the 
NRCS, the Natural Resources Con-
servation Service, and Rural Develop-
ment as line items I guess in those ac-
counts, although it is a little unclear 
to me how we would track this.
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But the point is, this is an account 
that has been rising within the execu-
tive office of the Secretary herself. I 
think it is important for us to keep a 
clear eye on how these funds are being 
expended. 

In addition to that, there are several 
amendments that Members are offering 
today that have been cleared and filed 
in proper time that would take their 
funds from this particular account. 
And so the net effect of adoption of 
this amendment would be to force the 
Members who wish to offer amend-
ments to find alternative offsets, and 
also to kind of lose the focus that we 
currently have on common computing 
environment in a separate account in 
the Secretary’s office by diverting it to 
these many places in the agency. 

So I assume that the gentleman is 
doing this for good reasons. But the 
point is I think we would have a less-
ening of clarity on where these funds 
are actually being expended by the 
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agencies. In past years, we have had 
trouble with this account in really fol-
lowing how the administrations are 
spending these dollars. As we thought 
they were doing a little better job, we 
gave them additional funds. 

But I really do not see the burning 
need for this amendment right now. 
There are increases in this account; 
and, therefore, I think in view of the 
negative effect it will also have on 
other amendments being offered here 
today, I would rise in opposition to the 
amendment.

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word, and I rise in 
support of this amendment. 

Anyone who deals on the local level 
with the NRCS understands how the 
staffing shortages, the need for more 
funds at the local level are so abso-
lutely critical to be able to handle the 
programs that are so important to 
farmers today. This is where the rubber 
meets the road. This is where people 
who actually do the work are in con-
tact with the farmers themselves, who 
do all the work out in the fields. This 
is extremely important that we do 
have those funds available to make 
sure that we are adequately staffed. 

Also, when we look at rural develop-
ment, economic development, it is a 
critical issue for us to make sure that 
we have the resources available out in 
the country to be able to help small 
businesses, to be able to help our rural 
communities grow and prosper. So I 
think this amendment is very, very im-
portant; and I certainly rise in support. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.)

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
wanted to comment briefly at least on 
the previous amendment offered by the 
distinguished gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. HYDE). I was unaware it was up at 
this time. I am very grateful to the 
chairman, Mr. HYDE, to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. BONILLA), and to the 
ranking minority member, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR). I hap-
pened to see the gentlewoman from 
Missouri commenting with my name, 
and that is the only reason that I no-
ticed what was being considered on the 
floor. 

In any case, I thank them and appar-
ently other Members, for their kind 
comments. Mr. Chairman, just a word 
of history because it involves the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE). I was 
on a four-member CODEL to El Sal-
vador and Guatemala with the former 
distinguished Member from California 
Mr. Lagormarsino, the gentleman from 
New York, the late Jerry Solomon, and 
the distinguished gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. HYDE). 

War-torn El Salvador at the time was 
in the middle of a land reform program. 
Unfortunately; it was not working, and 
one element that was a part of the pro-
gram was called the ‘‘Land For the 

Tiller Program.’’ I came back con-
vinced that if I could take 40 farmers 
from my district in to the area during 
the middle of the winter for about 6 
weeks and they could turn around 
some of those efforts and make them 
successful, because there was for exam-
ple, very little knowledge of poultry or 
swine husbandry. 

To my surprise, the Farmer-to-Farm-
er program had been authorized some 
years earlier, but never funded. So with 
a long effort, working with Peter 
McPherson, the former administrator 
of USAID, I convinced them, finally, 
that they did not have to pay volun-
teers, and the program could be start-
ed. So with a relatively small amount 
of money, initially just one-tenth of 1 
percent of the CCC program, those vol-
unteers’ transportation was paid; they 
had a sponsoring organization in the 
foreign country that either made it 
successful or less than successful, de-
pending on the local effort. 

Mr. Chairman, I was recently over at 
USAID about a month ago, and they 
have just sent their 10,000th volunteer 
on the Farmer-to-Farmer program. 
These are active or retired farmers—
and I am also including the farm wife, 
because in many cases she is the person 
that goes overseas. These volunteers 
also are people who are at our land 
grant institutions as professors or re-
tired professors. They have worked now 
on every continent. 

Then, when the Soviet Union disinte-
grated, the Reagan administration sent 
a Cabinet team to Russia, to see if as-
sistance could be offered to Russia and 
the other CIS countries. They discov-
ered the Farmer-to-Farmer program, 
and it was accelerated dramatically. 

So we have had many Americans who 
have now gone on volunteer missions 
in four different continents. They have 
come through my office from time to 
time, and for them, in many cases, 
they told me it was the best experience 
of their lifetime. America is a wealthy 
country, but the area where we have 
our greatest riches probably is in tal-
ented people who are willing to volun-
teer their time. 

So I thank the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. HYDE) for his amendment and 
trace the reason for it back to our visit 
there. It was also the time when I first 
became interested in something called 
FINCA, which was a microenterprise 
experiment in the Andean countries. 
And I later brought them to the Hill so 
the other Members could be exposed to 
it. 

But many people, Mr. Gilman, Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey, and also Members 
of the Committee on Appropriations 
also know about the microenterprise 
program; and they have been very good 
to it. Mr. Chairman, the Farmer-to-
Farmer is a program that I think will 
be quite successful in the years to 
come because it relies on American 
volunteerism.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the current amendment before us. I 

commend the gentleman from Texas 
for trying to take all of the money 
from Common Computer Environment, 
but what he is doing is he is taking and 
stripping the amount of money, and we 
are talking about $120 some million, 
and distributing it into three accounts. 

Mr. Chairman, this precludes an 
amendment that I would have been 
able to have brought up today that 
deals with civil rights. Civil rights is 
important to a lot of us as we look at 
what is going on in our country. We 
have an opportunity to put in addi-
tional funding for the Hispanic-serving 
institutes, we have opportunities for 
monies to go for tribal expansion 
grants, and then we have an oppor-
tunity to provide money for socially 
disadvantaged farmers and ranchers. 
The Bonilla amendment would pre-
clude the ability for me or others to 
submit their amendments to a bill that 
is very much needed in terms of pro-
viding service. 

When we look at civil rights, we look 
at Martin Luther King, who fought for 
many individuals in terms of the civil 
rights movement and opportunities for 
people, minorities and disadvantaged, 
to file their complaints. We have nu-
merous complaints throughout the Na-
tion. 

Within the Hispanic community, we 
currently have 16 percent of the total 
population of the United States, in-
cluding Puerto Rico with 16 percent, 
which makes up about 42 million peo-
ple; yet we would be denying them an 
opportunity when it comes to civil 
rights, especially as we look at His-
panic-serving institutes right now 
where we have approximately 350 col-
leges and universities and continue to 
grow in the enrollment of colleges and 
universities of individuals who want to 
get into the universities. 

When we look at the National Con-
gress of American Indians supporting 
the legislation, there are 250 tribal gov-
ernments that are saying, look, we 
want an equal opportunity in terms of 
justice, equality, and civil rights. We 
have an opportunity to make sure that 
rural communities and others obtain 
the kind of funding necessary and that 
there is someone to serve them when 
there are complaints. There are more 
and more people filing civil rights com-
plaints. 

If we take this money totally out, we 
would not be able to provide the kind 
of services that are needed. And while 
I do appreciate the support of the 
chairman 2 years ago, when he did sup-
port legislation that did approve addi-
tional funding, as we look at the 
growth and expansion of the popu-
lation, we need additional funding. 
Currently, Hispanic-serving colleges 
and universities are underfunded by 
about 75 percent. We are continuing to 
grow. We need the funding there, Mr. 
Chairman. 

I hope the gentleman from Texas will 
reconsider and allow the additional 
amendments, at least some of these 
dollars, in a bipartisan way. Allowing 
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other individuals to submit their 
amendments would say we truly rep-
resent the American Dream. Allowing 
us to put in an amendment would put 
service back to our constituents, back 
to people who very much need it. 

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words 
in favor of the amendment. 

This is a very good amendment. I am 
surprised anybody would come to the 
floor and be against this amendment. 
This is an amendment that provides 
the money to take care of the farmers 
and ranchers and people that do the 
hard work. This is the amendment that 
people have been clamoring for for a 
long time, more money on the ground 
for the up-front office workers that do 
the work, that work with the farmers, 
that provide the service to people, that 
help them fill out their forms and do 
the work that needs to be done. 

We hear year in and year out from 
our farmers that we do not have 
enough staff, there are not enough peo-
ple there, there are long lines, the 
forms cannot get filled out, we do not 
have enough people to advise us. I can-
not think of any reason to be against 
this amendment. 

These are the service workers that 
help our farmers and ranchers to do the 
work required by us and required by 
the USDA to fill all the forms that 
need to be filled out, to make sure all 
the reports are done. We require a lot 
of paperwork, USDA requires a lot of 
paperwork; and our farmers and ranch-
ers deserve to have the kind of profes-
sional staff that this amendment pro-
vides for. 

So I say to those people who rep-
resent farmers and ranchers all around 
the country, if you want your farmers 
and ranchers to have the expert profes-
sional people to help them do the 
things, to do the work, to fill out the 
forms that need to be done, you ought 
to be supporting this amendment. 

Every year our farmers come to us 
and say, there just is not enough staff-
ing. We need more people. In some in-
stances, we have allowed for part-time 
people to come in. We have allowed for 
temporary people to come in. This, 
though, is the kind of opportunity that 
provides the money. 

I compliment the chairman, and I 
would surely hope that the ranking 
member would reconsider her position 
on this, given the fact that reallo-
cating of money to help the people that 
are out there doing the hard work of 
growing the fruits and vegetables, and 
doing the hard work providing the food 
and fiber for our country are going to 
have the professional staff. 

So I compliment the chairman for 
doing this, and I say to all Members 
who may be listening to this debate on 
this amendment, this is leadership on 
the part of the chairman of this sub-
committee to say to our farmers and 
ranchers, the money is going to be 
there for the professional staff to do all 
the things that need to be done that we 
require in Congress and USDA requires, 

and that we hear year in and year out 
from our farmers, particularly from 
the producers out in the area, certainly 
in Illinois and the 20 counties I rep-
resent, I hear from them every year 
that we do not have enough staff in our 
offices to do the things you are requir-
ing us to do. 

So great leadership on the part of the 
chairman here to reallocate the money 
that needs to be used so that we can 
hire the people and they can help our 
farmers and ranchers. I ask all Mem-
bers who hear from their farmers and 
ranchers each year to support this 
amendment. It is a good amendment, 
and I appreciate the leadership of the 
chairman.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the gentlewoman from Ohio striking 
the requisite number of words for a sec-
ond time? 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the right to object, and ask for a 
clarification as to the nature of why 
the gentlewoman needs this unanimous 
consent? 

The CHAIRMAN. A Member can only 
strike the last word once on a given 
paragraph. 

Does the gentleman continue to ob-
ject. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my reservation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from Ohio? 

There was no objection.
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Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I did 

want to respond to the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. LAHOOD), a respected 
member of our subcommittee, to say 
that one of our problems in this bill is 
that, because it is under what we spent 
last year, many accounts have been 
scraped. We have been trying to find 
dollars to do several things in the bill. 
The Common Computing Environment 
has a lot of money. This year we are 
proposing $120 million, an amount over 
last year. But there are other under-
funded programs in the bill extraor-
dinarily important to farmers. 

For example, in the important area 
of bioenergy, the administration wants 
to cut the development of renewable 
fuels. We have a new title in the farm 
bill to create a new market in this 
country for fuels. One of the amend-
ments that will be offered would take a 
few dollars out of this common com-
puting account and just let that ac-
count be level with this year’s expendi-
tures which is $23 million. It’s not a lot 
of money in terms of the full bill. But 
nonetheless to try to really help our 
farmers bring up a new industry, it 
amounts to real dollars. This is money 
not going to a government agency. It is 
going directly to farmers to bring up a 
new source of power in our Nation, new 
sources of power based in agriculture. 

One of the other amendments, and 
other Members will speak to this, has 

to do with the civil rights portions of 
this bill which are underfunded. This 
account has over $120 million in it. 

The third area in which we would 
hope to take a few dollars out of these 
accounts are the Farmers Market Pro-
motion Program, a program that was 
authorized in the new farm bill but has 
zero dollars now. Farmers out there all 
around this country are trying to sell 
their product directly to consumers. 
We have had so many requests from 
Members to assist with Farmers’ Mar-
ket Development. We have been unable 
to meet those requests. For the first 
time, with this amendment, we would 
provide funds in a newly authorized 
program in the farm bill. 

So, yes, we have to make choices; 
and we are trying to help all titles of 
the farm bill as best we can. These dol-
lars, by being diverted to agencies that 
already have billions of dollars, well, I 
really would question our ability to 
monitor those expenditures. And, yes, 
farmers are going into these farm serv-
ice agencies and they are not being 
served, but we have had these accounts 
plused up over $100 million for com-
puters for years and years and years. 

One of the points I would have, since 
we have this computing account in the 
Secretary’s office, we can have better 
oversight so we can see whether or not 
they are putting these computers in 
the farm service agencies. But the 
truth is we do not have enough money 
in any account to do everything that 
needs to be done. I respect what the 
gentleman is saying, but we have to 
try to do more with less in every single 
one of the accounts that we are sup-
posed to fund. 

I would urge my colleagues to think 
about this vote because it harms other 
programs in the bill that are extraor-
dinarily important and are serving our 
farmers directly. We still maintain 
hundreds, tens of thousands of dollars, 
millions of dollars in this account to 
help with the computing environment. 
I did want to respond to that. 

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. KAPTUR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Chairman, as the 
ranking member, the gentlewoman 
knows our farmers and ranchers and 
the producers come to us every year 
with the common complaint, we don’t 
have enough people in these local of-
fices to help us. We have to set prior-
ities. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I would reclaim my 
time and say to the gentleman that the 
overall bill does not have enough 
money. We have to try to put dollars in 
all the accounts as best we can. I agree 
with the gentleman there is not enough 
money in the overall allocation, but 
that does not mean we have to rob all 
accounts just to serve one purpose. We 
have to use these dollars broadly and 
do the best we can with an inadequate 
allocation.

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words. 
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Mr. Chairman, I join the ranking 

member on the committee in opposi-
tion to the amendment basically be-
cause the gentleman from California 
(Mr. BACA), the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. KILDEE) and myself would not 
be allowed if the amendment passes to 
introduce our amendment which basi-
cally would do three things: 

First of all, it would increase the 
civil rights enforcement moneys for 
the Office of the Secretary. The U.S. 
Department of Agriculture has clearly 
been called the last plantation. Be-
cause of that, Mr. Chairman, many of 
the discriminations for black farmers 
and other individuals coming out of 
USDA, we could address it with more 
money. 

In addition to this, the 2501 program 
would be increased so that socially dis-
advantaged farmers could take advan-
tage of USDA programs. If this amend-
ment is passed, we would not be able to 
offer the increase in the program. 

But, thirdly, Mr. Chairman, the trib-
al extension grants for Hispanic-serv-
ing institutions, we could not increase 
that money. I know that the chairman 
does not want to hurt those institu-
tions, but this is an opportunity, if this 
amendment is allowed to be offered and 
somehow we can reach some agree-
ment, that we could help those His-
panic-serving institutions, also. 

Reluctantly I rise in opposition to 
the amendment, because another 
amendment that we think would be as 
important to a tremendous number of 
people could not be offered. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Bonilla amendment and believe that 
the chairman of the committee is mov-
ing in the right direction. The Common 
Computing Environment program I 
think does render very valuable tech-
nical assistance, but I understand the 
pressures that we are under to try to 
get money out on the local level to the 
farmers. 

One of the things that has always dis-
turbed me as a Member of Congress is 
when we allocate money for anything, 
military, education, health care, what-
ever, it is astounding the amount of 
the dollars that stay in Washington, 
D.C. As I drive around this beautiful 
city, I do not see too many farmers. I 
see a lot of monuments and some lakes 
and some parks, but I do not see many 
corn fields or cow pastures or hog pens. 
Yet if we support the Bonilla amend-
ment, we are pushing the dollars out of 
town towards those agencies, the Farm 
Service Agency, the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service and the Rural De-
velopment Agency, towards the farmer, 
towards the local people. 

It is interesting, as somebody who 
represents rural southeast Georgia 
with 29 different counties in it, as I go 
around visiting my farmers and those 
in the agriculture community and the 
agriculture family, they speak highly 
of these agencies and the work that 

they do. The rural development folks, 
they do all kinds of housing opportuni-
ties in my area and some other much-
needed projects that we think are very 
important for economic development 
in the smaller towns. The Natural Re-
sources Conservation Service is very 
important for erosion control and best 
cultivation practices and good tech-
nical assistance to the farmers. Of 
course, the Farm Service Agency deliv-
ers the farm credit program to farmers 
all over the country. 

But what I like best about these 
folks is they are Federal Government, 
USDA employees, 100 percent on the 
USDA salary, but they answer 100 per-
cent to the farmers back home in 
Bacon County and in Appling County 
and in Coffee County, the folks who I 
am trying to serve and represent in 
Washington. That is the same people 
that these agencies are serving. 

As the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
LAHOOD) said earlier today, these are 
the people that our farmers ask for as-
sistance from; and they really do not 
ask for more money in the USDA bu-
reaucracy as much as getting it back 
home to rural Texas, rural Illinois, 
rural Iowa, rural Georgia and so forth. 

