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that has worked pretty well. I think it
is a big mistake, as most groups that
are involved in the farm bill feel it is a
mistake, to eliminate permanent law
and to have a situation where one part
of the bill is authorized for a different
length of time than the other. People
that have been involved in this for a
long time think this is a mistake. I
think it is a mistake.

I ask my colleagues to support this
motion to instruct, and I yield back
the balance my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Without objection, the previous ques-
tion is ordered on the motion to in-
struct.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to instruct.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker,
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

on

———
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EXPRESSING SENSE OF HOUSE RE-
LATING TO TARIFF-RATE
QUOTAS FOR RAW AND REFINED
SUGAR

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to
House Resolution 380, I call up the res-
olution (H. Res. 378) expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives
regarding certain provisions of the
Senate amendment to H.R. 2642 relat-
ing to the Secretary of Agriculture’s
administration of tariff-rate quotas for
raw and refined sugar, and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 380, the resolu-
tion is considered read.

The text of the resolution is as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 378

Resolved, That the managers on the part of
the House of the conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
House amendment to the Senate amendment
to the bill H.R. 2642 (an Act to provide for
the reform and continuation of agricultural
and other programs of the Department of Ag-
riculture and other programs of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture through fiscal year 2018,
and for other purposes) should advance pro-
visions to repeal the Administration of Tar-
iff Rate Quotas language as added by the
Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008,
and thus restore the Secretary of Agri-
culture’s authority to manage supplies of
sugar throughout the marketing year to
meet domestic demand at reasonable prices.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PITTS)
and the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. PETERSON) each will control 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.
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Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

I rise in support of the resolution and
call on the House to support reforming
the sugar program in upcoming nego-
tiations on the farm bill.

Just a few months ago, I offered a re-
form amendment to the farm bill that
gained unprecedented support and
which made modest, but essential, re-
forms to our government’s sugar pro-
gram. Today, we debate this resolu-
tion, one that is even more modest but
just as critical to bringing stability
and balance to our sugar market. As a
matter of fact, my resolution is even
more timely. Following our debate on
this program, the government began
shoveling out money to support sugar
growers—$250 million worth in 4
months. We were told by the opposing
side that it operated at no cost. We
need to address this wasteful practice.

Mr. Speaker, every single one of us
has a small food business in his dis-
trict. Sugar is an essential ingredient
even in many foods that aren’t nec-
essarily sweet. We all know how hard it
is on small businesses right now. We
know how critical these jobs are to our
economy. Shouldn’t we do everything
we can to help them grow strong?

Today, millions of American families
are on tight budgets. They watch their
spending carefully, especially when it
comes to buying food; and when they
walk down the grocery aisle, they may
not realize the costs that go into the
products that they buy for themselves
and their children. Very few of them
know that they are paying signifi-
cantly more for these products in order
to ensure the profits of a small handful
of sugar producers. They don’t realize
that, altogether, Americans are paying
an additional $3.5 billion a year be-
cause of a government sugar program
that makes little sense.

Tens of millions of Americans are
looking for jobs. Many don’t under-
stand why there isn’t more work avail-
able right now. What they don’t know
is that a nationwide industry is suf-
fering because we have a sugar pro-
gram that favors the few over the
many. There are more than 600,000 jobs
in sugar-using industries today. How-
ever, that industry has seen tough
times. More than 127,000 jobs have been
lost since the late 1990s. The Depart-
ment of Commerce estimates that, for
every one job the sugar program saves,
three are lost in sugar-using industries.
The sugar program is a bad deal for
businesses, for consumers, for job seek-
ers, and for taxpayers. When the House
passed a farm bill this summer, every
single commodity program was re-
formed except for one—the sugar pro-
gram.

The sugar program is probably more
in need of reform than any other com-
modity. The program controls prices to
ensure that at all times sugar farmers
and producers profit. When prices are
high, as they were for 4 out of the last
5 years, producers do very well. When
prices are low, the government buys
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sugar and makes sure that farmers and
producers make their money back.
This isn’t a functioning sugar market.
It is a nonstop bailout.

Meanwhile, the world price for sugar
is typically much lower than here in
the United States, and this is a big ad-
vantage for foreign competitors. In
fact, Canada even advertises their ac-
cess to the world sugar market as a
reason for American companies to relo-
cate or to build new facilities in their
nation. Mexican food companies also
have lower and more stable prices and
the advantages of importing products
to the U.S. under NAFTA. Simply put,
we are handicapping our food indus-
tries at a time when they face intense
competition. Good jobs are flowing out
of the U.S. into other nations.

In the farm bill we sent over to the
Senate, every single commodity pro-
gram was reformed except for sugar.
Dairy farmers, peanut growers, cotton
growers, and many more will all see
changes to their programs. The resolu-
tion on the House floor today proposes
a modest change to the sugar program.

Currently, the Secretary of Agri-
culture has the authority to manage
imports of sugar for 6 months out of
the year. The other 6 months of the
year, he can do nothing even if prices
spike unreasonably high. The Sec-
retary basically has to make an edu-
cated guess about how much sugar
should be imported. The way the stat-
ute is written, the Secretary must err
on the side of the growers and pro-
ducers. This means that, if the guess is
wrong, Big Sugar benefits and con-
sumers get fleeced.

It is time that we put an end to a pol-
icy that makes little sense—a policy
that didn’t even exist until the 2008
farm bill. This is a failed experiment
that has hurt lots of people and has
helped only a handful.

Mr. Speaker, I am grateful that this
resolution is on the floor today. I be-
lieve that the House should make a
strong statement—that our conferees
should work to get good reform to the
sugar program in this year’s farm bill.
I am also grateful for the bipartisan
support for this measure. At a time
when it seems like Democrats and Re-
publicans can’t agree on much, we have
a very strong bipartisan group working
across the aisle to stand up for con-
sumers, for job seekers, for businesses,
and for taxpayers.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I rise to oppose this resolution and to
say that we have very strong bipar-
tisan opposition to this resolution.
Frankly, I don’t know why we are
doing this, because we settled this
issue when we had the debate on the
floor earlier in June. This is a sense of
the Congress, and there is no require-
ment that the conference committee
pay any attention to this, so I don’t
quite understand why we are going
through this process; but in any event,
we are here.
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We have a sugar policy that supports
$20 billion in economic activity and
142,000 jobs. The reason we have it is
that every country in the world that
produces sugar subsidizes those indus-
tries or supports them, in most cases
substantially more than does the
United States. So if we change this
program or give up what we have put
together here, what you are going to do
is give this industry away to countries
that subsidize and support their indus-
tries more than we are doing here in
the United States. I don’t know why we
would want to do that, but that would
be the effect of this.

