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mineral lease or agreement that affects indi-
vidually owned Indian land on behalf of an
Indian owner if—

(A) that owner is deceased and the heirs to,
or devisees of, the interest of the deceased
owner have not been determined; or

(B) the heirs or devisees referred to in sub-
paragraph (A) have been determined, but 1 or
more of the heirs or devisees cannot be lo-
cated.

(4) PUBLIC AUCTION OR ADVERTISED SALE NOT
REQUIRED.—It shall not be a requirement for
the approval or execution of a lease or agree-
ment under this subsection that the lease or
agreement be offered for sale through a pub-
lic auction or advertised sale.

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—This Act su-
persedes the Act of March 3, 1909 (35 Stat.
783, chapter 263; 25 U.S.C. 396) only to the ex-
tent provided in subsection (a).

The Senate bill was ordered to be
read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the Senate bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-
ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1999

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 482 and rule
XXIIl, 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. 4101.
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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.
4101) making appropriations for Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and
Drug Administration, and Related
Agencies programs for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1999, and for
other purposes, with Mr. LAHOOD in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole rose on Tuesday, June
23, 1998, amendment No. 2 offered by
the gentleman from New Hampshire
(Mr. BAss) had been disposed of and
section 738 had been read.

Are there further amendments to
this portion of the bill?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MILLER OF
FLORIDA

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr.
man, | offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MILLER of Flor-
ida:

Chair-
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Add after the final section the following
new section:

SEC. __ . None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to make available or
administer, or to pay the salaries of person-
nel of the Department of Agriculture who
make available or administer, a loan to a
processor of sugarcane or sugar beets during
fiscal year 1999 under section 156 of the Agri-
cultural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C.
7272) at a loan rate in excess of 17 cents per
pound for raw cane sugar and 21.9 cents per
pound for refined beet sugar.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the Committee of Tuesday,
June 23, 1998, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MiILLER) will control 30 min-
utes, and the gentleman from New
Mexico (Mr. SKEEN) and the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) or her
designee each will control 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. MILLER).

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself such time as | may
consume. This amendment is a modest
change in the sugar program in this
country, a one-cent change in sugar
prices in this country.

Most of my colleagues do not realize
that the sugar program is one of those
old-fashioned programs where the Fed-
eral Government here in Washington
has the bureaucracy that set a high
price on sugar. This is not part of the
free enterprise system that most peo-
ple think we have. We have a price of
sugar that the government sets that is
over twice what the price is around the
world. In Canada the price of sugar is
about 9 cents a pound. In the United
States it is about 22, 23 cents a pound.
This makes zero economic sense.

In 1996 we passed Freedom to Farm, a
very significant and historic piece of
legislation for agriculture, because it
really had a lot of reforms that were
very important and good for this coun-
try and good for farmers. Our farmers
are very effective and productive farm-
ers and can compete with farmers
around the world. We are huge export-
ers of agricultural products. But while
we reformed lots of the grain programs
and other programs, we did not reform
sugar. Sugar was one product that ba-
sically escaped reform in the 1996 farm
reform bill. The price of sugar back be-
fore we had reform was about 22, 23
cents a pound, and it is staying at that
price because the government program
continues to exist to force the price up
high while world prices have dropped
down to about 9 cents a pound.

One of the things | would point out,
I remember reading right after the pas-
sage of the Freedom to Farm bill what
the historic change was. In Time maga-
zine there was an article not focusing
on the good things in that bill but
about the sugar sweet deal that the
sugar farmers got by not reforming
sugar and whether it was ABC News
who did a story earlier this year about
“It’s Your Money”’, or Readers Digest
had a story earlier this year, or the
New York Times, they all referred to
the fact that sugar was not reformed.
So as much as my opponents might
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say, ““Oh, we reformed it,”” the bottom
line is sugar prices are the same basi-
cally as they were before we reformed
it.