I stand in strong support of the 
Bonilla amendment and hope that our 
colleagues give it a majority.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Common Computing Environment sys-
tem. There are a lot of folks making a 
lot of great speeches today, and I agree 
with all of them. I agree with the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BACA). I 
agree with the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. THOMPSON) and the con-
cerns and the needs there. I agree with 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
LAHOOD) and his statement. I agreed 
with the chairman and what he is say-
ing. 

But what I am afraid of is that we are 
about to do something that is going to 
do more damage to all of our farmers 
and all of our needs and the efficiency 
of the delivery of these programs by 
once again using the Common Com-
puter Environmental systems as a cash 
cow. 

USDA began modernization and 
streamlining with the USDA Reauthor-
ization Act of 1994 signed by the Presi-
dent, October 13, 1994. Since then we 
have made some progress. USDA field 
agencies still rely, though, on outdated 
information technology. Basically, 
what we were saying in 1994 to USDA, 
start cooperating and working to-
gether. Have FSA, NRCS and Rural De-
velopment start looking at one-stop 
shopping, start looking at putting 
their computer systems together, start 
doing those things that would allow 
them to operate efficiently and save 
money for our appropriators and get 
the job done better. 

We have got a ways to go. But if we 
deny them the technology to do it, we 
will never get there. 

I want to give the Members a little 
story about how using modern informa-
tion technology can benefit not only 
producers in the delivery of programs 
and services but can save the taxpayers 
millions of dollars of waste in elimi-
nating waste, fraud and abuse in the 
delivery of Federal assistance. 

In 2000, the Committee on Agri-
culture included a provision in the crop 
insurance reform bill it was consid-
ering. The bill instructed the Secretary 
of Agriculture to develop and imple-
ment a coordinated plan for the Risk 
Management Agency and the Farm 
Service Agency to reconcile all rel-
evant information received by RMA 
and FSA from a producer who obtains 
crop insurance. The agencies were to 
reconcile such producer-derived infor-
mation on at least an annual basis to 
identify and address any discrepancies. 

We encouraged the Secretary to use 
an outside entity that had expertise in 
information technologies known as 
data mining and data warehousing and 
other available information tech-
nologies to administer the program. It 
took over a year to implement the pro-
visions, with USDA kicking and 
screaming all the way. In fact, only 
RMA ultimately entered into the 
agreement with Tarleton and Planning 
Systems Incorporated to apply data 
mining and data warehousing to its 
data in an attempt to detect fraudulent 
practices in the multiperil crop insur-
ance program. FSA refused to share its 
producer data. 

We talk about cutting waste, fraud 
and abuse from Federal programs all 
the time. In 4 short years and an ap-
proximately $20 million investment by 
this body, RMA estimates it has saved 
American taxpayers $250 million in 
claims not filed by detecting schemes 
to file bogus insurance claims losses. 
Technology can do the job if we allow 
it to do it. What more could we accom-
plish if we required all of USDA to use 
modern technology and by sharing in-
formation to ensure that the programs 
it administers and services it delivers 
is done in an effective and efficient 
manner? 

If we are serious about eliminating 
waste, fraud and abuse from govern-
ment programs, I suggest we fully fund 
USDA’s Common Computing Environ-
ment. 

I recognize and I saw all of the 
amendments that my colleagues were 
bringing today, each one of which is de-
signed to get into this particular, they 
believe, cash cow, for doing some very 
good and important things. But I think 
we become considerably shortsighted if 
we do not recognize that if we are truly 
to deliver the services to our producers 
that the conservation, with technical 
assistance, if we are truly to do those 
things that we all want to do, the best 
place to start is by making sure that 
the USDA Reorganization Act of 1994 is 
fully implemented by demanding 
USDA do it, but at the same time not 
shortchange them on the technology 
they will need in order to do it. That is 
my concern today. 
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I guess basically I am rising in oppo-

sition to all of the amendments until 
someone can show me that taking 
money from the computers is a better 
investment. I would much rather con-
tinue to recognize we have a budget 
problem, not an appropriations prob-
lem. I recognize what the chairman is 
attempting to do with this amendment, 
but I believe it is not in the best long-
term interest of USDA and the people 
we serve, the producers and consumers 
of America. 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. Numerous reports and 
commissions have documented the 
civil rights problems at USDA. For 
those who might not be aware of this 
history, let me give the Members a 
brief overview. 

In 1965, the U.S. Commission on Civil 
Rights found discrimination in USDA 
program delivery and in USDA treat-
ment of minority employees. 

In 1970, a USDA employees focus 
group report concluded the agency was 
insensitive to the issues regarding 
equal opportunity and civil rights. 

In 1982, the Civil Rights Commission 
found that USDA’s Farmers Home Ad-
ministration had failed to place ade-
quate emphasis on dealing with the cri-
sis facing black farmers and saw indi-
cations that the agency may be in-
volved in the very kind of racial dis-
crimination that it should be seeking 
to correct. 

In 1990, the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations of the United States 
House of Representatives found that 
Farmers Home Administration prac-
tices were one of the key causes of the 
drastic decline in black farmer owner-
ship. 

In 1997 and 1998, CRAT, a special 
team within the USDA, found systemic 
discrimination in employment and 
farm assistance programs.

b 1200 

In 1998 the Congress passed a measure 
which helped African American farm-
ers pursue legal claims against the 
USDA. In 1999 a Federal court entered 
a consent decree which allowed many 
black farmers to recover damages for 
the years of discrimination they faced 
at the hands of the USDA. 

Let me say to the Members, given 
this sad and sorry history, I must op-
pose this amendment on that note, to 
say that we need to have technical as-
sistance, but we need to look at what 
we are doing. And just to say we are 
going to do something that really is 
not going to accomplish anything is 
not the way to go. So on that note I 
must oppose the amendment. 

Mr. WU. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in reluctant op-
position to the chairman’s amendment 
and in support of the Common Com-
puting Environment and the associated 
systems. 

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
STENHOLM) cited many of the benefits 
of the Common Computing Environ-
ment not only to the Department of 
Agriculture but to the many farmers 
and ranchers that the Department of 
Agriculture seeks to serve. 

I want to bring to the attention of 
the House another very important 
function of the Common Computing 
Environment efforts, and that is a new 
technology or at least a new applica-
tion of a technology which has been 
with us for about 30 or 40 years, and 
that is satellite imaging in support of 
forest and farmland use. 

There is a very important effort 
under way to categorize farmland and 
to image farmland all across the 
United States. It serves many impor-
tant purposes. One of them is to help 
us figure out the categories of different 
farmland and the erosion of that farm-
land, and it helps farmers in the end by 
protecting their most basic asset, the 
land. It also helps our forests because 
it helps us assess forest health. It helps 
us assess the buildup of unwanted or 
unnecessary fuel stocks in our forests 
to avert forest fires, and it also helps 
assess infestations by insects and other 
pests so that we can better assess the 
health of our forest stock. 

So I just want to point out that, as 
these amendments come up, ranging 
from the chairman’s amendment, 
which makes a fairly substantial cut, 
to other amendments which make 
smaller cuts in the Common Com-
puting Environment budget, I, for one, 
will have to choose very carefully be-
tween those amendments which serve 
very crucial public purposes such as 
eliminating decades’ old discrimina-
tion by various Federal agencies and 
programs and other, perhaps less com-
pelling, causes to cut into the Common 
Computing Environment budget. 

And, again, I do want to point out 
that in addition to the many important 
purposes that the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) pointed out that 
we in Oregon, we who have a very thor-
ough land use planning system, we de-
pend on data in order to maintain our 
categories of farm and forest land, of 
urban reserve, of urban land and poten-
tial urban land, and there is nothing 
quite as important as having some of 
the satellite imagery which would also 
be unfortunately adversely affected by 
the chairman’s amendment. So I do 
rise in reluctant opposition to the 
chairman’s amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BONILLA). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 

amendments to this paragraph? 
If not, the Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows:
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
Chief Financial Officer, $5,811,000: Provided, 
That the Chief Financial Officer shall ac-
tively market and expand cross-servicing ac-
tivities of the National Finance Center: Pro-

vided further, That no funds made available 
by this appropriation may be obligated for 
FAIR Act or Circular A–76 activities until 
the Secretary has submitted to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of both Houses of 
Congress a report on the Department’s con-
tracting out policies, including agency budg-
ets for contracting out.

WORKING CAPITAL FUND 
For the acquisition of disaster recovery 

and continuity of operations technology of 
the National Finance Center’s data, 
$12,850,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
CIVIL RIGHTS 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Civil 
Rights, $803,000.

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 

Chairman, I make a point of order 
against the second provision under the 
heading ‘‘Office of the Chief Financial 
Officer,’’ beginning with the colon on 
page 3, line 25, throughout on page 4, 
line 6. This provision violates clause 
2(b) of House rule XXI. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Ms. KAPTUR. Parliamentary in-

quiry, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 

may inquire. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, did we 

not read past that provision? 
The CHAIRMAN. That is correct. 
Is there objection to returning to 

that point in the reading to entertain a 
point of order against the cited provi-
sion? 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, we 
raise objection to that. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 

Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

This is the second time this has hap-
pened. Right off the floor I was assured 
that this would come up after a vote on 
the gentlewoman from Ohio’s (Ms. KAP-
TUR) amendment. I stood here seeking 
recognition as I came on to the floor as 
the Clerk was reading other sections. I 
was not recognized. This is the second 
time I have been let down by the Com-
mittee on Appropriations when they 
knew I had a point of order and tried to 
give me time periods. 

In fact, I, in talking to the staff this 
morning, said maybe I should just stay 
on the floor. No. The last time this oc-
curred, the minority was generous 
enough to allow us to go back and raise 
that provision. I would ask for the 
same courtesy here, or I will stand up 
today and object to every single unani-
mous consent. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman should be assured that there 
was absolutely no intent on the major-
ity’s part to interfere with the gentle-
man’s issue that we expected him to 
raise today. So I just hope the gen-
tleman understands that clearly, and 
the majority is not objecting to our re-
turning to this portion of the bill. The 
objection was raised by the minority. 
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Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 

Chairman, reclaiming my time, I just 
want to say that I was off the floor. I 
walked on the floor, was seeking rec-
ognition. The Clerk continued to read 
as I got up here. I continued to request 
recognition. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that we be able to return to this 
section. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

Mr. WU. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the 
right to object.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Ms. KAPTUR. Parliamentary in-

quiry, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 

from Oregon yield for the parliamen-
tary inquiry? 

Mr. WU. Yes, I do, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 

from Ohio may inquire. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, could 

the Chair please explain what is occur-
ring here? We raised objection to the 
gentleman, who was not on the floor 
when we read through his section, and 
we raised objection to that. Why is the 
gentleman being allowed to proceed? 

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, the gentlewoman is incor-
rect. It was my time. I was on the 
floor. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. WU) controls the 
time. 

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, I just asked in comity if she 
would allow me to make the point of 
order that we are entitled to do under 
the rules. 

Mr. WU. Mr. Chairman, I am yielding 
to the gentlewoman from Ohio. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, we 
raised objection to the gentleman’s de-
sire to continue with this. He is raising 
it out of order. 

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. It is in 
order at any point to raise it, and I will 
continue to raise it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Virginia has again asked for 
unanimous consent to take his point of 
order out of order. 

Ms. KAPTUR. We object to that, Mr. 
Chairman. He missed his opportunity. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
I am going to yield to the gentleman 

from Virginia, but I would like to know 
why the gentlewoman from Ohio would 
object. Let him make his point; then if 
they have the votes, knock it out. He 
was on the floor. The gentleman was on 
the floor. He could not get to the 
microphone because he thought there 
was going to be a vote on the gen-
tleman from Texas’s (Mr. BONILLA) 
amendment. That is the point here. If 
she does not like what he is going to 
say, stand up, but give him the right to 
say it, not to object to it. That is a 
lousy way to treat a Member. 

If somebody were doing that to you, 
you would have motions to adjourn and 

motions to do this and that. The gen-
tleman was on the floor. He wants to 
make a point of order. Let him make 
his point. What is the problem with 
doing that? 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAHOOD. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Ohio. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, because 
he is proceeding out of order. We have 
dozens of amendments, as the gen-
tleman well knows. 

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Chairman, he was 
on the floor. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman would continue to yield, he 
missed his opportunity as the bill was 
being read. 

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I am going to say this: I 
think the gentleman does have a right. 
He was on the floor. He could not get to 
the microphone because he thought a 
vote would be called for on the gen-
tleman from Texas’s (Mr. BONILLA) 
amendment. 

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAHOOD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia to make his 
point. 

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, I think it is interesting, as 
we heard from the other side last week 
about tactics on this side that were 
overbearing and the like, to see that 
given the opportunity in this case to 
reciprocate and show some openness 
that they have declined to do so. Noth-
ing is surprising. But all I can say is 
that I will object to their unanimous 
consent request and sit here. 

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I wonder if the gentle-
woman from Ohio would reconsider her 
objection. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAHOOD. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Ohio. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, not at 
this time. 

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Chairman, I could 
not understand the gentlewoman’s re-
sponse. I wonder if the gentlewoman 
would consider giving the opportunity 
to the gentleman from Virginia to 
speak on the part of the bill that he 
wants to speak on. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAHOOD. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Ohio. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. LAHOOD) 
knows the rules of the House very well. 
The gentleman missed his opportunity 
as the bill was being read. 

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAHOOD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia.

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, let me ask the distinguished 
chairman, will he, in light of what has 
transpired here, and I know that he 
was not up to this previously, work 

with me to amend this provision and 
make it appropriate in the conference 
or to ‘‘X’’ it out altogether? 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAHOOD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I 
would be happy to work with the gen-
tleman on the issue that he is trying to 
raise here today. 

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, as the gentleman knows, we 
are willing to work with some report-
ing requirements that our committee 
be included as part of the reporting as 
well as the appropriations because we 
have jurisdiction. But we will work to 
get it out altogether now because of 
their inability to compromise.

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. BACA 
Mr. BACA. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Chairman. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:
Amendment No. 9 offered by Mr. BACA:

In title I, under the heading ‘‘COMMON 
COMPUTING ENVIRONMENT’’, insert after the 
dollar amount the following: ‘‘(reduced by 
$3,500,000)’’. 

In title I, under the heading ‘‘OFFICE OF 
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR CIVIL 
RIGHTS’’, insert after the dollar amount the 
following: ‘‘(increased by $250,000)’’. 

In title I, under the headings ‘‘COOPERA-
TIVE STATE RESEARCH, EDUCATION, AND EX-
TENSION SERVICE—T4research and education 
activities’’, insert after the first dollar 
amount, and after the dollar amount relat-
ing to Hispanic-serving Institutions, the fol-
lowing: ‘‘(increased by $1,500,000)’’. 

In title I, under the headings ‘‘COOPERA-
TIVE STATE RESEARCH, EDUCATION, AND EX-
TENSION SERVICE—EXTENSION ACTIVITIES’’, in-
sert after the first dollar amount, and after 
the dollar amount relating to Indian reserva-
tion agents, the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$1,000,000)’’. 

In title I, under the headings ‘‘COOPERA-
TIVE STATE RESEARCH, EDUCATION, AND EX-
TENSION SERVICE—OUTREACH FOR SOCIALLY 
DISADVANTAGED FARMERS’’, insert after the 
dollar amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$750,000)’’.

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order on this amend-
ment. 

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, I reserve a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. A point of order is 
reserved. 

Mr. BACA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
favor of this amendment by the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. THOMP-
SON), the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. KILDEE), and myself to increase 
the funding for minority programs in 
the USDA. 

What we are asking for, basically, is 
$3.5 million in increase. The purpose 
for the funding would be $250,000 for the 
Office of Assistant Secretary of Civil 
Rights, $1 million for tribal expansion 
grants, $750,000 for grants of socially 
disadvantaged farmers and ranchers, 
and $1.5 million for Hispanic-serving 
institutes. 

The amount is important because it 
provides funding to help civil rights, 
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and I state again, civil rights pro-
grams, and other significant funding to 
help minorities in the field of agri-
culture. The U.S. Department of Agri-
culture has institutional problems that 
must be resolved, and this is the way 
to resolve the problems that we have. 
The problems within the USDA are so 
severe, the civil rights complaints have 
cost the Federal Government nearly $1 
million in settlements and awards. 
Supporting the civil rights process and 
properly funding minority initiatives 
are necessary to permanently end a 
history of discrimination. I state a his-
tory of discrimination. We must re-
build the trust in minority commu-
nities, and the USDA can do that. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. RODRIGUEZ).

b 1215 

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Chairman, let 
me take this opportunity, first of all, 
to congratulate the gentleman from 
California (Mr. BACA), the gentleman 
from Mississippi (Mr. THOMPSON) and 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. KIL-
DEE) on this particular amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank 
my colleagues for this effort, because 
there is no doubt that, despite the 
amendment before us by the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. BONILLA), we still need 
to make sure that those resources go 
to those communities, minority com-
munities, throughout this country, to 
make sure that discrimination does not 
exist. 

Although we have made great strides 
to end discrimination in this country, 
it still persists in our produce organi-
zations and the United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture. The USDA has a 
history of discrimination in these pro-
grams, and the USDA has not provided 
enough funding for minority initiatives 
that would level the playing field for 
minority products. 