The Government of Mexico owns 20
percent of the industry in its country;
and with NAFTA, we gave Mexico open
access to our market. This is in spite of
the fact that they own the industry
down there. President Reagan once
said that unilateral disarmament has
never worked, that it only encourages
aggressors. Reagan had it right. So
whether it is defense policy or eco-
nomic policy, you don’t give something
away for nothing to people who are
doing more than what our opponents
claim we are doing.

The United States is the largest
sugar importer in the world. We bring
in 1.5 million tons of sugar from 40
countries. Nobody else does that. This
is sugar we could make here in the
United States, but we gave away 15
percent of our market to help other
countries. We have been doing that for
a long time, and we have had pretty
good prices. All of a sudden, because
Mexico had a good crop, I guess, the
prices have collapsed. If you think that
the loan rate—the bottom price that
we have in the sugar program—is giv-
ing us some kind of a profit or some
kind of a ‘‘fat cat’ deal, I invite you to
come up to American Crystal’s annual
meeting in December in my area and in
Representative CRAMER’S area, at
which they are going to be reporting
that they have lost money this year be-
cause the sugar prices are at loan
rates. So the loan rates that are in the
bill are not guaranteeing anybody a
profit. They are just putting a floor
under it, trying to keep us in business
until next year.

There is no good reason to be doing
this. We settled this issue before. The
reason for the April 1 date is that, in
the past, the USDA has made mistakes
in terms of where we were with the
market. So by having an April 1 date,
we can make it less likely that these
mistakes are going to happen in the fu-
ture. That is the main reason that we
have got it in there.

The sugar program has operated at
no cost for a long time. During that
time, the opponents claim that the
prices were too high. Now the prices
have collapsed, and they are saying the
safety net costs too much. So they are
still complaining about the prices
being too high. I will guarantee you
that you could get the price down to
almost nothing, and it wouldn’t change
the price that people charge for candy
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bars. You could probably give it away,
and they wouldn’t lower the price.

This has been a good policy. It keeps
sugar stable. There was a time in this
country when we got rid of the sugar
program. What happened? We had
prices go up to 50 cents a pound, and we
had the candy companies and the sugar
users come in and ask for the govern-
ment program to be put back in place
so they could get the prices down to a
more affordable level. I will guarantee
you, if you get rid of the sugar policy,
what you are going to have is a feast or
famine situation. You might have low
prices for a while, but you are going to
have a time when high prices are going
to do a lot more harm to you than this
sugar program does.

This is a bad idea. It doesn’t need to
be done, as we have already settled this
issue. I ask my colleagues to reject this
for any number of reasons.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, at this
time, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois, DANNY DAVIS, the
cochair of the Sugar Reform Caucus.
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Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I have been very pleased to
work in a very bipartisan way with
Representatives PITTS, GOODLATTE,
BLUMENAUER, and others as we have
shaped H. Res. 378.

The domestic sugar program is an
outdated system of strict government
controls that cost consumers $4 billion
a year in higher prices. Historically,
the sugar program not only hurts con-
sumers but it also costs us jobs. High
sugar prices were responsible for the
loss of 112,000 jobs in sugar-using indus-
tries in the last decade. While growers
of all commodities, including those for
cotton, rice, peanuts, corn, soybeans,
and wheat, have seen their benefits cut
and their programs reformed, for some
inexplicable reason sugar growers and
processors continue to get a free ride
and keep their program without any
reform.

No other crop has a program like
sugar, which restricts both domestic
production and imports. Peanut and to-
bacco growers once had a quota that
limited production, but Congress re-
formed those programs a long time
ago.

Now we are only left with the sugar
program, where it remains perma-
nently in the 2013 farm bill to continue
to cause higher consumer prices for
food products containing sugar. This
program is designed to benefit a few at
a tremendous cost to many. Our cur-
rent sugar policy offloads the pro-
gram’s cost onto consumers and food
companies, entices U.S. companies to
relocate overseas, destroys U.S. jobs,
and limits export market opportunities
for the rest of the economy.

It is time for Congress to finally re-
form this relic of a program of the past
and put an end to sugar’s special sta-
tus. We can now correct a specific as-
pect of the 2013 farm bill by supporting
H. Res. 378.
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The 2008 farm bill directs the Sec-
retary of the United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture to manage the
overall U.S. sugar supply, including
imports, so that market prices on aver-
age can stay higher in the TUnited
States compared to the overall world
price of sugar. We need to eliminate
this same provision in the 2013 farm
bill that would limit the Secretary of
Agriculture’s ability to allow sufficient
sugar imports into the country so that
consumers can pay their prices.

All that we are asking is to give the
Secretary of Agriculture some flexi-
bility to adjust.

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I am
now pleased to yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. CONAWAY),
the chairman of the relevant sub-
committee in the House Agriculture
Committee.

Mr. CONAWAY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the Pitts-Goodlatte amendment
for a number of reasons.

First of all, we have already voted on
the Pitts-Goodlatte amendment provi-
sions during the farm bill, and the
House voted to reject it. I am not sure
why we are here again today to retread
all of these issues. Even if this resolu-
tion were to pass—which hopefully it
doesn’t—I hope our Members remember
how they voted in July and understand
why they voted the way they did in
July and stick with that this week. But
because the provisions in both bills in
the House and Senate are the same this
has even less effect than for the con-
ferees to ignore it.

Our trade laws allow a lot of sugar to
be imported in this country. We can
and do grant extra access above and be-
yond the commitments if, in fact, we
do need more.

But the farm bill simply says, let’s
wait to see how much Mexico is going
to send us before we grant others extra
access. Remember that Mexico has 100
percent access to our market. They
heavily subsidize their sugar, and the
Mexican government owns 20 percent of
that industry.

The Pitts resolution would ignore
market forecasts and start granting
extra access to Mexico and other coun-
tries right off the bat before the grow-
ing season. Mr. Speaker, that is reck-
less. The effect of this would glut our
market with foreign subsidized sugar,
depress our prices, and make it impos-
sible for our farmers to repay our
loans, resulting in forfeitures and addi-
tional taxpayer costs that shouldn’t be
there. How good is that for taxpayers?

Sugar farmers are currently experi-
encing a 57 percent drop in sugar
prices. I would argue that not one con-
sumer in this America has benefited
from that drop. My colleagues on both
sides of the aisle argue that sugar costs
way too much money. Yet with a 57
percent drop, where are those savings
going to those consumers that you
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want to protect? Where are those re-
duced soda prices? Where are those re-
duced candy bar prices? It is nowhere
to be seen.

I would argue that the policy works
when prices are high, at above the lev-
els. There is no cost to taxpayers. Then
when prices are depressed, like they
are now because of extra access from
rural markets which are all subsidized,
then prices are depressed and the safe-
ty net steps in. You either have a safe-
ty net or you don’t. The argument that
this one was not adjusted in this farm
bill is specious on its face.