Let me describe briefly how the pro-
gram works. The program works, that
we cannot grow enough sugar in this
country so we must import sugar. So
what the government does is it con-
trols the amount of sugar allowed into
this country and by basic supply and
demand forces prices up high. So while
the world price is about 9 cents right
now, in fact, if you look at the Wall
Street Journal, you look at commodity
prices, you have two prices for sugar,
the price we pay in the United States
and the price around the world.

What is crazy about this, for exam-
ple, Australia, one of the largest ex-
porters of sugar in the world, and it is
not a subsidized program in Australia,
they will sell their sugar to anyone for
9 cents a pound, but the United States,
what do they sell it to us for? Twenty-
two cents a pound or so. It is crazy.
That is foreign aid. That is corporate
subsidy of Australian sugar farmers.
Whether we import it from the Domini-
can Republic or Brazil or wherever, we
are subsidizing foreign sugar growers
in this program.

This program of sugar that we have
in this country is bad for consumers, it
is bad for jobs, and it is certainly bad
for the environment. For the consum-
ers, they pay a higher price for sugar,
not just the sugar we buy off the
shelves in the store but so many dif-
ferent items of food contain sugar,
whether it is the candy, whether it is
cough drops, whether it is ice cream or
baked goods, sugar is part of that and
it is part of the total cost of the pro-
duction. We all know basic economics
will tell you that cost and prices are
related.

It is bad for the environment. | come
from Florida. A great treasure of the
State of Florida is the Florida Ever-
glades. Sadly it has been damaged over
the past 50 years for a variety of rea-
sons, not just because of agriculture
certainly. We are in the process now of
trying to restore the Everglades. We
have lost 50 percent of the Florida Ev-
erglades for a variety of reasons, for
agriculture and development and more
people in the State of Florida. But we
found out this week that it is going to
cost us $7.5 billion over the next 20
years to restore the Everglades as best
as we can. A large part of the problem
is the amount of acreage going for
sugar production, 500,000 acres. And
part of the solution is to buy a lot of
that sugar land and also to build reten-
tion ponds to filter the water that
flows off the sugar fields. How much is
sugar paying in this plan? Less than 5
percent of the cost. They are not even
carrying their full load. But in addition
to that, because we have this crazy
sugar program, we are having to pay
inflated prices for the land we are buy-
ing from the sugar farmers. We create
a program that makes the land more
valuable and creates incentives to
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produce more sugar in the Everglades,
and then we are going to have to go out
and buy it and pay this inflated price.
That is the kind of screwy government
program that this is.

And jobs. This is a job loser in this
country. Because we restrict the
amount of sugar imported, refineries
are closing around this country. They
have been closing for years because of
this program. These are good jobs,
union jobs by the way, because | have
got letters of support from organized
labor saying, ‘‘We’re losing union
jobs.”

It is also bad for the users of sugar.
For example, one of the classic cases is
Bob’s Candy down in Georgia that
makes candy canes. They pay this high
price for sugar. They have opened a fa-
cility down in the Caribbean. The same
sugar is costing less than half the
amount. Here is a company that has
been in business for three generations
and they are having a hard time to
compete. Whether it is cereal, what
have you, the jobs are not coming to
this country. They are producing the
cough drops in England and sending us
cough drops rather than allowing us to
manufacture them in this country. It is
a job loser in this country.

The bottom line, Mr. Chairman, is
that it is bad for the consumer, it is
bad for jobs and economic growth in
this country, and it is certainly bad for
the environment. | think it is time
that we get rid of this big government
program that no longer belongs in the
free enterprise country we live in
today.

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

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. SMITH), the
chairman of the Committee on Agri-
culture.

(Mr. SMITH of Oregon asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, this is not a minimal
issue at all. | hope Members will listen,
because again | want to reiterate, a
contract was made with agriculture in
1996 that will be ending in the year
2002, that all subsidies on all crops will
be eliminated.

In the face of that contract, why are
we singling out sugar growers? This is
not an attack on sugar companies. This
is an attack on people who grow sugar,
who work in the fields. Why should we
distinguish them from soybeans or
wheat or corn, if that happens to be
your crop? “Oh, no, we have to identify
sugar. Let’s take them out of the con-
tract.”

| say, “Wrong.”” We made a contract,
let us stick with it.