So even if we do what we have been 
assigned based on the amendment that 
was passed offered by the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. BONILLA), we have got 
to make sure that those resources 
reach those populations that are in 
need; that despite the fact when we did 
have that staff there and now we are 
trying to increase the staff, that still 
did not take place. 

Civil rights complaints from minor-
ity farmers have cost the USDA nearly 
$1 billion in the form of settlements 
and awards and have the potential to 
increase many times that amount. The 
Baca-Thomas-Kildee amendment is a 
modest and needed step in reducing 
these costs and eliminating discrimina-
tion against minorities. 

With all the progress that our coun-
try has made, it is my hope that the 
Congress continues to move in the 
right direction and support funding for 
programs and farmers and ranchers 
throughout this country, including 
black farmers and Hispanic farmers. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support this amendment in order to 
do the right thing in this country. 

Mr. BACA. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming 
my time, this is just a modest step in 
the right direction to deal with civil 
rights. As we look at the support that 
we have right now, we have support 
from the national Congress of Amer-
ican Indians that represents 250 tribal 
governments; we have the support of 
the National Hispanic Legislation 
Agenda; we have the support of the 
Hispanic Association of Colleges and 
Universities and Rural Coalitions that 
represent somewhere around 350 col-
leges and universities. 

This is an important step in making 
sure that we deal with civil rights and 
provide the funding for many individ-
uals that have been discriminated 
against in the past. Our population 
continues to grow. As I stated earlier, 
we have 16 percent of the total popu-
lation being Hispanic right now, rep-
resenting 42 million right now in the 
United States, including Puerto Rico. 
We need to make sure that adequate 
funding is there to provide civil rights 
and protection for individuals and mi-
norities or others who have filed a 
complaint, to make sure farmers and 
others have an opportunity to progress 
and harvest their farms in a timely 
manner. Without the civil rights com-
plaint, it becomes very difficult for in-
dividuals to be heard and their voices. 
We need to make sure those voices are 
heard on an equal plane. 

This funding will provide an oppor-
tunity for many individuals to dem-
onstrate their concerns when they have 
a complaint, and we need to make sure 
that adequate funds are there through 
civil rights, through the Department of 
Agriculture, through the USDA, to 
make sure that the complaints are 
heard. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope my colleague 
from Texas will support this legisla-
tion, because I know he believes in 
civil rights, and civil rights is impor-
tant for all of us to look at funding. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk des-
ignated Amendment No. 9. The gen-
tleman actually offered an unnumbered 
amendment, which the Clerk will now 
report. 

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. BACA:
In title I, under the heading ‘‘OFFICE OF 

THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR CIVIL 
RIGHTS’’, insert after the dollar amount the 
following: ‘‘(increased by $250,000)’’.

In title I, under the headings ‘‘COOPERA-
TIVE STATE RESEARCH, EDUCATION, AND EX-
TENSION SERVICE—RESEARCH AND EDUCATION 
ACTIVITIES’’, insert after the first dollar 
amount, and after the dollar amount relat-
ing to Hispanic-serving Institutions, the fol-
lowing: ‘‘(increased by $1,500,000)’’.

In title I, under the headings ‘‘COOPERA-
TIVE STATE RESEARCH, EDUCATION, AND EX-
TENSION SERVICE—EXTENSION ACTIVITIES’’, in-
sert after the first dollar amount, and after 
the dollar amount relating to Indian reserva-
tion agents, the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$1,000,000)’’.

In title I, under the headings ‘‘COOPERA-
TIVE STATE RESEARCH, EDUCATION, AND EX-
TENSION SERVICE—OUTREACH FOR SOCIALLY 
DISADVANTAGED FARMERS’’, insert after the 
dollar amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$750,000)’’.

In title III, under the heading ‘‘RURAL 
DEVELOPMENT—SALARIES AND EXPENSES’’, 
insert after the dollar amount the following: 
‘‘(reduced by $3,500,000)’’.

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, speak-
ing on my point of order, the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from 
California proposes to amend portions 
of the bill not yet read. The amend-
ment may not be considered en bloc 
under clause 2(f) of rule XXI because 
the amendment proposes to increase 
the level of outlays in the bill. 

I ask for a ruling from the Chair. 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 

from California (Mr. BACA) wish to be 
heard on the point of order? 

Mr. BACA. Mr. Chairman, I believe 
that we did offer the motion when it 
was asked for during the proper period 
of time, so we are in compliance with 
the rules of the House. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule. 

To be considered en bloc pursuant to 
clause 2(f) of rule XXI, an amendment 
must not propose to increase levels of 
budget authority or outlays in the bill. 
Because the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from California proposes a 
net increase in the level of outlays in 
the bill, as argued by the chairman of 
the subcommittee on appropriations, it 
may not avail itself of clause 2(f) to ad-
dress portions of the bill not yet read. 

Consequently, the amendment is not 
in order.

If there are no further amendments, 
the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows:
OFFICE OF CIVIL RIGHTS 

For necessary expenses of the Office of 
Civil Rights, $19,452,000. 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
ADMINISTRATION 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Admin-
istration, $669,000.

AGRICULTURE BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES AND 
RENTAL PAYMENTS 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For payment of space rental and related 
costs pursuant to Public Law 92–313, includ-
ing authorities pursuant to the 1984 delega-
tion of authority from the Administrator of 
General Services to the Department of Agri-
culture under 40 U.S.C. 486, for programs and 
activities of the Department which are in-
cluded in this Act, and for alterations and 
other actions needed for the Department and 
its agencies to consolidate unneeded space 
into configurations suitable for release to 
the Administrator of General Services, and 
for the operation, maintenance, improve-
ment, and repair of Agriculture buildings 
and facilities, and for related costs, 
$165,883,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That not to exceed 5 per-
cent of amounts which are made available 
for space rental and related costs for the De-
partment of Agriculture in this Act may be 
transferred between such appropriations to 
cover the costs of new or replacement space 
15 days after notice thereof is transmitted to 
the Appropriations Committees of both 
Houses of Congress.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. KAPTUR 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 02:13 Jul 14, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00022 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K13JY7.065 H13PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H5561July 13, 2004
Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I re-

serve a point of order. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman re-

serves a point of order. 
The Clerk will report the amend-

ment.
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Ms. KAPTUR:
In title I, under the heading ‘‘AGRICULTURE 

BUILDING AND FACILITIES AND RENTAL PAY-
MENTS—(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)’’, 
insert after the dollar amount the following: 
‘‘(reduced by $8,000,000)’’. 

In title III, under the heading ‘‘RENEWABLE 
ENERGY PROGRAM’’, insert after the dollar 
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$8,000,000)’’.

Ms. KAPTUR (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Texas (Mr. BONILLA) has reserved 
a point of order. The gentleman may 
now state his point of order.

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I raise 

a point of order. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 

state his point of order. 
Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, the 

amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Oregon proposes to amend 
portions of the bill not yet read. The 
amendment may not be considered en 
bloc under clause 2(f) of rule XXI be-
cause the amendment proposes to in-
crease the level of outlays in the bill. 

I ask for a ruling from the Chair. 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 

from Texas address the amendment of-
fered by the gentlewoman from Ohio in 
his point of order? 

Mr. BONILLA. It is the amendment 
offered by the gentlewoman from Ohio. 
I correct myself. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
woman wish to be heard on the point of 
order? 

Ms. KAPTUR. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, I do not quite under-

stand the point of order. Our amend-
ment essentially is to bring to a level 
of $23 million the accounts dealing 
with biofuels, renewable energy in the 
bill, which equals this year’s level of 
$23 million. We offset that with funds 
from the Agriculture buildings and fa-
cilities and rental payments account. 
My amendment does not touch any 
part of what the gentleman just read. 

So, I am from Ohio, and I am offering 
this amendment. This is not an amend-
ment from Oregon. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Texas wish to be heard further? 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is recognized 
for 5 minutes.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, the pur-
pose of this amendment is to move 
America into the future. In the new 
farm bill, title IX provides for the first 

time in American history an energy 
title. In the past fiscal year, we pro-
vided $23 million in that account to 
help move America forward, rooted 
deeply in the rural countryside. The 
bill before us today actually cuts that 
account. This amendment merely re-
stores $8 million to bring it up to equal 
what we are spending in this current 
fiscal year of $23 million in the renew-
able fuels account, title IX of the bill. 

Members have to decide, are they for 
the future, or do they want to continue 
to live in the past? 

The funds that we use to make this 
account equal to what it is this year 
come from the Agriculture buildings 
and facilities and rental payments ac-
count. There is an $8 million offset 
within the bill. 

I think it is important for members 
on every committee, regardless of 
where we serve in this House, to help 
move America forward to energy inde-
pendence. How we convert this country 
is each of our responsibilities. The 
United States currently imports two-
thirds of the petroleum we consume. 
By 2025 it is estimated that we will 
consume 75 percent of imported fuels in 
this country. We are at the dawn of a 
new fuels age. 

This chart that I am showing you 
here indicates that the largest share of 
the fuels we import are from the Mid-
dle East. It is no surprise to anybody 
here where we are at war right now. 
This is not going to change unless each 
of us changes. In the most recent farm 
bill that was passed, we made an effort 
to do that. 

To cut the renewable fuels accounts 
at the beginning of this 21st century 
makes absolutely no sense at all. All 
our amendment does is say we made a 
good start last year. It was a small 
start, because only about 1 percent of 
the fuels we consume in this country 
are renewable fuels, like ethanol and 
biodiesel. Our amendment says we have 
made one small step forward for hu-
mankind; let us take another small 
step with this bill. 

According to GAO, the United States 
has spent over $130 billion over the last 
three decades in government subsidies 
to the oil industry. What we are talk-
ing about here is a very small amount 
of money in this bill, $23 million with 
this amendment, that would help the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture help 
America pull forward and to try to re-
solve our chief strategic vulnerability, 
which is our absolutely total depend-
ence on imported petroleum. 

Recent studies cited by the Renew-
able Fuels Association found, for exam-
ple, that increasing ethanol production 
to just 5 billion gallons annually would 
create 214,000 jobs, $5.3 billion in new 
private sector investment in renewable 
fuel production facilities and increase 
household income by $51.7 billion, be-
cause we would not be draining off the 
dollars we spend on fuels to go to pro-
ducers in other countries. 

While the energy bill would establish 
a renewable fuel standard that would 

lead us to a doubling of ethanol usage, 
we still need to support the develop-
ment of infrastructure and ethanol and 
biodiesel plant construction and dis-
tribution systems. We are at the dawn 
of a new fuels age. It is just a little 
keyhole as we look toward the future. 
Yet this is one of the most important 
steps we can take in trying to help 
America when she needs us most. 

So every single Member here has to 
ask themselves as they consider our 
small amendment, just to put $23 mil-
lion in this account to keep it equal 
with last year, are we going to live in 
the past, or are we going to move for-
ward? Are we going to ask agricultural 
America to pull forward with the Na-
tion? Or are we going to continue to 
live with our heads and our pockets lit-
erally in the sands of the Middle East 
and every other undemocratic place in 
the world? 

American farmers want to move for-
ward. Is this Congress going to help 
them, or are we going to continue to 
live in the troubled past? 

I ask for support on this amendment. 
Essentially again what it does, it takes 
$8 million from the buildings accounts, 
moves it into title IX, to keep it at $23 
million, which is what we are spending 
in this current fiscal year.

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment. I think it 
is a good offset.
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It is absolutely critical that we fund 
renewable energy as much as possible. 
I am very pleased that we will be able 
to do this, increase that account. Eth-
anol is so important as far as our de-
pendency on foreign oil. We have tre-
mendous opportunities in the Midwest, 
in Iowa, throughout the country to 
lessen our dependency on foreign oil 
with such things as soy diesel, biomass, 
wind, energy, all of those things that 
are renewable sources of energy and 
are going to be so important for our fu-
ture for energy independence in this 
country. 

It is an economic issue. Through 
rural America, we have an opportunity 
in rural America to do what we do best, 
and that is take solar energy through 
photosynthesis, be able to convert that 
into corn, soybeans, whatever kind of 
crops, and then convert that into re-
newable sources of energy. 

We need the dollars for research, it is 
absolutely critical, and I rise in strong 
support of this amendment. 

Ms. HERSETH. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

I am pleased to support this amend-
ment with the gentlewoman from Ohio 
(Ms. KAPTUR), as well as my colleague 
from Iowa and others of this body, 
which will restore $8 million in funding 
to the Department of Agriculture’s Re-
newable Energy and Energy Efficiency 
program. The Renewable Energy and 
Energy Efficiency program was created 
under the 2002 farm bill and has had 
great success. 
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The program provides that grant 

funds can be used to pay up to 25 per-
cent of the costs for eligible renewable 
energy projects. These projects include 
those that derive energy from wind, 
solar, biomass, or geothermal thermal 
sources, or hydrogen derived from 
these sources. Awards are made on a 
competitive basis for the purchase of 
renewable energy systems and to make 
energy improvements. 

Last year, USDA ordered a total of 
113 grants to program applicants in 24 
States. These grants totaled $21.2 mil-
lion nationwide, including more than 
$62,000 for renewable energy projects in 
the State of South Dakota. These 
grants supported a broad array of re-
newable energy projects, including eth-
anol plants, wind power projects, solar 
projects, anaerobic digesters, direct 
combustion programs, and fuel pellet 
systems. 

Our amendment would bring funding 
to the full $23 million level authorized 
under the 2002 farm bill, the same level 
as enacted in fiscal year 2004. This pro-
gram is a win-win for farmers, ranch-
ers, and consumers; and I feel it is im-
portant not to cut its funding levels. 

This amendment is supported by a 
broad array of agricultural commodity 
and energy groups from across my 
State, and I urge my colleagues to in-
crease funding for this important pro-
gram. 

Mr. WU. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to recog-
nize the strong leadership of the rank-
ing member, the gentlewoman from 
Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR), and the new and 
strong leadership of our newest mem-
ber, the gentlewoman from South Da-
kota (Ms. HERSETH), in bringing this 
important amendment before the U.S. 
House of Representatives. 

This amendment would not only as-
sist us in achieving energy independ-
ence sooner than we otherwise would, 
but let us look at some of the specifics 
in this amendment which I think are 
very, very important, not just to the 
United States of America as a whole, 
but also to our particular region of the 
country, the Pacific Northwest, which 
is particularly reliant on renewable 
sources of energy such as hydropower, 
wind power, and other renewable en-
ergy sources which have less impact on 
the environment than does our current 
reliance on oil and coal. 

Last year, in the past, this is what 
this effort has achieved: it assisted 35 
wind power projects. It supported $7 
million to support 30 anaerobic digest-
ers; $1 million to support six solar 
projects; almost $4 million to support 
16 ethanol plants and anaerobic di-
gester plants; and also supported direct 
combustion and fuel pellet systems. 
These are important projects locally, 
nationally, and affect the geopolitics of 
the world. 

The section 9006 program leverages a 
tremendous amount of private sector 
investment, since the program provides 
a maximum of 25 percent funding. This 

3-to-1 leverage ratio is a good buy for 
the American taxpayer. This fosters 
rural economic development and gen-
erates clean and efficient energy. 

The amendment is supported by the 
Alternative Fuels Renewable Energies 
Council, the American Bioenergy Asso-
ciation, the American Corn Growers 
Association, the American Council for 
an Energy Efficient Economy, the 
American Wind Energy Association, 
the Chesapeake Climate Action Net-
work, the Energy Law and Policy Cen-
ter, the Geothermal Energy Associa-
tion, the National Association of State 
Energy Officials, the National Farmers 
Union, the Renewable Energy Action 
Project, the Solar Energy Industries 
Association, and the Soybean Pro-
ducers of America, all strong sup-
porters of this important amendment. 
The Spokane County, and that, Mr. 
Chairman, is in my corner of the coun-
try, the Spokane County Conservation 
District, the Union of Concerned Sci-
entists, and the Western Organization 
of Resource Councils, all of these orga-
nizations support this amendment of-
fered by the gentlewoman from South 
Dakota (Ms. HERSETH) and the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR), the 
ranking member, because it makes 
sense. It leads to clean energy; it leads 
to energy independence. This is what 
the best of agricultural policy should 
do for America and the world. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR), the 
ranking member, if she has any further 
comments.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. WU) so very much for his excel-
lent, excellent summary of what this 
program has done. I want to thank him 
also for mentioning all of the organiza-
tions that support our efforts here. 

I want people to have this one photo 
in their mind. If we look at total 
Trichart showing petroleum consump-
tion in the United States, the growing 
share of imports that are a part of that 
is apparent. This is just a staggering 
set of statistics to keep in mind as we 
witness our nation become more and 
more and more dependent on imported 
petroleum. Here, this chart presents 
the one picture to keep in our minds. 

The other one is this: we are at the 
dawn of the new fuels age. Less than 1 
percent, less than 1 percent of what we 
currently produce in this country do 
we make ourselves from agriculturally 
based fuels. The potential literally is 
unlimited. This bill takes us another 
small step to open this window to begin 
to fuel ourselves and put those dollars 
in our pockets. 

So I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing to me. I ask the membership for 
their support on this Kaptur-Herseth 
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. HOOLEY OF 
OREGON 

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Ms. HOOLEY of Or-

egon:
Page 5, line 15, insert after the dollar 

amount ‘‘(decreased by $10,000,000)’’. 
Page 18, line 9, insert after the first dollar 

amount ‘‘(increased by $5,000,000)’’.