Simply to say we change it for the
sake of change makes no sense. If there
is a legitimate change that you want,
fine. But that is not what these folks
are proposing. They are saying change
it just because everybody else got
changed. This program worked for 10
years without any cost to the taxpayer
directly, and it would continue to work
that way going into the future.

They picked a great year to pick this
price because prices are down. The
safety net is supposed to kick in. I
would argue that we need to maintain
the sugar program because it works for
American sugar producers.

Confectioners cannot argue that
prices in Canada are less. Prices in
Canada right now are 29 cents a pound.
So where are all those jobs coming
back to the TUnited States because
sugar in America is 26 cents a pound?
Where are the jobs that went to Mexico
because sugar was cheaper there? Oh, it
is not cheaper; it is 28 cents a pound
there. Where are all those jobs coming
back?

You cannot argue with a straight
face that sugar prices drive all those
jobs out of this country.

Reject the Pitts amendment, and
let’s move forward with a farm bill
that we can make for American farm-
ers.

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, at this
time, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE),
the distinguished chairman of the Judi-
ciary Committee.

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

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, 1
congratulate the gentleman from
Pennsylvania and the gentleman from
Illinois for their leadership on this
issue.

A few months ago, we offered a re-
form amendment to the House farm
bill that would have saved taxpayers
money, kept American jobs at home,
and ended special treatment to one
farm commodity at the expense of all
others.

This farm bill makes major policy
changes that leave no commodity un-
touched, except one. The farm bill
makes absolutely no change to the
sugar program. In fact, the sugar pro-
gram wasn’t even given the scrutiny of
a hearing as the Ag Committee was
constructing the current farm bill.

Since 2008, manufacturers across the
country have been struggling to run

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

their operations due to the uncertainty
created by the sugar program. In fact,
for every job that proponents of this
horrendous policy claim is maintained
by the current sugar program, the
Commerce Department estimates that
the sugar program eliminated three
jobs in food manufacturing.

Although I wish we could be here de-
bating even greater reform, what we
are debating today is quite modest.

This motion to instruct simply re-
stores to the Secretary of Agriculture
the flexibility to manage sugar im-
ports, an authority the Secretary had
prior to the 2008 farm bill. To be clear,
this language will not allow a pound—
a pound—more sugar to enter the U.S.
unless the Secretary authorizes that it
can come in upon a finding that is
needed.

Many of you may be wondering why
we are discussing sugar again. Since
the House last debated the farm bill,
the negative effects of the sugar pro-
gram have only gotten worse. While
proponents of the current sugar pro-
gram claim it is ‘‘no cost,” nothing
could be further from the truth. The
sugar program has cost American tax-
payers more than $250 million since
July.

To put this in perspective, in less
than 3 months this broken policy has
cost American taxpayers $250 million,
which is almost as much as the amount
of money available for an entire year
for The Emergency Food Assistance
Program, TEFAP, the USDA program
that purchases commodities for food
banks. It is nearly $50 million more
than the Commodity Supplemental
Food Program for our Nation’s senior
citizens.

I urge my colleagues to support this
motion.

Comedian Jay Leno recently joked—“The
Department of Agriculture wants to use our tax
money to buy 400,000 tons of sugar to limit
supply and boost prices so sugar producers
can pay back government loans that they
could default on. You follow me here on this?
We loaned them money and now we’re giving
them more money so they can pay back our
loan. You still wonder why we’re 16 trillion dol-
lars in debt?”

Sadly, this is no longer a joke. This is the
reality of the sugar program and it is the
American taxpayer who is saddled with the
cost of this program.

Since this government shutdown began we
have been intensely debating the spending
priorities for our country. | don’t know how we
can justify this horrendous program at all!

While | wish we were able to go further in
reforming the sugar program, today we have
the opportunity to return a small bit of sanity
to the program

Please join me in supporting the Pitts sugar
reform resolution to restore common sense to
America’s sugar policy.

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, 1
would like to point out that for the 12
years before July there has been no
cost at all, and the food stamp part of
the farm bill had no hearings either.

I yield 2 minutes to the gentlelady
from Minnesota (Ms. McCOLLUM).
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Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I am
here today on behalf of our farmers in
Minnesota and the midwest.

My State is number one in sugar beet
production. That means my State’s
economy and the State’s rural econ-
omy take a direct hit because of this
resolution. This resolution hurts our
farmers, small businesses, hospitals,
schools, the lives of real people in rural
communities.

American-grown sugar creates more
than 142,000 jobs in 22 States and nearly
$20 billion in annual economic activity.
We have farmers in the beet fields right
now finishing up harvesting. This reso-
lution sends a message that this House
wants to shut down sugar production,
which will shut down jobs here at
home.

But some jobs will be created—in
Brazil. Let’s defend U.S. jobs, defeat
this resolution, and stand with sugar
beet farmers in Minnesota and across
the United States.

The Republican majority has shut
down the Federal Government. I am
not going to stand by and shut down
the sugar program. So let’s protect

U.S. communities and U.S. jobs and
vote ‘‘no”’ on this resolution.
Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, at this

time, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
lady from California, JACKIE SPEIER.

Ms. SPEIER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, it is kind of uncomfort-
able being on this side of the aisle, but
it is also, I guess, a recognition that
this is truly a bipartisan effort, and I
am really thrilled to be joining in it.

Imagine that when the farm bill was
debated here, every single commodity
program in the farm bill was amended,
was reformed, with the exception of
sugar. Now, why would that happen?
Well, maybe it is because of some
sweet-talking sugar lobbyists that
made that happen.

But nonetheless, let’s be clear about
what this resolution doesn’t do. It does
not undermine the sugar program in
this country. The sugar program that
exists in terms of price support re-
mains, the domestic marketing allot-
ment for sugar remains, and it does not
eliminate sugar import quotas.

What does it do? It basically says
that the Secretary of Agriculture can
make sure during the entire year, and
not just 6 months, that the market
supply is appropriate.

What do we know about research that
has been done on the cost to con-
sumers? It is said to cost consumers
$3.5 billion. Now, this figure doesn’t
come from the candy manufacturers;
this figure comes from a number of
studies by the Government Account-
ability Office, by OECD, by the Presi-
dent’s Council of Economic Advisers.

Now, what has happened since July?
Since July, the taxpayers of this coun-
try have spent $250 million because
they are guaranteed as sugar producers
to 17 cents per pound. When they
couldn’t get 17 cents per pound, the
U.S. had to buy the sugar and then try
to sell it to ethanol producers.
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Mr. Speaker, the time has come for
us to reform the system.

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to my friend
from Texas, Judge POE.