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that debate on this 
amendment and any amendments 
thereto be limited to 10 minutes to be 
equally divided and controlled by the 
proponent and myself, the opponent. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, I object. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Chair-

man, my amendment would increase 
funding for the Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service by $5 million 
for the purpose of combating sudden 
oak death. 

Sudden oak death is a relatively new 
disease, first discovered in California 
in 1995. Since that time it has spread to 
nurseries throughout the west coast 
and actually has also been discovered 
in New York. Caused by a fungus-like 
organism that invades susceptible trees 
through the bark, killing portions of 
the tree, sudden oak death is dangerous 
to both the nursery and Christmas tree 
industries, and to our wild forests. 

I want to commend the committee 
for including some additional funding 
in this bill for research of sudden oak 
death. Because of the newness and lack 
of knowledge we have about this dis-
ease, additional research is essential, 
and I am strongly supportive of these 
efforts. 

In addition to research, however, we 
must include additional funding to in-
vestigate and eradicate sudden oak 
death, and the bill we have in front of 
us today falls short of that necessary 
funding. Last year, APHIS allocated 
$15 million toward efforts to fight sud-
den oak death and is launching a na-
tional investigation to determine 
where sudden oak death is located and 
how it is spreading. Additional funding 
is necessary to complete the job. 

In Oregon, the nursery industry is 
the number one sector of agriculture, 
totaling over $700 million produced an-
nually. The Oregon Department of Ag-
riculture has acted aggressively in an 
attempt to identify and eradicate this 
disease. 

Sudden oak death, however, is a na-
tional problem, not one unique just to 
Oregon and, as a result, demands a na-
tional solution. 

The nursery industry nationally is a 
$14 billion industry. Failure to stop the 
spread of this disease could have dev-
astating effects on the American econ-
omy. Canada currently has a quar-
antine on California nurseries and is 
considering placing one on Oregon and 
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Washington. In addition, Korea and 
Mexico are considering a quarantine 
that would affect the export of Christ-
mas trees. Even within the United 
States, States are beginning to place 
quarantines on other States because of 
sudden oak death. 

Sudden oak death has real economic 
consequences, and we must take addi-
tional steps to fight it. This amend-
ment is merely a step in the longer 
battle against this disease. This 
amendment is fully offset, reducing 
funding from the USDA Buildings and 
Facilities Account. Even with this re-
duction, they will receive at least as 
much money as they did last year. This 
amendment will help stop sudden oak 
death and will save American agri-
culture millions of dollars. I urge my 
colleagues to support the Hooley-Wu 
amendment. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that debate on this 
amendment and any amendments 
thereto be limited to 10 minutes, to be 
equally divided and controlled by the 
proponent and myself, the opponent. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object, has this been 
cleared with our leadership here, Mr. 
Chairman? 

Mr. BONILLA. I would suggest to the 
gentleman that he consult with the 
ranking member.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Ms. KAPTUR. Parliamentary in-

quiry, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 

will state it. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, we did 

not hear the gentleman’s request. 
Mr. BONILLA. The unanimous con-

sent request was that debate on this 
amendment and any amendments 
thereto be limited to 10 minutes, to be 
equally divided and controlled by the 
proponent and myself, the opponent. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, is that 
just on this amendment? 

Mr. BONILLA. And any amendments 
thereto. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Just amendments to 
this amendment? 

Mr. BONILLA. And any second de-
gree amendments. 

Ms. KAPTUR. We would agree to 
that. 

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my reservation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. WU. Mr. Chairman, reserving the 
right to object, are we agreeing to time 
limitations on all subsequent amend-
ments? Are we agreeing to a 10-minute 
limit on this amendment only? 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WU. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. BONILLA. The unanimous con-
sent request simply applies to this 
amendment. 

Mr. WU. Mr. Chairman, is there any 
intention of the chairman or of anyone 
that the chairman knows of to offer a 
secondary amendment? 

Mr. BONILLA. No. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s 

unanimous consent request is that 
time be limited to 10 minutes equally 
divided by each side on this amend-
ment and any amendment to this 
amendment. 

Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Texas? 

Mr. WU. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, 
reserving the right to object, I would 
like to understand, there are a number 
of us who would like to speak to this. 
I would like to know on the time allo-
cation, if we were to approve the gen-
tleman’s request, when the time alloca-
tion would begin and how much time 
would be available to speak to the 
amendment.

b 1245 

The CHAIRMAN. The unanimous 
consent would go from this minute for-
ward. It is a unanimous consent re-
quest that there be 10 minutes from 
this point forward on this amendment 
and any amendment thereto. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Further reserv-
ing the right to object, I yield to the 
gentlewoman from Ohio. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, would 
it be acceptable if we were to move to 
15 minutes equally divided? 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. We have three 
people who have been waiting here, pa-
tiently watching. I know some people 
are cranky, and I am going to object 
unless there is at least 10 minutes that 
is allocated for the three of us. We are 
willing to work with you to cut it 
down, but that is my objection. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I 
would be happy to revise the unani-
mous consent request to say 15 minutes 
from this point on. 

The CHAIRMAN. The unanimous 
consent request is that this amend-
ment be limited to 15 minutes equally 
divided. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
withdraws his objection. Is there fur-
ther objection? 

Mr. WU. Mr. Chairman, reserving the 
right to object. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, we just 
want to get clarification. We have sev-
eral speakers on this side, and if we 
were to be allotted 15 minutes on this 
side, not divided with the other side, 
that would allow for all of our people 
to speak. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Oregon controls the time under 
his reservation. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my unanimous consent request. 

The CHAIRMAN. The unanimous 
consent request is withdrawn.

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, before 
I state my objection to the amend-
ment, I would advise Members that if 
amendments are being brought by the 
minority Members, that they consult 
with the ranking member and with the 
leadership, and once agreements are 
made about unanimous consents in the 
future, so that there does not have to 
be confusion on the floor in response to 
the unanimous consent. So the request 
would simply be made in good faith for 
a little more team work and organiza-
tion so that we do not have delays like 
we just experienced that wind up de-
feating what we are trying to do. 

But back to the subject at hand. I am 
rising in opposition to this amendment 
that is currently under consideration. 
We are aware of the sudden oak death 
causing severe problems, and I share 
the concern of the authors of this 
amendment. 

In May, USDA transferred $15.5 mil-
lion in emergency funds to the Animal 
and Plant Health Inspection Service to 
help halt the spread of sudden oak 
death to noninfested areas of the 
United States. The APHIS contingency 
fund, which is an appropriated account, 
provided an additional $2.5 million for 
sudden oak death this year. The bill be-
fore us contains almost $2 million for 
sudden oak death eradication in fiscal 
year 2005, the same amount as provided 
in fiscal year 2004. 

The emergency authorities that al-
lowed for the additional funding of $18 
million in 2004 are also in effect for 
2005. Some of that $18 million will be 
carried over into 2005. So I really think 
that we are prepared, if the problem is 
extensive, for anything that may occur 
in the future, and we can certainly ad-
just and work with the authorizers and 
with authors of this amendment to ad-
just that if necessary. 

And, again, I am opposed to the 
amendment and want to state that 
clearly.

Mr. WU. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

There is an emerging threat to the 
nursery stock and Christmas tree in-
dustries, and I want to recognize my 
colleague, the gentlewoman from Or-
egon (Ms. HOOLEY), and the gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER), and I 
am pleased of the work with the gen-
tlewoman from Oregon (Ms. HOOLEY) in 
offering this amendment. 

Phytophthora ramorum is the causal 
agent of sudden oak death. This patho-
gen causes disease on a wide, wide 
range of plant species, including many 
crops important to the nursery indus-
try such as rhododendron and camellia 
and potentially affects Oregon’s Christ-
mas tree industry also. 

Together, nursery crops and Christ-
mas trees are crucial not only to jobs 
in Oregon but they also constitute over 
$1 billion in Oregon exports. Oregon, by 
the way, is the Nation’s largest grower 
of Christmas trees. 

Sudden oak death has already re-
sulted in one county-wide quarantine 
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on nursery products in a county which 
I represent, Columbia County, Oregon. 
This disease is threatening Oregon’s 
nursery industry and its Christmas 
tree growers. 

To respond to this threat, Oregon has 
begun an aggressive joint State and 
Federal inspection program that will 
gather and test plants from almost 
1,400 nurseries and Christmas tree 
growers. Each nursery will submit a 
minimum of 40 plant tissue samples for 
laboratory analysis. 

The ability of the Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service, known as 
APHIS, to process these samples in a 
timely manner is absolutely essential 
to the Oregon agricultural economy, 
and I want to ensure that APHIS has 
the necessary resources to do so. 

This bill contains $1.98 million for 
emerging plant pests. Some of that 
money will be applied to sudden oak 
death eradication. I am pleased that 
this bill does provide some funding for 
sudden oak death eradication. How-
ever, I do not believe that $1.98 million 
will provide APHIS with enough re-
sources to deal with the serious threat 
facing the State of Oregon and the Na-
tion as a whole. 

In 2004 alone, USDA had to allocate 
over $17 million in emergency and con-
tingency funds for sudden oak death 
eradication. We are facing the same 
threat in fiscal year 2005, and we 
should not, should not as a matter of 
sound policy, rely solely on emergency 
funds to meet our needs. 

Mr. Chairman, the Hooley-Wu 
amendment transfers $5 million to 
APHIS from the Agriculture buildings 
and facilities account for the purpose 
of sudden oak death eradication. These 
additional funds will ensure that im-
portant collaborative efforts between 
the States and APHIS continue in a 
timely manner and in an effective way. 

I would like to thank my colleagues, 
the gentlewoman from Oregon (Ms. 
HOOLEY), the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. BONILLA), the gentlewoman from 
Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR), the Committee on 
Appropriations Subcommittee on Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and 
Drug Administration and Related 
Agencies, staff members and all affili-
ated staff for their assistance with this 
issue. 

I believe that, by working together, 
we can minimize the economic impact 
of sudden oak death in Oregon and 
around the United States.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

I will not take the full 5 minutes, in 
the spirit of trying to move this for-
ward, but I am concerned about the 
sense of urgency of the problem dealing 
with sudden oak death. I appreciate my 
colleagues, the gentlewoman from Or-
egon (Ms. HOOLEY) and the gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. WU), highlighting the 
problem as it relates to our State. 

The nursery industry is an important 
part of our agricultural base. Just 1 
percent of Oregon farm land devoted to 

the nursery industry produces 20 per-
cent of total crop value. 

This is not just an Oregon problem. 
We are involved with massive amounts 
of transfer of plant material around 
the country, and if we are not able to 
move quickly to deal with sudden oak 
death, we risk not just crippling the 
nursery business in Oregon but it is 
going to have consequences for people 
throughout the country as this disease 
makes its way through the system. 

I hope that we would in fact approve 
this amendment. It is a modest amount 
of money to make a difference to a $14 
billion national industry and prevent 
much more serious steps that will need 
to be taken in the future. 

So, with due respect to the chair of 
the subcommittee, I would hope that 
my colleagues would approve the 
amendment to exercise the foresight to 
avoid a problem in our State, in our re-
gion, in the West to avoid becoming 
truly a national disaster.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of the Wu-Hooley amendment. These 
two individuals from Oregon are doing 
a big service for not only their State 
but my State and many States around 
the country, because it is absolutely 
important that we control the spread 
of sudden oak death and that we learn 
to treat plants effectively that are 
being affected by this disease. 

While sudden oak death’s funding 
through APHIS is set at last year’s lev-
els in this bill, this fast-spreading dis-
ease has not remained at last year’s 
levels. 

In the last year alone, sudden oak 
death was found for the first time in a 
nursery in southern California, and 
there is evidence that it has spread to 
the Northeast and also the Southeast 
part of the United States, and that ig-
nores the fact that we have already in-
vested $5 million to find out what is 
the cause and how do we treat it. 

Nurseries in California are struggling 
with quarantines that have been put in 
place against them and their nursery 
products in Canada and also in our own 
country in Kentucky, and quarantines 
of nurseries in Washington State and 
Oregon State are also under scrutiny. 

I have been advocating on behalf of 
funding to fight this disease since it 
first appeared in my district in Marin 
County in 1995. Sudden oak death con-
tinues in spite of my efforts and in 
spite of the $5 million that the Federal 
Government has invested in finding out 
the cause and what we can be doing 
about it. Sudden oak death continues 
to slowly but surely spread, and more 
and more communities around the 
country have come to understand that 
this disease is devastating, and it abso-
lutely must be addressed. 

And I remind you that sudden oak 
death’s funding to date has not made a 
dent in the problem. In fact, the prob-
lem spreads. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that my col-
leagues join me in supporting this 

amendment before sudden oak affects 
the entire country. Please do not wait 
until this disease spreads to your own 
community before your beautiful trees, 
beautiful oak trees in Marin County or 
rhododendron plants around the coun-
try, before these trees and these plants 
turn brown, before they die, before 
they have to be taken away, before you 
recognize that this is a real problem 
and we must put the proper funding be-
hind it. Vote yes on the Hooley-Wu 
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Oregon (Ms. HOOLEY). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote, and 
pending that, I make the point of order 
that a quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Oregon (Ms. HOOLEY) will 
be postponed. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WEINER 

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, as the 
amendment is being brought forward, I 
would like to reserve a point of order. 
We have not seen this amendment yet. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order 
is reserved. 

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. WEINER:
Page 5, line 15, insert ‘‘(decreased by 

$19,667,000)’’ after the dollar amount. 
Page 18, line 9, insert ‘‘(increased by 

$19,667,000)’’ after the 1st dollar amount.

b 1300 

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I want-
ed to thank the chairman and ranking 
member of the subcommittee for their 
work on this bill. 

In this bill we are investing in the 
neighborhood of about $47 million to 
wipe out the boll weevil. It poses a 
threat to an important U.S. com-
modity. It poses a threat to a way of 
life to many people. In fact, at the 
same time we are dramatically reduc-
ing the funds necessary to wipe out the 
Asian long horn beetle, my friend here. 
The Asian long horn beetle has dev-
astated trees in New York, Illinois and 
New Jersey and is showing a path that 
could spread to over half the trees in 
the United States. 

There is a way that we can stop this. 
An eradication program was begun by 
APHIS 3 years ago funded by this Con-
gress that has finally started to crest 
the expansion of this pest. Unfortu-
nately, in the chairman’s mark we 
underfund by a magnitude of about $20 
million what APHIS says will be nec-
essary to eradicate the threat. 

The problem that we face here in this 
House is we run the risk of wasting a 
rather substantial investment of 
money that we have paid in the last 2 
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fiscal years to wipe out this insect. 
What this bug has done since 1996 has 
devastated trees throughout New York, 
and I know the old story about the tree 
growing in Brooklyn. In fact, there are 
thousands and thousands of trees that 
have been impacted already and with-
out a steady investment of funds will 
continue to. 

What we propose to do here is not to 
take the optimum amount of funding. 
According to the State of New York, it 
would take about $72 million a year for 
the next 5 years in order to wipe out 
this pest, but take the minimum 
amount that APHIS says they require, 
which is $30 million over the next sev-
eral years, to eradicate this threat so 
it does not move any further. 

Right now, Ground Zero for this 
problem is in the New York-New Jersey 
area; but we have seen it spring up in 
the center of the country in Illinois. 
We have also seen how difficult it is to 
get a handle on it. To be very honest 
with you, the only way they have found 
to get rid of this pest once it is in a 
tree is to chop down the tree and scrap 
it and to shred that tree to bits. We 
cannot risk over 47 percent of the trees 
in this country which, according to the 
Department of Agriculture, are suscep-
tible to this threat. Now is the time to 
cut it off at the tentacles or whatever 
it has. Now is the time for us to con-
tinue our battle against this. 

The last thing we should be doing, 
Mr. Chairman, is allowing the good 
work of the committee in the past 
which has invested money to wipe this 
out and then say, essentially, we will 
stop on a dime and revert to a place 
where we will try to hold this in check 
until we have more money. We have 
started on this path. The only respon-
sible thing to do is to continue on this 
program which will require about $30 
million a year. 

My amendment provides an addi-
tional $19.6 million which would pre-
vent this pest from spreading any fur-
ther. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to re-
spond to the point of order.

POINT OF ORDER 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 

from Texas (Mr. BONILLA) still insist on 
his point of order? 

Mr. BONILLA. I do, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, the amendment of-

fered by the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. WEINER) proposes to amend por-
tions of the bill not yet read. The 
amendment may not be considered en 
bloc under clause 2(f) of rule XXI be-
cause the amendment proposes to in-
crease the level of outlays in the bill. 

I ask for a ruling from the Chair. 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 

from New York (Mr. WEINER) wish to 
be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. WEINER. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, am I right that there 

are two parts to the point of order? 
One, that we have not yet reached page 
5 which my amendment strikes; and 
the second part is that it increases out-
lays; is that correct? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule on the point of order of-
fered by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. BONILLA). 

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to be heard on the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
recognized. 

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
asking is the point of order, does it 
make two separate points? One being 
we have not reached the page and the 
other being that it does outlays? Just 
so I understand what I am responding 
to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order 
is that the amendment reaches ahead 
to a portion of the bill not yet read, 
and that a possible defense of that 
point of order is not available unless 
the amendment is both budget author-
ity and outlay neutral. 