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, our
current U.S. sugar policy maintains
that sugar will not become a solely for-
eign-grown product for the United
States. When we weaken our sugar and
our sugar growers, it hurts America
but it helps Brazil, it helps Mexico—
the biggest competitors for the United
States.

Brazil’s yearly $2.5 billion subsidy
has led them to controlling 50 percent
of the global sugar exports.

Mexico has already unlimited access
to the United States. And who is the
biggest sugar producer and exporter in
Mexico? The Mexican government.
Mexico owns and operates 20 percent of
the Mexican sugar industry. On top of
that, Mexico already owes Texas 300,000
acre feet of water out of the Rio
Grande. It is improperly taking that
water out of the Rio Grande River—
water that should go to Texas sugar
growers, but it is not.

House Resolution 378 will weaken the
U.S. sugar industry, giving advantage
to Mexico and Brazil. By allowing more
foreign sugar into the United States we
create unnecessary and hurtful com-
petition. We prefer, if we pass this leg-
islation, foreign farmers over Amer-
ican farmers.
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Weakening our sugar program is not
reform; it is crippling. It is crippling to
the United States market, to the
140,000 sugar industry jobs. Once again,
it only leaves us dependent on other
countries for our sugar.

Mr. Speaker, it is one thing to be-
come dependent on foreign countries
for our energy; it is another thing if we
start moving into the area of becoming
dependent on foreign countries for
what we eat. I urge my colleagues to
vote against this resolution.

And that’s just the way it is.

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, at this
time, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT),
a leader in sugar reform.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I am deeply
concerned about this issue, as are
many of my colleagues. I strongly sup-
port this resolution by Messrs. PITTS,
DAvVIS, GOODLATTE, and others for a
whole host of reasons, but let’s be very
clear about a few things here.

This country consumes more sugar
than it produces. We must import
sugar, whether we like it or not. We
also have to deal with some other very
basic facts.

I listened with intensity to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota, a good friend,
who talked about American Crystal
losing money. Well, the answer is not
to bail them out with our tax dollars.
We have seen enough of that around
here. It is time to stop those types of
unnecessary bailouts.

We also heard my good friend from
Texas, who, I was relieved today, did
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not complain about sugar companies
making money or confectioners mak-
ing money, as if profits are something
that is evil. We want these companies
to make money. We have had 4 years of
high sugar prices, and that simply
incentivizes more Mexican imports. It
provides more incentives for those im-
ports.

But let’s look at the numbers. The
current program is a remnant of the
Depression era. It puts 600,000 Amer-
ican jobs in the food industry at risk.
Between 1997 and 2011, nearly 127,000
jobs were lost in segments of the food
and beverage industries that use sugar
in their operations. And, yes, Hershey
is located in my district.

The current sugar program hits
American consumers and businesses
with $3.5 billion of extra costs every
year. The CBO projects that the Sugar-
to-Ethanol Program, known as the
Feedstock Flexibility Program, will
cost taxpayers $239 million over the
next several years, including $51 mil-
lion this year alone. Some analysts
project costs of up to $100 million this
year and $250 million over the next 2
years combined.

When sugar prices drop below a cer-
tain level, the Federal Government
buys that sugar and then sells it at a
loss to the ethanol producers. The tax-
payers are abused twice. When is
enough enough? It is unacceptable and
wrong to call on the American people
to support the current sugar program,
not only with their hard-earned con-
sumer dollars, but with their tax dol-
lars as well.

Yes, we are having debates around
this place right now about the govern-
ment shutdown and the debt ceiling.
The point is we need to get on with
this. Let’s protect the American peo-
ple, show them we can do our jobs. I
ask my colleagues to reform, not re-
peal, the current sugar program, but
reform it. Let’s save the American con-
sumers money in the midst of this
tough economy. Let’s show the Amer-
ican people we can act responsibly on
their behalf.

I strongly support the amendment.

Mr. PETERSON. Madam Speaker, I
would like to correct the RECORD. We
do not need to import. The farmers in
my district could easily produce that
15 percent. We gave those markets to
these countries out of the goodness of
our heart.

I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. KILDEE).

Mr. KILDEE. I thank the ranking
member, and thank you for your lead-
ership on this issue.

Madam Speaker, I rise in opposition
to this resolution. Again, it is nothing
but an attack on thousands of family
farms in this country and in my dis-
trict.

If it were the sense of Congress that
it was right to end the successful sugar
program, the House would have done
that last June. Instead, we did the op-
posite. We defeated this same attack,
clearly indicating that this program
should be preserved.
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The district that I represent is home
to Michigan Sugar. And I hear these
references—I heard them on the floor
earlier, and I just saw it again—to Big
Sugar. These are family farms that
have banded together in cooperatives.
You can call that Big Sugar if you
want. It is a term I suppose that is in-
tended to elicit certain thoughts about
who these farmers are. That is a
shame. These are family farmers who
work hard every day and are forced to
be in competition with multinational
corporations.

We talk about the price of sugar. The
price of sugar in a candy bar in 1985,
there was 3 cents of sugar in that
candy bar and it cost 35 cents. Today,
that same candy bar is $1.39, and there
is 3 cents of sugar in that candy bar.

Let’s deal with the facts here. This is
a struggle between companies that
want to marginally increase their prof-
it because not enough profits are going
to these companies. They are among
the highest, most profitable companies
in the country, and they should be.
That is good. But when is enough
enough? Why is it that the family
farmers are always the ones that are
asked to give more, to potentially risk
their livelihood, generations of liveli-
hood?

This is wrong. It was wrong when we
defeated it in June, and it is wrong
again today.

Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, at this
time, I am pleased to yield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
MORAN), another leader in sugar reform
in our Nation.

Mr. MORAN. Madam Speaker, I don’t
want to get into the crosshairs of my
friend from Minnesota, and if I had
sugar beet farmers in my district, I
suppose I might have a different posi-
tion; but I would like to talk about
jobs because that is why I support re-
storing the Secretary of Agriculture’s
ability to keep sugar prices at a rea-
sonable level year-round, not just dur-
ing the arbitrary 6-month period dic-
tated by the 2008 farm bill.

Between 1997 and 2011, nearly 127,000
jobs were lost in segments of the food
and beverage industry that use sugar in
the products they make, while employ-
ment actually rose in food industry
segments that don’t use sugar. Today,
there are an estimated 600,000 Ameri-
cans directly employed in the food
manufacturing industry. It is an enor-
mously important industry. The U.S.
Department of Commerce says that for
every one sugar production job saved,
our current sugar program eliminates
three jobs in food manufacturing. That
is a loss of manufacturing jobs at a
rate of 100,000 per year.

And the fiscal impacts of our sugar
policies are just as disturbing. Since
this issue was debated on the House
floor only 6 weeks ago, the sugar pro-
gram has cost the taxpayer $90 million.
And I am informed that the total cost
to the taxpayer this year alone will ex-
ceed $150 million. The Congressional
Budget Office projects another $239
million in the outyears of the bill.
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We don’t need to be hitting up the
taxpayer for this money. We can make
modest reforms to U.S. sugar policy
while still leaving a safety net in place
for U.S. sugar farmers and processors.
This motion strikes the right balance.
It is modest and commonsense policy.
It is scaled back to include just one of
the reforms that the House considered
2 months ago.

Madam Speaker, I think this should
be supported. It is a modest, important
reform. I think it is appropriate in
light of the context of our farm policy.
We are making reforms in other areas,
and this is one area where we really do
need to reform on behalf of the Amer-
ican consumer and on behalf of the
need for more manufacturing jobs in
the United States of America.

Mr. PETERSON. Madam Speaker, I
am pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. DIAZ-
BALART).

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Madam Speaker,
we have heard a lot of things today. We
have heard from those of us who think
that it is a good program, that it has
been efficient, and that it hasn’t cost
the taxpayers money for the last 10
years; and we have heard from the
other side that it is not efficient. We
have heard conflicting numbers of jobs,
about potentially what jobs may have
been lost. But what is not debatable
are the jobs that are created by the
sugar industry, including 142,000 na-
tionally and 12,000 jobs just in Florida
alone.

We are going to continue to hear con-
flicting sides here, but let me tell you
what is not really debatable. What is
not really debatable is that this is an
industry that, around the entire plan-
et, is subsidized. And what we are talk-
ing about here is a unilateral disar-
mament of the U.S. industry that cre-
ates, again, 142,000 jobs.

I keep hearing, also, the fact that
consumers here are struggling. Wait a
second. Sugar here for consumers is
among the lowest prices on the entire
planet.

And then I have heard, again, that it
is affecting the food manufacturing in-
dustry. By the way, now we are getting
to the real substance of the issue. But
let’s ask the question: prices of sugar
have dropped dramatically this year.
Have you seen a dramatic shift, the
lowering of prices in the food manufac-
turing industry? By the way, let me
not get that dramatic. Have you seen a
dramatic lowering of prices of diet
sodas versus ones that contain sugar?
No.

Look, if that was the case, if the
price reductions were going to be
passed on to the consumers, then you
would see, obviously, products that
don’t contain sugar would be a lot less
expensive than the ones that do con-
tain sugar.

Again, we are going to hear a lot of
conflicting issues, but let’s not forget
the basic principle here: We have thou-
sands of jobs that depend on this indus-
try, including in Florida. We have,
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again, some large manufacturers that
want lower prices, and I don’t blame
them. But please don’t say they are
going to pass them on to the consumer,
because they never have. Just look at
the price of Diet Coke versus regular
Coke.

Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, at this
time, I am pleased to yield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr.
FLEISCHMANN).

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Madam Speak-
er, I spoke earlier on the floor today,
and I think it is wonderful that we are
having this great debate in this great
Chamber. Obviously, this is a bipar-
tisan issue, and I am so glad that some
of my colleagues from the other side of
the aisle have joined me in this great
debate for sugar reform.

I represent the great Third District
of Tennessee, and I have spent a lot of
time in my district in manufacturing
plants where I believe, and I would
argue, that we manufacture the best
baked goods in the country, some of
the finest candies in the country, and
we distribute these goods all over our
great Nation. We use sugar. We use a
lot of sugar.

But as we have been involved in this
great debate and since the last time on
the farm bill, I have noticed a couple of
things. It is just not working. Since we
had that last vote, it has cost the
American taxpayer over $250 million.
In addition to that, I have made a com-
mitment to the workers in these plants
that I am going to fight hard to keep
their jobs in the TUnited States of
America, in particular in the great
Third District of Tennessee. In order to
do that, we have to stop this madness.
This is not a radical change to sugar
reform. It is a modest proposal that al-
lows the Secretary of Agriculture the
discretion to help the American con-
sumer against skyrocketing costs and
potential skyrocketing costs in the
price of sugar.

Let’s face it; sugar is a commodity,
plain and simple. And if you use it and
the price goes up, and if it is kept arti-
ficially high, it drives the price up and
you become uncompetitive. I believe in
the free market. I fervently argue for
the free market, but the Pitts-Good-
latte amendment does a couple of
things. It protects American con-
sumers; it protects American jobs; and
it is the right side of the argument for
good, free-market Americans.

Mr. PETERSON. Madam Speaker, 1
am pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. SCHRA-
DER).

Mr. SCHRADER. Madam Speaker, 1
think it is important to put all this in
perspective. U.S. sugar policy from the
2008 farm bill has been very, very suc-
cessful. As a matter of fact, the com-
mittees of jurisdiction both on the
House and Senate side decided not to
alter the sugar provisions in the 2013
farm bills passed by both the House
and the Senate. As a matter of fact,
this has been argued, as we have heard,
again and again. This amendment and
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amendments similar to this have been
rejected each time.

This would be a very damaging
amendment at a time when American
farmers are already hurting. This is ex-
actly the inappropriate time to go
after American jobs. These guys would
end up going bankrupt, and I don’t
think you want to sacrifice existing
American jobs with the hope that some
new jobs might be created.

The other thing that is missing here
is the acknowledgment that the Sec-
retary of Agriculture already has the
authority to increase U.S. sugar im-
ports if there is an emergency. So why
do we need this instruction? I don’t get
it.

The other point, if we are going to
get back to some semblance of regular
order in the conference process, since
the House and Senate farm bills are
identical here, this should not even be
conferenceable at the end of the day. I
think it is out of order and inappro-
priate.

Right now, Mexico, as has been stat-
ed, is well subsidized. Twenty percent
of their production is outright sub-
sidized, owned by their government, is
driving sugar prices in the tank for
Americans. That is not right. This
should be WTO conferenceable at the
end of the day.

This is the wrong time to go about
trying to end a policy that has worked
great for the last 12 years and finally is
paying off for those sugar producers,
sugar farmers, and all the sugar beet
seed growers in my district that need a
little help in this tough, tough time. I
think if you are in favor of supporting
a good balance of trade, supporting
American agriculture, supporting the
American taxpayer, at the end of the
day, you do not want to vote in favor of
Pitts amendment. I urge its defeat.
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Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. MEEKS).

Mr. MEEKS. Madam Speaker, I stand
in strong support of the Pitts amend-
ment on the House resolution on the
farm bill.

The sugar program included in the
2008 farm bill that became permanent
in the 2013 House farm bill, contains a
harmful restraint on trade and sugar
between the 6 months of October and
April, which makes it so that the Sec-
retary of Agriculture cannot allow an
increase in sugar imports, even if the
marketplace needs it.