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, if I 
could be heard on the point of order. 
We are at the chapter of the bill. We 
are at page 5. We are at the relevant 
paragraph of the bill. That is a matter 
of fact. And as far as the outlays, this 
has previously been scored for another 
amendment, and I am making a 6 per-
cent reduction, and we are waiting for 
word from CBO, which hopefully will be 
coming momentarily which will clarify 
the other point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
wish to be heard further on his point of 
order? 

Mr. WEINER. I think I have just 
about maximized my statement. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule. 

Does the gentlewoman from Ohio 
(Ms. KAPTUR) wish to be heard on the 
point of order? 

Ms. KAPTUR. I wish to be heard on 
the point of order. 

I wonder if the majority could share 
the CBO scoring with us. We do not 
have a report back, or at least it has 
not been referred to us in general. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, we are 
prepared to hear the ruling on the 
point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule on the point of order. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Do I take it there is no 
CBO scoring that the majority is able 
to provide us with? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will rule 
on this point of order. 

Mr. WEINER. May I be heard on the 
point of order? 

If the ruling of the Chair is that we 
have not yet reached that point, will I 
be free to offer it again when the time 
is more propitious? 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I did 
not get an answer to my question. Mr. 
Chairman, I asked the majority wheth-
er they have the information on the 
CBO scoring. The minority does not 
have that report. If this is going to be 
a factor in the judgment of the Chair, 
we would appreciate the information. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is at-
tempting to answer the gentleman 
from New York’s (Mr. WEINER) ques-
tion. 

The first instruction is in order at 
this time in the reading. The second in-
struction touches a portion of the bill 
not yet read. 

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, so if 
you are required under the rule to have 
an offset, then obviously they are 
going to be at two different sections of 
the bill. How can you possibly offer 
them two places at once? 

The CHAIRMAN. In order to avail 
itself of clause 2(f) of rule XXI, the off-
set must be budget authority neutral 
and outlay neutral, and the proponent 
of the amendment has the burden of 
proof that it is outlay neutral. 

Mr. WEINER. If I can further be 
heard, so the point in the bill we are at 
is not in issue? It is only whether it is 
budget and outlay neutral? 

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct. The 
Chair is prepared to rule. 

Mr. WEINER. Does the gentlewoman 
from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) want to be 
heard on this? 

Ms. KAPTUR. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I 
was trying to get a clarification from 
the Chair. If the majority has objec-
tions based on CBO numbers, where are 
those numbers? They have not been 
provided to the minority. So we do not 
understand the nature of the objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule. The Chair would like to 
cite page 822 of the House Rules and 
Manual. It says as follows: ‘‘The bur-
den is on the proponent of an amend-
ment to show that the amendment does 
not increase levels of budget authority 
or outlays within the meaning of 
clause 2(f).’’ 

To be considered en bloc pursuant to 
clause 2(f) of rule XXI, an amendment 
must not propose to increase the levels 
of budget authority or outlays in the 
bill. Because the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
WEINER) proposes a net increase in the 
levels of outlays in the bill as argued 
by the chairman of the subcommittee 
on appropriations, it may not avail 
itself of clause 2(f) to address portions 
of the bill not yet read. 

The point of order is sustained, and 
the amendment is not in order.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BONILLA) to 
enter into a colloquy. 

On January 7, 2004, the National 
Academies of Sciences released a re-
port, ‘‘Biological Confinement of Ge-
netically Engineered Organisms.’’ The 
study focused on biological methods for 
confining transgenic crop plants, 
grasses, trees, fish, shell fish, and in-
sects. The study provides an evaluation 
of current scientific understanding of 
various methods, advantages of each 
method, reasons why methods fail, pos-
sibilities for minimization and mitiga-
tion of those failures, feasibility of 
large scale screening for failures, and 
ecological consequences of wide-spread 
use of these biological confinement 
methods. 

On February 23, 2004, the Union of 
Concerned Scientists released a pilot 
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study, ‘‘Gone to Seed: Transgenic Con-
taminants in the Traditional Seed Sup-
ply,’’ which found genetically injured 
DNA is contaminating traditional 
seeds of three major U.S. crops: corn, 
soy beans, and canola. Seed contamina-
tion if left unchecked could disrupt ag-
ricultural trade, unfairly burden the 
organic industry, and allow hazardous 
materials into the food supply. These 
results show that confinement of exist-
ing transgenic crops has failed and 
make the National Academies of 
Sciences report critical. 

In response, 15 Members of Congress, 
including me, sent a letter to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, Ann Veneman, 
on April 2, 2004, seeking a response by 
the USDA to the UCS pilot study. The 
letter raised several concerns, includ-
ing the potential elimination of tradi-
tional, nongenetically engineered 
seeds, the threat to organic farming, 
and the potential contamination of 
food by pharmaceutical and industrial 
crops. 

On June 23, 2004, the Under Secretary 
of Research, Education and Economics, 
Joseph Jen, in a letter agreed with the 
conclusion of the UCS report that con-
tamination has occurred and even went 
further to say that it was not unex-
pected. Moreover, he further stated 
that ‘‘testing larger sample sizes in 
other crops would likely yield much 
the same results: transgene DNA oc-
curs in seed lots of ’nontransgenic’ va-
rieties at a frequency within accepted 
commercial tolerances.’’ Essentially, 
the USDA admits that contamination 
is occurring. 

In light of the USDA agreement that 
contamination is ongoing, I would like 
to work with the chairman and rank-
ing member to take action necessary 
to minimize the contamination of non-
genetically engineered seeds, protect 
organic farm production, and prevent 
contamination of the food supply by 
pharmaceutical and industrial crops. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KUCINICH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I 
would state that I appreciate the gen-
tleman’s statement and would work 
with him to both support the develop-
ment of the biotech industry and pro-
tect the environment and food supply. 

Mr. KUCINICH. I thank the gen-
tleman very much. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WEINER 
Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. WEINER:
Page 5, line 15, insert ‘‘(decreased by 

$19,667,000)’’ after the dollar amount. 
Page 18, line 9, insert ‘‘(increased by 

$18,000,000)’’ after the 1st dollar amount.

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order on this amend-
ment. We have not seen this amend-
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. A point of order is 
reserved. 

The gentleman from New York (Mr. 
WEINER) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, in the 
interest of time, I have already made 
my remarks; I want to try to facilitate 
as quickly as possible the amendment. 

The justification is the same. The 
number has been changed to reflect 
what the CBO said would be necessary 
to take into account the change in the 
rate of outlays to accommodate the 
Budget Authority change that we are 
trying to make.

b 1315 
If the chairman would like for me to 

yield to him on my time, I would, in 
the interest of time, if he has any ques-
tions about the amendment. If not, in 
that case, let me just summarize again. 

The number that we chose to in-
crease by would provide what APHIS 
says is the necessary full funding to 
eradicate this pest, which is something 
that has ravaged New York City, rav-
aged Queens and Brooklyn, also has 
been spotted most troubling in Illinois 
and in New Jersey. We would be dra-
matically walking away from our com-
mitment to wiping out this pest if we 
were to reduce to the chairman’s mark. 

We have to decide what we want to 
do. Do we want to take this cause that 
we have decided is necessary to be 
eradicated, we funded tens of millions 
of the dollars to eradicate it by a date 
certain? If we were to adopt the num-
ber in the chairman’s mark, we would 
essentially be saying a lot of that 
money would be wasted because we 
would allow that pest to further infect 
trees not only in New York and New 
Jersey and Connecticut but apparently 
all throughout the Midwest. 

I ask for a favorable consideration.
POINT OF ORDER 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. BONILLA) insist on his 
point of order? 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I do 
have a point of order. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from New York 
proposes to amend portions of the bill 
not yet read. The amendment may not 
be considered en bloc under clause 2(f) 
of rule XXI because the amendment 
proposes to increase the level of out-
lays in the bill. 

I ask for a ruling from the Chair. 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 

from New York wish to be heard on the 
point of order? 

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I have a 
fax here from the CBO scoring section 
that confirms that my amendment’s 
outlays do not exceed the budget au-
thority. As to the point of order, I still 
am not clear on. We are at page 5 
where my amendment chooses to de-
crease funding. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ex-
amine the CBO estimate. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does anyone else 
wish to be heard on this amendment?

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment. 

I rise in support of the gentleman 
from New York’s (Mr. WEINER) amend-

ment regarding these APHIS accounts. 
He is particularly focused on the Asian 
long-horned beetle which is dev-
astating there in New York City and 
Chicago. We have many other invasive 
species. The chart I am holding here 
gives some representation of the expo-
nential increase in this particular ac-
count which combats these destructive 
invasive species. We call it APHIS. 
That stands for Animal Plant Health 
Inspection Service. 

If we look at the beginning of the 
1990s to the present, the number of 
invasive species coming into this coun-
try is phenomenal, largely due to 
uninspected and nonfumigated mate-
rial, much of it live, that ends up caus-
ing billions of dollars worth of biologi-
cal damage across this country. Our 
forest systems are threatened. City 
trees are threatened. Our nursery in-
dustry is threatened. The maple sugar 
industry is threatened. If we look in 
every corner of this country, we have 
got an invasive species problem. 

What we have been doing, and I sup-
port the gentleman’s amendment, is to 
try to assist the States to remediate 
even when there are no known biologi-
cal predators for the given problem. 

This is a multibillion dollar problem 
we are trying to take care of with old 
technology in the sense that we are 
only taking taxpayer money to try to 
solve this problem, rather than place 
the burden on those commercial im-
porters and others through our trade 
agreements who are causing the prob-
lem in the first place. We cannot let all 
the trees in New York City be wasted 
nor Emerald Ash borer in Ohio and 
Michigan that are killing all of our ash 
trees. 

We have a serious national problem. 
It is absorbing more and more of the 
money inside of our agriculture bill. 

I think the gentleman’s amendment 
is very worthy. It is really a trade-off 
between a few windows in an account 
in buildings and facilities versus live 
material throughout in the country 
and major, major ecosystems that are 
threatened with absolute extinction. 

So there is no question we have to 
support the gentleman’s amendment. 
But, long term, we have asked the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture time and 
again concerning these trade agree-
ments to find us answers that deal with 
environmental remediation, that 
places the burden on those who are re-
sponsible for the damage in the first 
place. Every single year when they ap-
pear before our committee, they have 
no answer. 

This Secretary went to Qatar. I said 
to her, Madam Secretary, deal with 
these environmental problems that are 
causing devastation across our coun-
try. It never came out in any kind of a 
trade discussion that occurred by this 
administration. 

So, at the least, we have to support 
this gentleman’s amendment. But let 
us recognize the magnitude of this 
problem that is being placed on the 
taxpayers of every single one of our 
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States and especially burdensome to, 
for example, the citizens of Florida, 
the citizens of Ohio and Michigan, the 
citizens of New York and Illinois. We 
can go across this country. But until 
we get environmental standards built 
into these trade agreements, we are 
going to continue to gouge the tax-
payers of this country. 

It is the wrong solution. But it is the 
only one we have. So I want to support 
the gentleman’s amendment. It is just 
too bad that the only place we have to 
go is the taxpayers rather than finding 
solution as we do in any other tort case 
that you would have before the courts 
of this country i.e., those enterprises 
that caused the problems in the first 
place should assume the burden of re-
mediation I think the Asian long-
horned beetle came from China. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. KAPTUR. I yield to the gentle-
woman from New York. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
also would like to underscore the im-
portance of this amendment. The bee-
tle has struck two parks in the district 
that I represent. Once they infest the 
trees, they have to all be chopped 
down. They have been found three 
blocks from Central Park in New York, 
and we are trying mightily to keep it 
out of Central Park and from moving 
to the upstate forested area of New 
York State and moving to other 
States. 

We have to stop the beetle and spend 
as much money as it takes. Because 
once they infest a tree, the only alter-
native is to chop the tree down and all 
the trees in the surrounding area. It is 
a tremendous crisis of the environment 
in our neighborhood, and I strongly 
support the ranking member’s state-
ments and the gentleman’s amend-
ment. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentlewoman for her comments and 
would call for a vote on the amend-
ment.

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to make it 
clear that I oppose this amendment. 
This is a very important issue that the 
gentleman from New York raises. We 
have increased the funding in APHIS to 
address situations like this around the 
country. This was at the request of the 
gentleman from New York and also the 
other gentleman from New York (Mr. 
HINCHEY), who sits on the sub-
committee. 

We realize that there may be an addi-
tional need for more money down the 
road, and if that need does arise, it 
could come from the CCC fund under 
emergency designation. So this is not 
like we are ignoring this issue. We sim-
ply feel like we, for the time being, 
have put sufficient funds into this ac-
count and would address it later if 
needed. 

So, again, I rise in opposition to this 
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WEINER). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WEINER) 
will be postponed. 

Are there any further amendments to 
this paragraph? 

If not, the Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows:

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses of the Department 
of Agriculture, to comply with the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, Com-
pensation, and Liability Act (42 U.S.C. 9601 
et seq.) and the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.), 
$15,730,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That appropriations and 
funds available herein to the Department for 
Hazardous Materials Management may be 
transferred to any agency of the Department 
for its use in meeting all requirements pur-
suant to the above Acts on Federal and non-
Federal lands. 

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For Departmental Administration, 
$22,939,000, to provide for necessary expenses 
for management support services to offices 
of the Department and for general adminis-
tration, security, repairs, and alterations, 
and other miscellaneous supplies and ex-
penses not otherwise provided for and nec-
essary for the practical and efficient work of 
the Department: Provided, That this appro-
priation shall be reimbursed from applicable 
appropriations in this Act for travel ex-
penses incident to the holding of hearings as 
required by 5 U.S.C. 551–558. 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 
For necessary salaries and expenses of the 

Office of the Assistant Secretary for Con-
gressional Relations to carry out the pro-
grams funded by this Act, including pro-
grams involving intergovernmental affairs 
and liaison within the executive branch, 
$3,852,000: Provided, That these funds may be 
transferred to agencies of the Department of 
Agriculture funded by this Act to maintain 
personnel at the agency level: Provided fur-
ther, That no funds made available by this 
appropriation may be obligated after 30 days 
from the date of enactment of this Act, un-
less the Secretary has notified the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of both Houses of 
Congress on the allocation of these funds by 
USDA agency: Provided further, That no 
other funds appropriated to the Department 
by this Act shall be available to the Depart-
ment for support of activities of congres-
sional relations. 

OFFICE OF COMMUNICATIONS 
For necessary expenses to carry out serv-

ices relating to the coordination of programs 
involving public affairs, for the dissemina-
tion of agricultural information, and the co-
ordination of information, work, and pro-
grams authorized by Congress in the Depart-
ment, $9,378,000: Provided, That not to exceed 
$2,000,000 may be used for farmers’ bulletins. 

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
For necessary expenses of the Office of the 

Inspector General, including employment 
pursuant to the Inspector General Act of 
1978, $78,392,000, including such sums as may 

be necessary for contracting and other ar-
rangements with public agencies and private 
persons pursuant to section 6(a)(9) of the In-
spector General Act of 1978, and including 
not to exceed $125,000 for certain confidential 
operational expenses, including the payment 
of informants, to be expended under the di-
rection of the Inspector General pursuant to 
Public Law 95–452 and section 1337 of Public 
Law 97–98.

AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. 
BLUMENAUER 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 13 offered by Mr. 
BLUMENAUER:

Page 8, line 6, after the first dollar amount 
insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $1,200,000) 
(increased by $1,200,000)’’.

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that debate on this 
amendment and any amendments 
thereto be limited to 20 minutes to be 
equally divided and controlled by the 
proponent and myself, the opponent. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I am happy to expedite this issue. I 
rise to offer this amendment in col-
laboration with my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO), 
to provide an additional $1.2 million to 
improve the enforcement of Federal 
animal fighting laws. This is a peren-
nial problem that the Federal Govern-
ment has a critical role to solve. 

Last year, the House passed an 
amendment to increase funding by 
$800,000, and I am appreciative for the 
approval by the body of that legisla-
tion and appreciate the growing sup-
port to combat these dangerous activi-
ties that threaten the health and well-
being of both humans and animals and 
threaten the prosperity of our agricul-
tural industry. 

We have had earlier this year over 130 
representatives and 47 members of the 
other body requesting this $1.2 million 
increase for animal fighting enforce-
ment in letters to the Committee on 
Appropriations, Subcommittee on Ag-
riculture, Rural Development, Food 
and Drug Administration and Related 
Agencies. This broad bipartisan sup-
port reflects our constituents’ concern 
for meaningful enforcement of the Fed-
eral animal law, but, despite this broad 
bipartisan support, there are no addi-
tional funds designated within the ac-
count specifically for this task. 

This amendment would provide $1.2 
million for the Office of Inspector Gen-
eral, the chief law enforcement arm of 
the USDA, to focus on animal fighting 
cases, working closely with State and 
local enforcement personnel to com-
plement their efforts. 
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This funding does not take money 

away from any other programs. It sim-
ply removes funds from the Office of 
Inspector General, places them back 
into the same account to designate the 
$1.2 million for enforcement of animal 
fighting laws. 

Now, while the Inspector General did 
receive an increase in funding this 
year, it was to compensate for salary 
and cost increases and was not specifi-
cally providing funding for the enforce-
ment of animal fighting. 