This detrimental restriction led to
record-high prices for both the sugar
producers and consumers alike. The
higher costs resulted in many manufac-
turing companies, some are located in
my district, struggling or having to
even shut down because they are un-
able to sustain these high costs, killing
good manufacturing jobs in the proc-
ess.

This resolution ensures that the U.S.
will not be forced to face higher sugar
prices that are two times the world
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price because of an erroneous restric-
tion in the current law. These high
sugar prices have unfairly cost con-
sumers $3.5 billion a year.

Simply, the U.S. should be able to
control these costs and adjust accord-
ingly so that we do not impose unjust
costs upon our consumers, especially in
these economically trying times.

The bottom line is this: the problem
is not Mexico. The problem is an out-
dated anti-taxpayer, anti-consumer,
anti-business sugar-reform program.
The Pitts resolution will help restore
some balance to the program and re-
move artificial pressure from the cur-
rent government intrusion into the
marketplace, which is what we are
looking for here.

What will the Pitts resolution do? It
will help fix our broken sugar program
by, one, allowing sugar farmers to re-
tain their commodity program; two, to
help ensure taxpayers will be less like-
ly to have to pick up the tab for this
program; and, three, help to ensure
that hundreds of thousands of good
manufacturing jobs and sugar indus-
tries will be less threatened.

I urge support of the Pitts resolution.
It is a commonsense approach.

Mr. PETERSON. Madam Speaker, I
am pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOHO).

Mr. YOHO. Madam Speaker, I thank
my colleague from Minnesota.

I oppose the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania’s resolution, H. Res. 378.

Sugar is the only commodity where
the U.S. is a net importer. This puts
U.S. producers at a disadvantage. Our
sugar farmers have to compete with
sugar-producing governments and
countries that heavily subsidize their
farmers’ production. Yes, this year this
program did cost our government, but
it is because Mexico is allowed to dump
their sugar on our market because of
NAFTA. This is a trade issue that we
need to look at deeper.

U.S. farmers would gladly give up
their safety net as long as every other
country discontinued their heavily sub-
sidized programs as well. U.S. sugar
farmers can compete with any other
foreign sugar farmer and we can out-
perform them, but they can’t compete
against a foreign government and sub-
sidies. At the end of the day, this is a
jobs issue. There are over 142,000 jobs in
the domestic sugar industry, with over
12,000 in Florida alone. Many of these
jobs would move to Brazil or Mexico if
the intent of this resolution becomes
law. There again, another industry
would be weakened by our government
policies.

We in government should work to
keep America stronger and more com-
petitive, and I urge my colleagues to
vote against this resolution.

Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. LATTA).

Mr. LATTA. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Madam Speaker, I rise today in sup-
port of H. Res. 378.
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The current U.S. sugar program is
uncompetitive, outdated, it stunts
American job creation, harms U.S. con-
fectioners, and forces food manufactur-
ers and families to pay a higher cost
for any product made with sugar. Re-
cent data suggests that without re-
form, the program puts 600,000 jobs in
the sugar-using industries at risk. I am
all too aware of these negative eco-
nomic impacts during a recent visit to
a leading confectioner in my district.

Headquartered in Bryan, Ohio,
Spangler Candy Company is a family-
owned business that has been providing
consumers with Dum Dums, Saf-T-
Pops, Circus Peanuts, candy canes, and
other confections since 1906. This com-
pany currently has over 400 U.S. em-
ployees; but if it could purchase sugar
at world-market prices instead of U.S.
prices, that number would be closer to
600. That’s a difference of 200 highly
skilled manufacturing jobs in a single
small midwestern town. Imagine the
positive economic growth that would
result from sugar reform nationwide.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting this resolution. Reforming
the U.S. sugar program will restore
fairness in the sugar market, encour-
age U.S. investment, and spur job cre-
ation in our local communities.

Mr. PETERSON. Madam Speaker, I
am now pleased to yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
NOLAN).

Mr. NOLAN. Madam Speaker, listen-
ing to the debate here this afternoon, I
am reminded of a statement from an
old University of Minnesota law pro-
fessor who once said that ‘‘all political
decisions revolve around who you’re
for.” And I’ve heard both sides of this
issue castigating one side or the other;
but it becomes rather clear, as you lis-
ten to this debate, that the supporters
of this resolution are in support of
those multinational corporations and
foreign corporations and foreign gov-
ernments that stand to benefit from a
change in our U.S. sugar policy.

On the other side, the side that I
choose to stand with, we have the pro-
ducers such as the cane growers, the
beet growers who put their crops in the
field at risk every year, the men and
women who work in the fields, who
work in the plants processing sugar,
and the consumers who benefit from a
stable supply of reasonably priced
sugar to satisfy our food needs here in
this country.

Madam Speaker, I strongly urge that
we defeat this resolution and stick
with the sugar program that has
worked so well in this country for so
long. In Minnesota alone, we have
32,500 people working in that industry.
There are 142,000 people working
throughout the country in this indus-
try.

Madam Speaker, this was a jobs bill.
This was an American manufacturing
and production bill. Let’s defeat this
resolution. Let’s support the farmers.
Let’s support the workers. Let’s sup-
port the consumers. Let’s defeat this
amendment.
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Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. SCHNEIDER).

Mr. SCHNEIDER. Madam Speaker, I
ask for support of my colleagues on a
resolution in support of making a sim-
ple correction to the House-passed
farm bill during the conference with
the Senate.

The 2008 farm bill overreached in lim-
iting the USDA’s ability to allow sugar
imports if there is a shortage in domes-
tic supply. This misguided policy has
resulted in extreme shortages and now
surpluses, adding unnecessary vola-
tility to the marketplace and creating
uncertainty for our manufacturers. Be-
cause of these policies, we have been
losing food manufacturing jobs at the
rate of almost 10,000 per year. We can-
not afford these job losses.

The district I represent in Illinois is
home to a number of food manufactur-
ers, including Jelly Belly, TruSweets
Confectionery, Cornfields, Ford Gum,
and Long Grove Confectionery. These
companies employ hundreds of people
and support hundreds of families in the
10th District. These are economic driv-
ers of our community.

In addition to costing our manufac-
turers and workers, this policy is cost-
ing taxpayers.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
FoxX). The time of the gentleman has
expired.

Mr. PITTS. I yield the gentleman an
additional 1 minute.

Mr. SCHNEIDER. Since July, this
policy is estimated to have cost more
than $250 million. Keep in mind that we
were told this program would operate
at zero cost.

The reform called for by this resolu-
tion would make a modest change to
U.S. sugar policy while still maintain-
ing a safety net for U.S. sugar farmers
and processors.

Please join me in supporting this
commonsense resolution. Express sup-
port for this reasonable reform.

Mr. PETERSON. Madam Speaker, I
am now pleased to yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from North Dakota (Mr.
CRAMER), my good friend and the clean-
up hitter on our side.

Mr. CRAMER. Madam Speaker, 1
thank the ranking member and my
neighbor for yielding the time and for
his leadership on this very important
issue that supports the sugar farmers
of the Red River Valley of the north,
and I am very pleased to confirm that
there is, in fact, plenty of room for all
of our colleagues to attend American
Crystal Sugar’s annual meeting; so I
appreciate his invitation, as well.

How many Federal programs only
cost money every 10 to 12 years? We
hear that this program has cost $250
million since July. Yeah, since July of
2002. That’s all it has cost.

I want to speak less, perhaps, to the
merits of the program because they
have already been so eloquently illus-
trated and speak more to an issue of
unity. At a time when unity is so rare,
it is unfortunate that some of our col-
leagues have chosen to attempt to dis-
mantle one of the very few, frankly,
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successful achievements of this Con-
gress.

The committee work on the 2013 farm
bill began years ago before many of us
were even elected to Congress. An anti-
sugar amendment was thoughtfully de-
bated on this floor, including the provi-
sions in this resolution, and the House
killed it. At that time, a sense of the
House was reached and a farm bill was
passed.

The Senate passed the exact same
language pertaining to the sugar pro-
gram that is making today’s action not
only divisive, but a total waste of time,
as House rules prohibit the conferees
from even considering its language.
This maneuver undermines the very in-
tegrity of this great institution, and it
ignores the unifying achievement of
this farm bill by dismantling the sup-
port system for our sugar farmers who
are facing a 57 percent collapse in
prices as we speak.

We don’t need more division, Madam
Speaker. We need accomplishments.
Let’s not impose division where there
is unity. Let’s vote ‘no” on this
amendment. Let’s allow our conferees
to do their jobs, bring back a report
that a majority of us can vote for and
a farm bill that we can all vote for,
that the Senate can agree to, that the
President can sign, and demonstrate
our functionality once again.

Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, may 1
inquire as to the time remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania has 6%2 min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman
from Minnesota has 7 minutes remain-
ing.
Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 12 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. COLLINS).

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Madam
Speaker, I thank the gentleman.

I rise today in strong support of
House Resolution 378.

The current sugar policy in this
country is outdated and this year will
cost American taxpayers millions upon
millions of dollars. It is time for us to
recognize that there is a global supply
of sugar that American manufacturers
need to be able to access, and the world
price for sugar futures consistently
trades lower than domestic futures. If
it weren’t bad enough that our policy
causes food prices to be artificially
high, this year taxpayers will pick up
the bill to the tune of hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars when the USDA pur-
chases the excess supply. We will be
converting our excess sugar into eth-
anol to support an industry which does
not need any more taxpayer help. In
fact, that is another discussion for an-
other day of bad policy.

At a time when we are all taking a
hard look at every dollar we spend, we
need to take a hard look at this sugar
program. Every Member of Congress
should ask themselves: Is this the best
way we can use limited taxpayer dol-
lars?

Taxpayers are paying for the current
sugar program when they write their
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checks to the IRS, and they are paying
for it when they write their checks to
the local grocery store. We need to sup-
port this resolution, Madam Speaker.

Mr. PETERSON. Madam Speaker, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. KILMER).
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Mr. KILMER. Madam Speaker, I rise
to talk about the importance of this
resolution.

Prior to coming to Congress, I spent
a decade working in economic develop-
ment in Tacoma, Washington; and dur-
ing that time, it was my job to go and
meet with employers and find out how
to keep jobs and try to grow jobs in our
area.

One of the first meetings I had was
with a company called Brown and
Haley, a confectioner that has been
producing the legendary and, if I might
add, delicious Almond Roca since 1923.
In discussing the economic challenges
facing that company, the number one
issue that they raised was the competi-
tive disadvantage they faced from the
high cost of sugar.

We are a northern border State.
From where I grew up, on a clear day
you could see Canada. For a region
that is struggling to grow jobs and
keep jobs, the threat of businesses in
my district moving across the border
isn’t a theoretical policy conversation;
it is a real threat.

The current program puts 600,000
American manufacturing jobs at risk
in all 50 States. Since the 2008 farm
bill, the U.S. cost of sugar has sky-
rocketed to almost two times the world
price. That price increase is passed di-
rectly on to our confectioners, who
have to make tough operating adjust-
ments to sustain their business.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. PITTS. I yield the gentleman an
additional 1 minute.

Mr. KILMER. Our neighbors realize
how expensive U.S. sugar is and how
high the prices are; and in the case of
Brown and Haley in my district, those
north of the border have already ex-
plicitly approached and advertised the
cheaper sugar prices across the border.

This current sugar program doesn’t
just affect large corporations. It im-
pacts small family-owned businesses
like Brown and Haley in Tacoma,
Washington, that have been in our
communities for generations. So I ask
for support for this resolution to help
American small businesses and Amer-
ican manufacturing jobs.

Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, at this
time, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. STUTZMAN).

Mr. STUTZMAN. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Madam Speaker, I call on my col-
leagues this afternoon to support this
resolution, to further reform a harmful
and unnecessary sugar program that
puts 600,000 American manufacturing
jobs at risk.

The
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Back home in Indiana’s Third Con-
gressional District, companies like
Aunt Millie’s, small candy maker
Plyleys Candies in Lagrange, Indiana,
and Edy’s Ice Cream in Fort Wayne are
forced to pay artificially inflated
prices, thanks to Washington’s top-
down control. This kind of price-fixing
should be a bygone relic of the Soviet
era and has no place in free-market
policies. Today we have an opportunity
to make commonsense reforms to help
protect these jobs.

I would also like to urge this body to
protect the victory for limited govern-
ment when the House split the farm
bill and ended the unholy alliance be-
tween food stamps and agricultural
policy. These policies are completely
different and must be considered sepa-
rately, just like we are doing now in
debating sugar policy.

For the first time in 40 years, we
gave taxpayers an honest look at how
Washington spends their money. We
took a commonsense approach and con-
sidered food stamp policy and tradi-
tional ag policy separately.

Today the House sent to conference a
bill that keeps these policies separate.
We can make sure that, going forward,
we Kkeep our commitment to trans-
parency and limited government.

I urge the conference committee to
adopt this resolution, protect these
jobs, and keep food and farm policies
separate.

Mr. PETERSON. Madam Speaker, in
closing, I would just reiterate that we,
in sugar-producing areas, we, who are
in the sugar production business, would
happily give up the sugar program if
everybody else in the world gave up
their sugar programs. That is the prob-
lem; and as I said in my opening state-
ment, as President Reagan said, when
you unilaterally disarm, you are ask-
ing for trouble.

We are bringing in 15 percent of our
market in imports that we don’t need
to do. We could easily produce that in
the United States.