Even though dog fighting is banned 
in 50 States and cockfighting is banned 
in 48, the Federal Government, as I 
mentioned earlier, must be involved 
because participants in animal fights 
often come together from several 
States at a time and animals are rou-
tinely moved across State lines. 

Make no mistake, this is not some 
innocent pastime. Dogfighting and 
cockfighting are barbaric activities in 
which animals are given drugs to make 
them hyperaggressive, drugs to clot 
their blood more quickly so they can 
keep fighting longer. They are forced 
by their handlers to keep fighting even 
after they have suffered grievous inju-
ries such as pierced lungs and gouged 
eyes. Dogfights and cockfights do not 
only involve deplorable animal abuse 
but they are inevitably, without ques-
tion, involved with illegal gambling, 
often drug traffic and violence to peo-
ple. 

It is well-documented that animal 
fighters often bring their children to 
these spectacles, sending a terrible 
message to them about animal cruelty 
and violence and subjecting them to 
the aforementioned illegal activities. 

Some dogfighters even steal pets to 
use as bait for training their dogs. 
Some abandon the fighting animals, 
leaving them to roam neighborhoods 
and wreak havoc. Any dog bred and 
trained to fight poses a public safety 
risk, and there have been numerous 
tragic examples, many involving chil-
dren. 

Animal fighting also poses a severe 
threat to the stability of our Nation’s 
agricultural economy. This is some-
thing we brought to the floor in the 
past and I feel has not been given the 
attention that it needs. 

Secretary of Agriculture Veneman 
indicated in a letter from January that 
cockfighting has been implicated in 
the introduction and spread of exotic 
Newcastle Disease in California in 
years 2002 and 2003 which cost United 
States taxpayers nearly $200 million to 
eradicate and cost the United States 
poultry industry many millions more 
in lost export markets.
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‘‘We believe,’’ the Secretary says, 
‘‘that tougher penalties and prosecu-
tion will help deter illegal movement 
of birds as well as the inhumane prac-
tice of cockfighting itself.’’ 

It has also been implicated in the 
deaths of at least two children in Asia 
this year who were exposed through 

cockfighting activities to bird flu. This 
is why the National Chicken Council, 
which represents 95 percent of U.S. 
poultry producers and processors, has 
stated that they are ‘‘concerned that 
the nationwide traffic in game birds 
creates a continuing hazard for the dis-
semination of animal diseases.’’ 

Surely, Mr. Chairman, spending this 
$1.2 million to crack down on illegal 
animal fighting is a wise investment to 
prevent the spread of costly future dis-
eases. Animal fighting is no longer 
simply an animal welfare issue, al-
though it certainly is that. It is an epi-
demic that costs taxpayers millions of 
dollars. It threatens our food supply 
and destroys the hard work of Amer-
ican farmers, promoting illegal gam-
bling and drug activities and putting 
the public at risk. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to vote 
in support of this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time.

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume, 
and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the 
amendment for several reasons. First, 
the additional $400,000, a 50 percent in-
crease above the fiscal year 2004 level, 
would go to the Inspector General for 
dog fighting and cockfighting enforce-
ment and result in offsetting cuts in 
critical OIG activities such as BSE in-
vestigations and fighting food stamp 
fraud. Does the gentleman really wish 
to cut these programs? These are very 
important functions. 

Second, the Department has told us 
that animal fighting enforcement is 
difficult to implement because it is 
just a misdemeanor offense under the 
Federal Animal Welfare Act. Adding 
more money to the budget will not 
solve this problem. There is, however, 
proposed legislation in both the House 
and the Senate to make animal fight-
ing a felony offense. If that legislation 
is enacted, then it may be appropriate 
to consider additional funds in the fu-
ture. OIG is strongly opposed to this 
amendment. 

Third, we cannot justify a 50 percent 
increase in this program when we have 
cut overall discretionary spending on 
ag programs by $67 million from last 
year’s levels. This bill already is very 
supportive of programs to ensure the 
humane care and treatment of animals. 
The bill already includes, for example, 
$800,000 for animal fighting enforce-
ment in the Office of Inspector Gen-
eral’s budget. Further, we provided 
$315,000 for animal welfare and a 
$225,000 increase for regulatory enforce-
ment in the APHIS program and have 
fully funded $5 million for enforcement 
of the Humane Methods of Slaughter 
Act and the Food Safety and Inspec-
tion Service. 

If the sponsors of this amendment 
were serious about this, programs like 
the ones I just mentioned are the ones 
that should be cut to pay for this 
amendment; but then that would force 

them to prioritize, like we all have to 
do. We have put a lot of work into this 
bill, and we feel like we have addressed 
all the issues being addressed here 
today. I would strongly support con-
tinuing along that road and rejecting 
this amendment. 

I oppose this amendment and want to 
make that very clear.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, 
may I inquire as to the remainder of 
my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Oregon has 4 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR).

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman very much for yielding 
me this time, and I rise in strong sup-
port of the Blumenauer-Tancredo 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I recognize that the 
limited additional funds being proposed 
here for the Inspector General to focus 
on animal fighting certainly reflects 
what is happening in our country. Last 
year, we supported the amendments to 
provide $800,000 for the Inspector Gen-
eral to focus on animal fighting cases. 
This is a modest expansion to that. 

One of the items I wanted to point 
out is that when the Inspector General 
gets funds and they are able to work on 
a problem, if there is criminal wrong-
doing there is a financial recovery to 
the government of the United States. 
An absolute relationship between the 
funds we give to the Inspector General 
and the ability for general accounts, 
Treasury accounts, to have increased 
criminal payments because of the liti-
gation that is done through the Inspec-
tor General’s office. 

So even though there is a little more 
money being provided in the amend-
ment, believe me, it will be recovered 
and returned to the Treasury because 
of the fantastic job that the Inspector 
General does. In fact, we will probably 
end up with more money in the general 
treasury as a result of this amendment. 

With all that is going on with animal 
diseases, I think it is fair to say the 
Department should be more vigilant 
with respect to animal welfare issues. 
And I want to commend the gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) and the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
TANCREDO) for bringing this forward. It 
is a shame that funds are not requested 
within the administration’s request; 
but they, like us, are trying to deal 
with unrealistically small allocations 
that our committee has been given. 

We will certainly support this 
amendment and hope to increase the 
Inspector General’s accounts even 
more as we move toward conference. So 
the gentleman has my support and I 
commend him very much.

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, 
the remaining time is? 

The CHAIRMAN. Two minutes.
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Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself the balance of my time, 
and let me conclude by saying that I 
appreciate the expressions of interest 
and concern on the part of my friend, 
the distinguished Chair of the sub-
committee. The point is, after having 
worked on this issue now for over 3 
years in this Congress, I find that this 
is extraordinarily elusive. And the rea-
son it is elusive, and the reason that 
animal fighting continues in this coun-
try to be a problem, is because Con-
gress does not step forward to stop it. 

The gentleman mentioned the prob-
lem, that it is a misdemeanor. So peo-
ple do not want to deal with enforce-
ment. That was a tactical decision that 
was made by the people who apologize 
for this interest. There are, make no 
mistake about it, lobbyists here for il-
legal game-fighting birds, for example, 
who ply their trade here behind closed 
doors in Congress, and who have suc-
cessfully fought to keep the criminal 
provisions as low as they can so that 
they can use the excuse, when the issue 
comes forward, well, we really cannot 
enforce it because the penalty provi-
sions are not strong enough. 

It is time for us to say enough to ille-
gal animal fighting for dogs and game 
birds. My distinguished friend from 
Ohio points out that there are opportu-
nities to recover money if we were ag-
gressive about it and to stop using the 
excuse that because we, Congress, 
refuse to increase the penalties, well, 
then, we are not going to mess with it. 
I would strongly suggest that we stop 
hiding behind this smoke screen and 
stop serving as an apologist for a des-
picable industry. 

I look forward to working with my 
friend to increase the penalties. But in 
the meantime, approve this amend-
ment and send a signal that we want 
what we have to be enforced.

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Blumenauer-Tancredo amend-
ment. I am proud, once again, to join forces 
with my colleague from Oregon on this impor-
tant issue. This amendment would provide 
$1,200,000 to the Office of Inspector General, 
the chief law enforcement arm of USDA, to 
focus on animal fighting cases, working close-
ly with state and local law enforcement per-
sonnel to complement their efforts. 

Last year we were successful in offering an 
amendment that secured $800,000 for the Of-
fice of Inspector General to combat animal 
fighting. This year, we are taking the funds 
that are already going to the Office of Inspec-
tor General and ensuring that $1.2 million 
goes into enforcing the law. 

This is a small investment to avoid further 
very costly disease outbreaks spread by illegal 
cockfighters. According to a letter that Agri-
culture Secretary Ann Veneman sent on May 
24th to the Appropriations Committee, ‘‘fight-
ing birds have been implicated in the introduc-
tion and spread of exotic Newcastle disease in 
California in 2002–2003, which cost U.S. tax-
payers nearly $200 million to eradicate, and 
cost to the U.S. poultry industry many millions 
more in lost export markets.’’ Secretary 
Veneman also notes that illegal cockfighting 
poses risks of spreading other diseases such 

as avian influenza, which has the potential to 
directly harm people. 

It’s not a lot of money. It will help send a 
signal to those engaged in illegal dogfighting 
and cockfighting activities across state lines 
that there is some threat of federal prosecu-
tion. Given the USDA’s history of non-enforce-
ment in this area, we think it’s important for 
Congress to take the opportunity to send a 
signal that we want their continued attention 
on this. 

With your help last year, we were able to 
help the United States Department of Agri-
culture enforce the law. This year, we continue 
to ask you to help us give the USDA the tools 
they need to accomplish this goal.

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. 
BLUMENAUER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 

amendments to this paragraph? 
If not, the Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows:

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL 
For necessary expenses of the Office of the 

General Counsel, $35,486,000. 
OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR 
RESEARCH, EDUCATION, AND ECONOMICS 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of the Under Secretary for Research, 
Education, and Economics to administer the 
laws enacted by the Congress for the Eco-
nomic Research Service, the National Agri-
cultural Statistics Service, the Agricultural 
Research Service, and the Cooperative State 
Research, Education, and Extension Service, 
$592,000.

ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE 
For necessary expenses of the Economic 

Research Service in conducting economic re-
search and analysis, as authorized by the Ag-
ricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 
1621–1627) and other laws, $76,575,000.
NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE 

For necessary expenses of the National Ag-
ricultural Statistics Service in conducting 
statistical reporting and service work, in-
cluding crop and livestock estimates, statis-
tical coordination and improvements, mar-
keting surveys, and the Census of Agri-
culture, as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 1621–1627 
and 2204g, and other laws, $128,661,000, of 
which up to $22,520,000 shall be available 
until expended for the Census of Agriculture.

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses to enable the Agri-
cultural Research Service to perform agri-
cultural research and demonstration relating 
to production, utilization, marketing, and 
distribution (not otherwise provided for); 
home economics or nutrition and consumer 
use including the acquisition, preservation, 
and dissemination of agricultural informa-
tion; and for acquisition of lands by dona-
tion, exchange, or purchase at a nominal 
cost not to exceed $100, and for land ex-
changes where the lands exchanged shall be 
of equal value or shall be equalized by a pay-
ment of money to the grantor which shall 
not exceed 25 percent of the total value of 
the land or interests transferred out of Fed-
eral ownership, $1,057,029,000: Provided, That 
appropriations hereunder shall be available 
for the operation and maintenance of air-
craft and the purchase of not to exceed one 
for replacement only: Provided further, That 
appropriations hereunder shall be available 

pursuant to 7 U.S.C. 2250 for the construc-
tion, alteration, and repair of buildings and 
improvements, but unless otherwise pro-
vided, the cost of constructing any one build-
ing shall not exceed $375,000, except for 
headhouses or greenhouses which shall each 
be limited to $1,200,000, and except for 10 
buildings to be constructed or improved at a 
cost not to exceed $750,000 each, and the cost 
of altering any one building during the fiscal 
year shall not exceed 10 percent of the cur-
rent replacement value of the building or 
$375,000, whichever is greater: Provided fur-
ther, That the limitations on alterations con-
tained in this Act shall not apply to mod-
ernization or replacement of existing facili-
ties at Beltsville, Maryland: Provided further, 
That appropriations hereunder shall be 
available for granting easements at the 
Beltsville Agricultural Research Center: Pro-
vided further, That the foregoing limitations 
shall not apply to replacement of buildings 
needed to carry out the Act of April 24, 1948 
(21 U.S.C. 113a): Provided further, That funds 
may be received from any State, other polit-
ical subdivision, organization, or individual 
for the purpose of establishing or operating 
any research facility or research project of 
the Agricultural Research Service, as au-
thorized by law: Provided further, That all 
rights and title of the United States in the 
1.0664-acre parcel of land including improve-
ments, as recorded at Book 1320, Page 253, 
records of Larimer County, State of Colo-
rado, shall be conveyed to the Board of Gov-
ernors of the Colorado State University for 
the benefit of Colorado State University. 

None of the funds appropriated under this 
heading shall be available to carry out re-
search related to the production, processing, 
or marketing of tobacco or tobacco products.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 

For acquisition of land, construction, re-
pair, improvement, extension, alteration, 
and purchase of fixed equipment or facilities 
as necessary to carry out the agricultural re-
search programs of the Department of Agri-
culture, where not otherwise provided, 
$202,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH, EDUCATION, 
AND EXTENSION SERVICE 

RESEARCH AND EDUCATION ACTIVITIES 

For payments to agricultural experiment 
stations, for cooperative forestry and other 
research, for facilities, and for other ex-
penses, $628,607,000, as follows: to carry out 
the provisions of the Hatch Act of 1887 (7 
U.S.C. 361a–i), $180,648,000; for grants for co-
operative forestry research (16 U.S.C. 582a 
through a–7), $22,384,000; for payments to the 
1890 land-grant colleges, including Tuskegee 
University and West Virginia State College 
(7 U.S.C. 3222), $37,000,000, of which $1,507,496 
shall be made available only for the purpose 
of ensuring that each institution shall re-
ceive no less than $1,000,000; for special 
grants for agricultural research (7 U.S.C. 
450i(c)), $88,194,000; for special grants for ag-
ricultural research on improved pest control 
(7 U.S.C. 450i(c)), $15,756,000; for competitive 
research grants (7 U.S.C. 450i(b)), $180,000,000; 
for the support of animal health and disease 
programs (7 U.S.C. 3195), $5,098,000; for sup-
plemental and alternative crops and prod-
ucts (7 U.S.C. 3319d), $1,196,000; for grants for 
research pursuant to the Critical Agricul-
tural Materials Act (7 U.S.C. 178 et seq.), 
$1,111,000, to remain available until ex-
pended; for the 1994 research grants program 
for 1994 institutions pursuant to section 536 
of Public Law 103–382 (7 U.S.C. 301 note), 
$1,087,000, to remain available until ex-
pended; for rangeland research grants (7 
U.S.C. 3333), $1,000,000; for higher education 
graduate fellowship grants (7 U.S.C. 
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3152(b)(6)), $4,500,000, to remain available 
until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b); for higher 
education challenge grants (7 U.S.C. 
3152(b)(1)), $5,500,000; for a higher education 
multicultural scholars program (7 U.S.C. 
3152(b)(5)), $998,000, to remain available until 
expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b); for an education 
grants program for Hispanic-serving Institu-
tions (7 U.S.C. 3241), $5,645,000; for non-
competitive grants for the purpose of car-
rying out all provisions of 7 U.S.C. 3242 (sec-
tion 759 of Public Law 106–78) to individual 
eligible institutions or consortia of eligible 
institutions in Alaska and in Hawaii, with 
funds awarded equally to each of the States 
of Alaska and Hawaii, $2,997,000; for a sec-
ondary agriculture education program and 2-
year post-secondary education (7 U.S.C. 
3152(j)), $1,000,000; for aquaculture grants (7 
U.S.C. 3322), $4,000,000; for sustainable agri-
culture research and education (7 U.S.C. 
5811), $12,722,000; for a program of capacity 
building grants (7 U.S.C. 3152(b)(4)) to col-
leges eligible to receive funds under the Act 
of August 30, 1890 (7 U.S.C. 321–326 and 328), 
including Tuskegee University and West Vir-
ginia State College, $12,411,000, to remain 
available until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b); for 
payments to the 1994 Institutions pursuant 
to section 534(a)(1) of Public Law 103–382, 
$2,250,000; for resident instruction grants for 
insular areas under section 1491 of the Na-
tional Agricultural Research, Extension, and 
Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3363), 
$500,000; and for necessary expenses of Re-
search and Education Activities, $42,610,000. 

None of the funds appropriated under this 
heading shall be available to carry out re-
search related to the production, processing, 
or marketing of tobacco or tobacco products: 
Provided, That this paragraph shall not apply 
to research on the medical, biotechnological, 
food, and industrial uses of tobacco.
NATIVE AMERICAN INSTITUTIONS ENDOWMENT 

FUND 
For the Native American Institutions En-

dowment Fund authorized by Public Law 
103–382 (7 U.S.C. 301 note), $12,000,000.