So I would say to these other coun-
tries, you give up all of your support
for your sugar industry, you bring in 15
percent in Brazil and Thailand and
these other big sugar-producing areas,
and we would be happy to compete be-
cause we will run them out of business.

The problem is, that is not the real
world. So if you want to maintain
these jobs and this industry in the
country, the way to do it is with this
current program. That is why it was
put in in ’08. That is why it was sup-
ported on both sides, in both the House
and the Senate in 2013. And it works.

One of the speakers had said that we
have these high consumer prices in the
United States. That is not true. We
have the cheapest, most affordable,
most abundant, and safest food supply
in the world in the United States, in-
cluding sugar. And one of the reasons
is because of the policies we have in
place. One of those policies is the sugar
policy.

So I would encourage my colleagues
to oppose this resolution. As it was
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stated, it is unnecessary. It is not
something that is going to be consid-
ered by the conference committee any-
way. I don’t know why we are doing it,
but it should be defeated in spite of
that.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, in con-
clusion, again, this is reform. It is not
a repeal of the sugar program. It is a
very modest reform, simply going back
to what the Secretary had before 2008
with the ability, the flexibility to
allow sugar imports, when necessary,
to meet domestic demand.

It allows sugar farmers to retain
their price supports. It helps save
American taxpayers and consumers
money, about $3.5 billion per year. It
helps protect hundreds of thousands of
good American manufacturing jobs. It
does not require the import of a single
additional pound of sugar, and it re-
duces market manipulation.

Madam Speaker, I urge the Members
on both sides of the aisle to support
this resolution. And with that, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 380,
the previous question is ordered on the
resolution.

The question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. PETERSON. Madam Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

—————

EXPRESSING SENSE OF HOUSE
RELATING TO CROP INSURANCE

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Madam
Speaker, pursuant to House Resolution
380, I call up the resolution (H. Res 379)
expressing the sense of the House of
Representatives regarding certain pro-
visions of the Senate amendment to
H.R. 2642 relating to crop insurance,
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 380, the resolu-
tion is considered read.

The text of the resolution is as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 379

Resolved, That it is the sense of the House
of Representatives that the managers on the
part of the House of the conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the
House amendment to the Senate amendment
to the bill H.R. 2642 (an Act to provide for
the reform and continuation of agricultural
and other programs of the Department of Ag-
riculture and other programs of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture through fiscal year 2018,
and for other purposes) should—

(1) agree to provisions relating to a limita-
tion on premium subsidy based on average
adjusted gross income in excess of $750,000;
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(2) agree to provisions relating to a re-
quirement for the Secretary to carry out a
study on crop insurance and the impacts of
an adjusted gross income limitation, as spec-
ified in paragraph (1); and

(3) not agree to provisions relating to a de-
layed effective date.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) and
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
LucAs) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Madam
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have b5 legislative
days in which to revise and extend
their remarks on House Resolution 379.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Madam
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

First of all, I would like to thank
Chairman LUCAS for his work on pass-
ing a farm bill through the House. It
was not an easy task.

And the farm bill got a lot right, in
my judgment. It eliminated direct pay-
ments. It made reforms to the food
stamp program, which are in desperate
need of reform. It consolidated duplica-
tive programs, and the Agriculture
Committee has started to implement
very needed reforms of these programs.
Unfortunately, I don’t think it went far
enough, which is why I am offering this
sense of the House.

I think that we should accept what
the Senate did—and they did it in a bi-
partisan fashion—to impose limits on
premium subsidies going toward the
wealthiest of farmers.

What this sense of the House does is
it simply says, let’s agree to the
Coburn-Durbin amendment which said,
for those making above $750,000, the
sense of the Congress is that their pre-
miums for crop insurance should not be
as generous as everybody else’s. In
fact, their premiums should be sub-
sidized by 15 percentage points. This is
hardly draconian. In fact, I would sup-
port going much farther than this, as I
have voted consistently in the past.

But what this says is, if you are a
farmer and you make more than
$750,000, all you will get is a crop insur-
ance subsidy that is not as generous as
everybody else’s. It will be 15 percent-
age points less.

Let me give you an example. If you
have protection for 50 percent of your
yield, right now the Federal Govern-
ment will subsidize 67 percent of that.
Under this, if you make over $750,000,
you would be subsidized by 52 percent
of your crop insurance. Hardly draco-
nian.

So what we are simply saying is, we
had a vote that was 59-33 in the Senate
to limit the subsidy for crop insurance
for very wealthy farmers. That is 1 per-
cent of all of our agricultural pro-
ducers in the country, and what we
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should do is concede to that. We should
agree with that in conference, and that
is what the sense of this House resolu-
tion encourages.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LUCAS. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I might consume.

First, I would note, again, to my col-
leagues that this is one of the final
stages of this long, challenging process
of putting a comprehensive farm bill
together.

With the conclusion of this debate on
this sense of the Congress resolution
and the votes that I suspect will come
sometime later today or tomorrow, we
will begin then with the appointment
of conferees, the formal process of
working out the differences between
House and Senate bills. That is no
small accomplishment, considering
how many years Ranking Member
PETERSON and I and the members of the
House Agriculture Committee have put
into this effort. As a matter of fact,
when we started the process of gath-
ering information and putting the
hearing record together, I was the
ranking member, and Mr. PETERSON
was the chairman. So this has been a
long, long process.

Now, I must say that I am obligated
to rise in opposition to the resolution.
I think the world of the author of this
amendment, and in his role as chair-
man of the House Budget Committee,
not only is he well-intentioned in this
amendment and his many other efforts,
but let’s be honest, our friend has a
tremendous amount of work on his
plate, addressing everything from the
issues about how we work our way out
of this debt ceiling matter, how we ad-
dress funding the Federal Government,
how we finally put a budget resolution
together. I know he is a busy, busy
man; but I must say the committee fo-
cused very hard for literally years on
all of these issues.

I won’t pretend that with all of the
things going on right now, not that
many weeks after some very intense
debate on the floor of this House, the
goodly number of our Members are not
focused on particular nuances of the
farm bill, but on everything else going
on.

But I would remind my good friends,
the perspective of the House Ag Com-
mittee and the perspective of the ma-
jority—yes, maybe I have had too
much fun with farm bills in recent
years—of this process has led us to be-
lieve that it was important that we en-
courage participation in crop insur-
ance. Crop insurance is like other in-
surance. It is about creating a pool of
risk and spreading it out as far as you
possibly can, having as many partici-
pants as you possibly can to share ad-
versity, to contribute more premiums
into that pool so that when you have
that inevitable loss somewhere, you
are better able to address it. And that
is the perspective the committee took
and I believe the House, as a whole,
took. Get as many people involved in
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