EXTENSION ACTIVITIES 
For payments to States, the District of Co-

lumbia, Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Is-
lands, Micronesia, Northern Marianas, and 
American Samoa, $440,349,000, as follows: 
payments for cooperative extension work 
under the Smith-Lever Act, to be distributed 
under sections 3(b) and 3(c) of said Act, and 
under section 208(c) of Public Law 93–471, for 
retirement and employees’ compensation 
costs for extension agents, $277,242,000; pay-
ments for extension work at the 1994 Institu-
tions under the Smith-Lever Act (7 U.S.C. 
343(b)(3)), $3,273,000; payments for the nutri-
tion and family education program for low-
income areas under section 3(d) of the Act, 
$58,909,000; payments for the pest manage-
ment program under section 3(d) of the Act, 
$10,759,000; payments for the farm safety pro-
gram under section 3(d) of the Act, $4,600,000; 
payments to upgrade research, extension, 
and teaching facilities at the 1890 land-grant 
colleges, including Tuskegee University and 
West Virginia State College, as authorized 
by section 1447 of Public Law 95–113 (7 U.S.C. 
3222b), $16,912,000, to remain available until 
expended; payments for youth-at-risk pro-
grams under section 3(d) of the Smith-Lever 
Act, $8,481,000; for youth farm safety edu-
cation and certification extension grants, to 
be awarded competitively under section 3(d) 
of the Act, $499,000; payments for carrying 
out the provisions of the Renewable Re-
sources Extension Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 1671 
et seq.), $4,093,000; payments for Indian res-
ervation agents under section 3(d) of the 
Smith-Lever Act, $1,996,000; payments for 
sustainable agriculture programs under sec-
tion 3(d) of the Act, $4,000,000; payments for 

cooperative extension work by the colleges 
receiving the benefits of the second Morrill 
Act (7 U.S.C. 321–326 and 328) and Tuskegee 
University and West Virginia State College, 
$33,133,000, of which $1,724,884 shall be made 
available only for the purpose of ensuring 
that each institution shall receive no less 
than $1,000,000; and for necessary expenses of 
Extension Activities, $16,452,000.

INTEGRATED ACTIVITIES 
For the integrated research, education, 

and extension grants programs, including 
necessary administrative expenses, 
$66,255,000, as follows: for competitive grants 
programs authorized under section 406 of the 
Agricultural Research, Extension, and Edu-
cation Reform Act of 1998 (7 U.S.C. 7626), 
$43,242,000, including $12,971,000 for the water 
quality program, $14,967,000 for the food safe-
ty program, $4,531,000 for the regional pest 
management centers program, $4,889,000 for 
the Food Quality Protection Act risk mitiga-
tion program for major food crop systems, 
$1,497,000 for the crops affected by Food Qual-
ity Protection Act implementation, $2,498,000 
for the methyl bromide transition program, 
and $1,889,000 for the organic transition pro-
gram; for a competitive international 
science and education grants program au-
thorized under section 1459A of the National 
Agricultural Research, Extension, and 
Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3292b), 
to remain available until expended, 
$1,000,000; for grants programs authorized 
under section 2(c)(1)(B) of Public Law 89–106, 
as amended, $2,500,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2006 for the critical 
issues program, and $1,513,000 for the re-
gional rural development centers program; 
and $18,000,000 for the homeland security pro-
gram authorized under section 1484 of the 
National Agricultural Research, Extension, 
and Teaching Act of 1977, to remain available 
until September 30, 2006.

OUTREACH FOR SOCIALLY DISADVANTAGED 
FARMERS 

For grants and contracts pursuant to sec-
tion 2501 of the Food, Agriculture, Conserva-
tion, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 2279), 
$5,935,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR 
MARKETING AND REGULATORY PROGRAMS 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of the Under Secretary for Marketing 
and Regulatory Programs to administer pro-
grams under the laws enacted by the Con-
gress for the Animal and Plant Health In-
spection Service; the Agricultural Marketing 
Service; and the Grain Inspection, Packers 
and Stockyards Administration; $721,000.

ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH 
INSPECTION SERVICE 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 
For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 

necessary to prevent, control, and eradicate 
pests and plant and animal diseases; to carry 
out inspection, quarantine, and regulatory 
activities; and to protect the environment, 
as authorized by law, $808,823,000, of which 
$4,119,000 shall be available for the control of 
outbreaks of insects, plant diseases, animal 
diseases and for control of pest animals and 
birds to the extent necessary to meet emer-
gency conditions; of which $47,000,000 shall be 
used for the boll weevil eradication program 
for cost share purposes or for debt retire-
ment for active eradication zones: Provided, 
That no funds shall be used to formulate or 
administer a brucellosis eradication program 
for the current fiscal year that does not re-
quire minimum matching by the States of at 
least 40 percent: Provided further, That this 
appropriation shall be available for the oper-

ation and maintenance of aircraft and the 
purchase of not to exceed four, of which two 
shall be for replacement only: Provided fur-
ther, That, in addition, in emergencies which 
threaten any segment of the agricultural 
production industry of this country, the Sec-
retary may transfer from other appropria-
tions or funds available to the agencies or 
corporations of the Department such sums as 
may be deemed necessary, to be available 
only in such emergencies for the arrest and 
eradication of contagious or infectious dis-
ease or pests of animals, poultry, or plants, 
and for expenses in accordance with sections 
10411 and 10417 of the Animal Health Protec-
tion Act (7 U.S.C. 8310 and 8316) and sections 
431 and 442 of the Plant Protection Act (7 
U.S.C. 7751 and 7772), and any unexpended 
balances of funds transferred for such emer-
gency purposes in the preceding fiscal year 
shall be merged with such transferred 
amounts: Provided further, That appropria-
tions hereunder shall be available pursuant 
to law (7 U.S.C. 2250) for the repair and alter-
ation of leased buildings and improvements, 
but unless otherwise provided the cost of al-
tering any one building during the fiscal 
year shall not exceed 10 percent of the cur-
rent replacement value of the building. 

In fiscal year 2005, the agency is authorized 
to collect fees to cover the total costs of pro-
viding technical assistance, goods, or serv-
ices requested by States, other political sub-
divisions, domestic and international organi-
zations, foreign governments, or individuals, 
provided that such fees are structured such 
that any entity’s liability for such fees is 
reasonably based on the technical assistance, 
goods, or services provided to the entity by 
the agency, and such fees shall be credited to 
this account, to remain available until ex-
pended, without further appropriation, for 
providing such assistance, goods, or services.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 

For plans, construction, repair, preventive 
maintenance, environmental support, im-
provement, extension, alteration, and pur-
chase of fixed equipment or facilities, as au-
thorized by 7 U.S.C. 2250, and acquisition of 
land as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 428a, $4,996,000, 
to remain available until expended.

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 

MARKETING SERVICES 

For necessary expenses to carry out serv-
ices related to consumer protection, agricul-
tural marketing and distribution, transpor-
tation, and regulatory programs, as author-
ized by law, and for administration and co-
ordination of payments to States, $75,892,000, 
including funds for the wholesale market de-
velopment program for the design and devel-
opment of wholesale and farmer market fa-
cilities for the major metropolitan areas of 
the country: Provided, That this appropria-
tion shall be available pursuant to law (7 
U.S.C. 2250) for the alteration and repair of 
buildings and improvements, but the cost of 
altering any one building during the fiscal 
year shall not exceed 10 percent of the cur-
rent replacement value of the building. 

Fees may be collected for the cost of stand-
ardization activities, as established by regu-
lation pursuant to law (31 U.S.C. 9701).

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

Not to exceed $64,459,000 (from fees col-
lected) shall be obligated during the current 
fiscal year for administrative expenses: Pro-
vided, That if crop size is understated and/or 
other uncontrollable events occur, the agen-
cy may exceed this limitation by up to 10 
percent with notification to the Committees 
on Appropriations of both Houses of Con-
gress.
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FUNDS FOR STRENGTHENING MARKETS, 

INCOME, AND SUPPLY (SECTION 32) 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

Funds available under section 32 of the Act 
of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c), shall be 
used only for commodity program expenses 
as authorized therein, and other related op-
erating expenses, except for: (1) transfers to 
the Department of Commerce as authorized 
by the Fish and Wildlife Act of August 8, 
1956; (2) transfers otherwise provided in this 
Act; and (3) not more than $15,800,000 for for-
mulation and administration of marketing 
agreements and orders pursuant to the Agri-
cultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937 
and the Agricultural Act of 1961.

PAYMENTS TO STATES AND POSSESSIONS 

For payments to departments of agri-
culture, bureaus and departments of mar-
kets, and similar agencies for marketing ac-
tivities under section 204(b) of the Agricul-
tural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1623(b)), 
$1,347,000.

GRAIN INSPECTION, PACKERS AND 
STOCKYARDS ADMINISTRATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of the United States Grain Stand-
ards Act, for the administration of the Pack-
ers and Stockyards Act, for certifying proce-
dures used to protect purchasers of farm 
products, and the standardization activities 
related to grain under the Agricultural Mar-
keting Act of 1946, $37,540,000: Provided, That 
this appropriation shall be available pursu-
ant to law (7 U.S.C. 2250) for the alteration 
and repair of buildings and improvements, 
but the cost of altering any one building dur-
ing the fiscal year shall not exceed 10 per-
cent of the current replacement value of the 
building.

LIMITATION ON INSPECTION AND WEIGHING 
SERVICES EXPENSES 

Not to exceed $42,463,000 (from fees col-
lected) shall be obligated during the current 
fiscal year for inspection and weighing serv-
ices: Provided, That if grain export activities 
require additional supervision and oversight, 
or other uncontrollable factors occur, this 
limitation may be exceeded by up to 10 per-
cent with notification to the Committees on 
Appropriations of both Houses of Congress.

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD 
SAFETY 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of the Under Secretary for Food Safe-
ty to administer the laws enacted by the 
Congress for the Food Safety and Inspection 
Service, $595,000.

FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses to carry out serv-
ices authorized by the Federal Meat Inspec-
tion Act, the Poultry Products Inspection 
Act, and the Egg Products Inspection Act, 
including not to exceed $50,000 for represen-
tation allowances and for expenses pursuant 
to section 8 of the Act approved August 3, 
1956 (7 U.S.C. 1766), $824,746,000, of which no 
less than $746,010,000 shall be available for 
Federal food safety inspection; and in addi-
tion, $1,000,000 may be credited to this ac-
count from fees collected for the cost of lab-
oratory accreditation as authorized by sec-
tion 1327 of the Food, Agriculture, Conserva-
tion and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 138f): Pro-
vided, That this appropriation shall be avail-
able pursuant to law (7 U.S.C. 2250) for the 
alteration and repair of buildings and im-
provements, but the cost of altering any one 
building during the fiscal year shall not ex-
ceed 10 percent of the current replacement 
value of the building.

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR FARM 
AND FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICES 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of the Under Secretary for Farm and 
Foreign Agricultural Services to administer 
the laws enacted by Congress for the Farm 
Service Agency, the Foreign Agricultural 
Service, the Risk Management Agency, and 
the Commodity Credit Corporation, $631,000.

FARM SERVICE AGENCY 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 
For necessary expenses for carrying out 

the administration and implementation of 
programs administered by the Farm Service 
Agency, $1,007,597,000: Provided, That the Sec-
retary is authorized to use the services, fa-
cilities, and authorities (but not the funds) 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation to 
make program payments for all programs ad-
ministered by the Agency: Provided further, 
That other funds made available to the 
Agency for authorized activities may be ad-
vanced to and merged with this account.

STATE MEDIATION GRANTS 
For grants pursuant to section 502(b) of the 

Agricultural Credit Act of 1987, as amended 
(7 U.S.C. 5101–5106), $4,000,000.

DAIRY INDEMNITY PROGRAM 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses involved in making 
indemnity payments to dairy farmers and 
manufacturers of dairy products under a 
dairy indemnity program, $100,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That such 
program is carried out by the Secretary in 
the same manner as the dairy indemnity pro-
gram described in the Agriculture, Rural De-
velopment, Food and Drug Administration, 
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 
2001 (Public Law 106–387, 114 Stat. 1549A–12).

AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE FUND 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 
For gross obligations for the principal 

amount of direct and guaranteed farm own-
ership (7 U.S.C. 1922 et seq.) and operating (7 
U.S.C. 1941 et seq.) loans, Indian tribe land 
acquisition loans (25 U.S.C. 488), and boll 
weevil loans (7 U.S.C. 1989), to be available 
from funds in the Agricultural Credit Insur-
ance Fund, as follows: farm ownership loans, 
$1,600,000,000, of which $1,400,000,000 shall be 
for guaranteed loans and $200,000,000 shall be 
for direct loans; operating loans, 
$2,116,253,000, of which $1,200,000,000 shall be 
for unsubsidized guaranteed loans, 
$266,253,000 shall be for subsidized guaranteed 
loans and $650,000,000 shall be for direct 
loans; Indian tribe land acquisition loans, 
$2,000,000; and for boll weevil eradication pro-
gram loans, $100,000,000: Provided, That the 
Secretary shall deem the pink bollworm to 
be a boll weevil for the purpose of boll weevil 
eradication program loans. 

For the cost of direct and guaranteed 
loans, including the cost of modifying loans 
as defined in section 502 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, as follows: farm owner-
ship loans, $18,120,000, of which $7,420,000 
shall be for guaranteed loans, and $10,700,000 
shall be for direct loans; operating loans, 
$139,783,000, of which $38,760,000 shall be for 
unsubsidized guaranteed loans, $35,438,000 
shall be for subsidized guaranteed loans, and 
$65,585,000 shall be for direct loans; and In-
dian tribe land acquisition loans, $105,000. 

In addition, for administrative expenses 
necessary to carry out the direct and guar-
anteed loan programs, $297,445,000, of which 
$289,445,000 shall be transferred to and 
merged with the appropriation for ‘‘Farm 
Service Agency, Salaries and Expenses’’. 

Funds appropriated by this Act to the Ag-
ricultural Credit Insurance Program Ac-

count for farm ownership and operating di-
rect loans and guaranteed loans may be 
transferred among these programs: Provided, 
That the Committees on Appropriations of 
both Houses of Congress are notified at least 
15 days in advance of any transfer.

RISK MANAGEMENT AGENCY 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND OPERATING EXPENSES 
For administrative and operating expenses, 

as authorized by section 226A of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture Reorganization Act of 
1994 (7 U.S.C. 6933), $72,044,000: Provided, That 
not to exceed $1,000 shall be available for of-
ficial reception and representation expenses, 
as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 1506(i).

CORPORATIONS 
The following corporations and agencies 

are hereby authorized to make expenditures, 
within the limits of funds and borrowing au-
thority available to each such corporation or 
agency and in accord with law, and to make 
contracts and commitments without regard 
to fiscal year limitations as provided by sec-
tion 104 of the Government Corporation Con-
trol Act as may be necessary in carrying out 
the programs set forth in the budget for the 
current fiscal year for such corporation or 
agency, except as hereinafter provided.
FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION FUND 

For payments as authorized by section 516 
of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 
1516), such sums as may be necessary, to re-
main available until expended.

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION FUND 
REIMBURSEMENT FOR NET REALIZED LOSSES 
For the current fiscal year, such sums as 

may be necessary to reimburse the Com-
modity Credit Corporation for net realized 
losses sustained, but not previously reim-
bursed, pursuant to section 2 of the Act of 
August 17, 1961 (15 U.S.C. 713a–11): Provided, 
That of the funds available to the Com-
modity Credit Corporation under section 11 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation Char-
ter Act (15 U.S.C 714i) for the conduct of its 
business with the Foreign Agriculture Serv-
ice, up to $5,000,000 may be transferred to and 
used by the Foreign Agricultural Service for 
information resource management activities 
of the Foreign Agricultural Service that are 
related, either directly or indirectly, to 
Commodity Credit Corporation business.

HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT 
(LIMITATION ON EXPENSES) 

For the current fiscal year, the Commodity 
Credit Corporation shall not expend more 
than $5,000,000 for site investigation and 
cleanup expenses, and operations and main-
tenance expenses to comply with the require-
ment of section 107(g) of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act (42 U.S.C. 9607(g)), and section 
6001 of the Resource Conservation and Recov-
ery Act (42 U.S.C. 6961).

TITLE II 
CONSERVATION PROGRAMS 

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR 
NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of the Under Secretary for Natural Re-
sources and Environment to administer the 
laws enacted by the Congress for the Forest 
Service and the Natural Resources Conserva-
tion Service, $731,000.

NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION 
SERVICE 

CONSERVATION OPERATIONS 
For necessary expenses for carrying out 

the provisions of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 
U.S.C. 590a–f), including preparation of con-
servation plans and establishment of meas-
ures to conserve soil and water (including 
farm irrigation and land drainage and such 
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special measures for soil and water manage-
ment as may be necessary to prevent floods 
and the siltation of reservoirs and to control 
agricultural related pollutants); operation of 
conservation plant materials centers; classi-
fication and mapping of soil; dissemination 
of information; acquisition of lands, water, 
and interests therein for use in the plant ma-
terials program by donation, exchange, or 
purchase at a nominal cost not to exceed $100 
pursuant to the Act of August 3, 1956 (7 
U.S.C. 428a); purchase and erection or alter-
ation or improvement of permanent and tem-
porary buildings; and operation and mainte-
nance of aircraft, $813,673,000, of which not 
less than $9,250,000 is for snow survey and 
water forecasting, and not less than 
$11,722,000 is for operation and establishment 
of the plant materials centers, and of which 
not less than $23,500,000 shall be for the graz-
ing lands conservation initiative: Provided, 
That appropriations hereunder shall be 
available pursuant to 7 U.S.C. 2250 for con-
struction and improvement of buildings and 
public improvements at plant materials cen-
ters, except that the cost of alterations and 
improvements to other buildings and other 
public improvements shall not exceed 
$250,000: Provided further, That when build-
ings or other structures are erected on non-
Federal land, that the right to use such land 
is obtained as provided in 7 U.S.C. 2250a: Pro-
vided further, That this appropriation shall 
be available for technical assistance and re-
lated expenses to carry out programs author-
ized by section 202(c) of title II of the Colo-
rado River Basin Salinity Control Act of 1974 
(43 U.S.C. 1592(c)): Provided further, That 
qualified local engineers may be temporarily 
employed at per diem rates to perform the 
technical planning work of the Service: Pro-
vided further, That none of the funds made 
available under this paragraph by this or any 
other appropriations Act may be used to pro-
vide technical assistance with respect to pro-
grams listed in section 1241(a) of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3841(a)).

WATERSHED SURVEYS AND PLANNING 
For necessary expenses to conduct re-

search, investigation, and surveys of water-
sheds of rivers and other waterways, and for 
small watershed investigations and planning, 
in accordance with the Watershed Protection 
and Flood Prevention Act (16 U.S.C. 1001–
1009), $11,083,000: Provided, That none of the 
funds made available under this paragraph 
by this or any other appropriations Act may 
be used to provide technical assistance with 
respect to programs listed in section 1241(a) 
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3841(a)).

WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION 
OPERATIONS 

For necessary expenses to carry out pre-
ventive measures, including but not limited 
to research, engineering operations, methods 
of cultivation, the growing of vegetation, re-
habilitation of existing works and changes in 
use of land, in accordance with the Water-
shed Protection and Flood Prevention Act 
(16 U.S.C. 1001–1005 and 1007–1009), the provi-
sions of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 
590a–f), and in accordance with the provi-
sions of laws relating to the activities of the 
Department, $86,487,000, to remain available 
until expended; of which up to $10,000,000 
may be available for the watersheds author-
ized under the Flood Control Act (33 U.S.C. 
701 and 16 U.S.C. 1006a): Provided, That not to 
exceed $40,000,000 of this appropriation shall 
be available for technical assistance: Pro-
vided further, That not to exceed $1,000,000 of 
this appropriation is available to carry out 
the purposes of the Endangered Species Act 
of 1973 (Public Law 93–205), including cooper-
ative efforts as contemplated by that Act to 
relocate endangered or threatened species to 

other suitable habitats as may be necessary 
to expedite project construction: Provided 
further, That none of the funds made avail-
able under this paragraph by this or any 
other appropriations Act may be used to pro-
vide technical assistance with respect to pro-
grams listed in section 1241(a) of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3841(a)).

WATERSHED REHABILITATION PROGRAM 
For necessary expenses to carry out reha-

bilitation of structural measures, in accord-
ance with section 14 of the Watershed Pro-
tection and Flood Prevention Act (16 U.S.C. 
1012), and in accordance with the provisions 
of laws relating to the activities of the De-
partment, $30,091,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That none of the 
funds made available under this paragraph 
by this or any other appropriations Act may 
be used to provide technical assistance with 
respect to programs listed in section 1241(a) 
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 
3841(a)).
RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 
For necessary expenses in planning and 

carrying out projects for resource conserva-
tion and development and for sound land use 
pursuant to the provisions of sections 31 and 
32 of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act 
(7 U.S.C. 1010–1011; 76 Stat. 607); the Act of 
April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a–f); and subtitle H 
of title XV of the Agriculture and Food Act 
of 1981 (16 U.S.C. 3451–3461), $51,641,000, to re-
main available until expended: Provided, 
That none of the funds made available under 
this paragraph by this or any other appro-
priations Act may be used to provide tech-
nical assistance with respect to programs 
listed in section 1241(a) of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3841(a)): Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary shall enter into a 
cooperative or contribution agreement with 
a national association regarding a Resource 
Conservation and Development program and 
such agreement shall contain the same 
matching, contribution requirements, and 
funding level, set forth in a similar coopera-
tive or contribution agreement with a na-
tional association in fiscal year 2002: Pro-
vided further, That not to exceed $3,504,300 
shall be available for national headquarters 
activities.

TITLE III 
RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR RURAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of the Under Secretary for Rural De-
velopment to administer programs under the 
laws enacted by the Congress for the Rural 
Housing Service, the Rural Business-Cooper-
ative Service, and the Rural Utilities Service 
of the Department of Agriculture, $632,000.
RURAL COMMUNITY ADVANCEMENT PROGRAM 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 
For the cost of direct loans, loan guaran-

tees, and grants, as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 
1926, 1926a, 1926c, 1926d, and 1932, except for 
sections 381E–H and 381N of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act, 
$667,408,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which $39,539,000 shall be for rural 
community programs described in section 
381E(d)(1) of such Act; of which $552,689,000 
shall be for the rural utilities programs de-
scribed in sections 381E(d)(2), 306C(a)(2), and 
306D of such Act, of which not to exceed 
$500,000 shall be available for the rural utili-
ties program described in section 306(a)(2)(B) 
of such Act, and of which not to exceed 
$1,000,000 shall be available for the rural util-
ities program described in section 306E of 
such Act; and of which $75,180,000 shall be for 
the rural business and cooperative develop-
ment programs described in sections 

381E(d)(3) and 310B(f) of such Act: Provided, 
That of the total amount appropriated in 
this account, $24,000,000 shall be for loans and 
grants to benefit Federally Recognized Na-
tive American Tribes, including grants for 
drinking water and waste disposal systems 
pursuant to section 306C of such Act, of 
which $4,000,000 shall be available for com-
munity facilities grants to tribal colleges, as 
authorized by section 306(a)(19) of the Con-
solidated Farm and Rural Development Act, 
and of which $250,000 shall be available for a 
grant to a qualified national organization to 
provide technical assistance for rural trans-
portation in order to promote economic de-
velopment: Provided further, That of the 
amount appropriated for rural community 
programs, $6,200,000 shall be available for a 
Rural Community Development Initiative: 
Provided further, That such funds shall be 
used solely to develop the capacity and abil-
ity of private, nonprofit community-based 
housing and community development organi-
zations, low-income rural communities, and 
Federally Recognized Native American 
Tribes to undertake projects to improve 
housing, community facilities, community 
and economic development projects in rural 
areas: Provided further, That of the amount 
appropriated for the Rural Community De-
velopment Initiative, not less than $200,000 
shall be in the form of predevelopment plan-
ning grants, not to exceed $50,000 each, with 
the balance for low-interest revolving loans 
to be used for capital and other related ex-
penses, and made available to nonprofit 
based community development organiza-
tions: Provided further, That such organiza-
tions should demonstrate experience in the 
administration of revolving loan programs 
and providing technical assistance to co-
operatives: Provided further, That such funds 
shall be made available to qualified private, 
nonprofit and public intermediary organiza-
tions proposing to carry out a program of fi-
nancial and technical assistance: Provided 
further, That such intermediary organiza-
tions shall provide matching funds from 
other sources, including Federal funds for re-
lated activities, in an amount not less than 
funds provided: Provided further, That of the 
amount appropriated for the rural business 
and cooperative development programs, not 
to exceed $500,000 shall be made available for 
a grant to a qualified national organization 
to provide technical assistance for rural 
transportation in order to promote economic 
development; $2,000,000 shall be for grants to 
the Delta Regional Authority (7 U.S.C. 1921 
et seq.): Provided further, That of the amount 
appropriated for rural utilities programs, not 
to exceed $25,000,000 shall be for water and 
waste disposal systems to benefit the 
Colonias along the United States/Mexico bor-
der, including grants pursuant to section 
306C of such Act; not to exceed $17,500,000 
shall be for technical assistance grants for 
rural water and waste systems pursuant to 
section 306(a)(14) of such Act, of which 
$5,513,000 shall be for Rural Community As-
sistance Programs; and not to exceed 
$14,000,000 shall be for contracting with 
qualified national organizations for a circuit 
rider program to provide technical assist-
ance for rural water systems: Provided fur-
ther, That of the total amount appropriated, 
not to exceed $22,166,000 shall be available 
through June 30, 2005, for authorized em-
powerment zones and enterprise commu-
nities and communities designated by the 
Secretary of Agriculture as Rural Economic 
Area Partnership Zones; of which $1,081,000 
shall be for the rural community programs 
described in section 381E(d)(1) of such Act, of 
which $12,582,000 shall be for the rural utili-
ties programs described in section 381E(d)(2) 
of such Act, and of which $8,503,000 shall be 
for the rural business and cooperative devel-
opment programs described in section 
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381E(d)(3) of such Act: Provided further, That 
any prior year balances for high cost energy 
grants authorized by section 19 of the Rural 
Electrification Act of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 901(19)) 
shall be transferred to and merged with the 
‘‘Rural Utilities Service, High Energy Costs 
Grants Account’’.

RURAL DEVELOPMENT 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 
For necessary expenses for carrying out 

the administration and implementation of 
programs in the Rural Development mission 
area, including activities with institutions 
concerning the development and operation of 
agricultural cooperatives; and for coopera-
tive agreements; $143,625,000: Provided, That 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
funds appropriated under this section may be 
used for advertising and promotional activi-
ties that support the Rural Development 
mission area: Provided further, That not more 
than $10,000 may be expended to provide 
modest nonmonetary awards to non-USDA 
employees: Provided further, That any bal-
ances available from prior years for the 
Rural Utilities Service, Rural Housing Serv-
ice, and the Rural Business-Cooperative 
Service salaries and expenses accounts shall 
be transferred to and merged with this ap-
propriation.

RURAL HOUSING SERVICE 
RURAL HOUSING INSURANCE FUND PROGRAM 

ACCOUNT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For gross obligations for the principal 
amount of direct and guaranteed loans as au-
thorized by title V of the Housing Act of 
1949, to be available from funds in the rural 
housing insurance fund, as follows: 
$4,409,297,000 for loans to section 502 bor-
rowers, as determined by the Secretary, of 
which $1,100,000,000 shall be for direct loans, 
and of which $3,309,297,000 shall be for unsub-
sidized guaranteed loans; $35,000,000 for sec-
tion 504 housing repair loans; $116,063,000 for 
section 515 rental housing; $100,000,000 for 
section 538 guaranteed multi-family housing 
loans; $5,045,000 for section 524 site loans; 
$11,501,000 for credit sales of acquired prop-
erty, of which up to $1,501,000 may be for 
multi-family credit sales; and $10,000,000 for 
section 523 self-help housing land develop-
ment loans. 

For the cost of direct and guaranteed 
loans, including the cost of modifying loans, 
as defined in section 502 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, as follows: section 502 
loans, $160,988,000, of which $127,380,000 shall 
be for direct loans, and of which $33,608,000, 
to remain available until expended, shall be 
for unsubsidized guaranteed loans; section 
504 housing repair loans, $10,171,000; repair 
and rehabilitation of section 515 rental hous-
ing, $54,654,000; section 538 multi-family 
housing guaranteed loans, $3,490,000; multi-
family credit sales of acquired property, 
$727,000: Provided, That of the total amount 
appropriated in this paragraph, $7,100,000 
shall be available through June 30, 2005, for 
authorized empowerment zones and enter-
prise communities and communities des-
ignated by the Secretary of Agriculture as 
Rural Economic Area Partnership Zones. 

In addition, for administrative expenses 
necessary to carry out the direct and guar-
anteed loan programs, $448,889,000, which 
shall be transferred to and merged with the 
appropriation for ‘‘Rural Development, Sala-
ries and Expenses’’.

RENTAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
For rental assistance agreements entered 

into or renewed pursuant to the authority 
under section 521(a)(2) or agreements entered 
into in lieu of debt forgiveness or payments 

for eligible households as authorized by sec-
tion 502(c)(5)(D) of the Housing Act of 1949, 
$592,000,000; and, in addition, such sums as 
may be necessary, as authorized by section 
521(c) of the Act, to liquidate debt incurred 
prior to fiscal year 1992 to carry out the rent-
al assistance program under section 521(a)(2) 
of the Act: Provided, That of this amount, 
not more than $5,900,000 shall be available for 
debt forgiveness or payments for eligible 
households as authorized by section 
502(c)(5)(D) of the Act, and not to exceed 
$20,000 per project for advances to nonprofit 
organizations or public agencies to cover di-
rect costs (other than purchase price) in-
curred in purchasing projects pursuant to 
section 502(c)(5)(C) of the Act: Provided fur-
ther, That agreements entered into or re-
newed during the current fiscal year shall be 
funded for a four-year period: Provided fur-
ther, That any unexpended balances remain-
ing at the end of such four-year agreements 
may be transferred and used for the purposes 
of any debt reduction; maintenance, repair, 
or rehabilitation of any existing projects; 
preservation; and rental assistance activities 
authorized under title V of the Act.

MUTUAL AND SELF-HELP HOUSING GRANTS 
For grants and contracts pursuant to sec-

tion 523(b)(1)(A) of the Housing Act of 1949 (42 
U.S.C. 1490c), $34,000,000 to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That of the total 
amount appropriated, $1,000,000 shall be 
available through June 30, 2005, for author-
ized empowerment zones and enterprise com-
munities and communities designated by the 
Secretary of Agriculture as Rural Economic 
Area Partnership Zones.

RURAL HOUSING ASSISTANCE GRANTS 
For grants and contracts for very low-in-

come housing repair, supervisory and tech-
nical assistance, compensation for construc-
tion defects, and rural housing preservation 
made by the Rural Housing Service, as au-
thorized by 42 U.S.C. 1474, 1479(c), 1490e, and 
1490m, $42,500,000, to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That of the total amount 
appropriated, $1,800,000 shall be available 
through June 30, 2005, for authorized em-
powerment zones and enterprise commu-
nities and communities designated by the 
Secretary of Agriculture as Rural Economic 
Area Partnership Zones.

FARM LABOR PROGRAM ACCOUNT 
For the cost of direct loans, grants, and 

contracts, as authorized by 42 U.S.C. 1484 and 
1486, $36,765,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, for direct farm labor housing loans 
and domestic farm labor housing grants and 
contracts.

RURAL BUSINESS-COOPERATIVE 
SERVICE 

RURAL DEVELOPMENT LOAN FUND PROGRAM 
ACCOUNT 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For the principal amount of direct loans, 

as authorized by the Rural Development 
Loan Fund (42 U.S.C. 9812(a)), $34,213,000. 

For the cost of direct loans, $15,868,000, as 
authorized by the Rural Development Loan 
Fund (42 U.S.C. 9812(a)), of which $1,724,000 
shall be available through June 30, 2005, for 
Federally Recognized Native American 
Tribes and of which $3,449,000 shall be avail-
able through June 30, 2005, for the Delta Re-
gional Authority (7 U.S.C. 1921 et seq.): Pro-
vided, That such costs, including the cost of 
modifying such loans, shall be as defined in 
section 502 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974: Provided further, That of the total 
amount appropriated, $2,447,000 shall be 
available through June 30, 2005, for the cost 
of direct loans for authorized empowerment 
zones and enterprise communities and com-
munities designated by the Secretary of Ag-

riculture as Rural Economic Area Partner-
ship Zones. 

In addition, for administrative expenses to 
carry out the direct loan programs, $4,321,000 
shall be transferred to and merged with the 
appropriation for ‘‘Rural Development, Sala-
ries and Expenses’’.

RURAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT LOANS 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

(INCLUDING RESCISSION OF FUNDS) 

For the principal amount of direct loans, 
as authorized under section 313 of the Rural 
Electrification Act, for the purpose of pro-
moting rural economic development and job 
creation projects, $25,003,000. 

For the cost of direct loans, including the 
cost of modifying loans as defined in section 
502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, 
$4,698,000, to remain available until ex-
pended. 

Of the funds derived from interest on the 
cushion of credit payments in the current 
fiscal year, as authorized by section 313 of 
the Rural Electrification Act of 1936, 
$4,698,000 shall not be obligated and $4,698,000 
are rescinded.

b 1345 

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. MIL-
LER of Florida) having assumed the 
chair, Mr. BASS, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 4766) making appropria-
tions for Agriculture, Rural Develop-
ment, Food and Drug Administration, 
and Related Agencies for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 2005, and for 
other purposes, had come to no resolu-
tion thereon. 

f 

LIMITATION ON AMENDMENTS 
DURING FURTHER CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 4766, AGRI-
CULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-
ISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 2005 

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that during further 
consideration of H.R. 4766 in the Com-
mittee of the Whole pursuant to House 
Resolution 710 the bill be considered as 
read and open for amendment at any 
point and no further amendment to the 
bill may be offered except: 

Pro forma amendments offered at 
any point in the reading by the chair-
man or ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Appropriations or 
their designees for the purpose of de-
bate; 

Amendments 4, 5, 6, 8, and 12; 
Amendments 7, 10, and 13, each of 

which shall be debatable for 20 min-
utes; 

An amendment by the gentlewoman 
from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) regarding 
Farmers Market Promotion Program, 
which shall be debatable for 20 min-
utes; 

An amendment by the gentlewoman 
from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) regarding 
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