Is this a minimal question? Well, the
people from CoBank do not think so,
because the senior Vice President, Mr.
Cassidy, wrote a letter to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. LIVING-
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STON) on June 18, 1998, at which time
this senior Vice President said, ‘‘Look,
we finance about 2,000 customers.
There are $1 billion worth of loans in
jeopardy if this amendment passes.”’

Banks do not operate on tomorrow.
They operate on a year and two and
three-year commitments. Therefore,
we are jeopardizing many, many sugar
growers. Why do that? Do not pass this
amendment. Stay with the contract
the Congress made with farmers and
with agriculture until the year 2002.

Mr. Chairman, 1 include for the
RECORD the letter from Mr. Jack
Cassidy to Chairman LIVINGSTON.

The text of the letter is as follows:

COBANK,
Denver, CO, June 18, 1998.
Hon. ROBERT L. LIVINGSTON,
Chairman, House Appropriations Committee,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I’'m writing to express
CoBank’s opposition to an amendment to the
pending Agricultural Appropriations bill
that would effectively end the federal sugar
policy.

With $19 billion in assets. CoBank is the
largest bank in the Farm Credit System. We
provide financing to about 2,000 customers,
including agricultural cooperatives, rural
utility systems, and to support the export of
agricultural products. At present, CoBank
has 25 farmer-owned cooperative customers
involved in the sugar or sweetener industry,
with loans from CoBank totaling nearly $1
billion. CoBank’s customers, their farmer
members, and CoBank itself have made nu-
merous business decisions and financial com-
mitments based on the seven-year farm bill
passed by Congress in 1996. As you know,
that legislation included provisions vital to
the U.S. sugar industry at no cost to U.S.
taxpayers. Great hardship would result to
sugar farmers and their cooperatives if Con-
gress fails to live up to the commitments
made as part of the farm bill.

For these reasons, we urge you to support
the existing farm bill provisions and oppose
any proposals that would undermine the ex-
isting sugar policy.

Please call me at 1-800/542-8072, extension
4362, if you or your staff have any questions.

Sincerly.
JACK E. CAssIDY,
Senior Vice President.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, | yield
the 15 minutes under my control in
this debate to the gentleman from Ha-
waii (Mr. ABERCROMBIE), a key leader
in this House and truly one of the most
knowledgeable and hardworking and
influential leaders on U.S. sugar pol-
icy. 1 would have to say that no one
could be a finer spokesman both for our
producers as well as our farm workers
than the gentleman from Hawaii.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the gentleman from Hawaii (Mr. ABER-
CcROMBIE) will control 15 minutes, and is
recognized.

There was no objection.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT), the minority
leader.

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

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in strong opposition to the Miller
amendment. | believe this amendment
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is nothing more than a proposal to
transfer wealth from farmers to giant
food corporations. | believe it would
harm hardworking farm families in
rural communities across this country.
Throughout much of farm country,
farmers today are struggling. I want to
reiterate that. Farmers in the upper
Midwest and in the Midwest are strug-
gling and having a very hard time pay-
ing their bills. The Republican freedom
to fail farm bill has sharply reduced
prices for sugar beets, wheat and other
commodities. In States like Minnesota,
North Dakota, Montana and Idaho,
many family farmers grow both wheat
and sugar beets. Wheat prices are down
by 50 percent in just 2 years. Fifty per-
cent. Sugar beet prices are down by 12
percent. The sugar program is one of
the few areas that these farmers can go
to in order to get through very tough
times. Now some want to cut this last
lifeline for these farmers.

This proposal would also harm rural
economic development. The gentleman
from Hawaii (Mr. ABERCROMBIE), who
strongly opposes this amendment, has
told me this program sustains 6,000
good-paying union jobs in his area, his
State alone.

The winners under this amendment
are big food corporations, not consum-
ers. Although sugar and corn sweetener
prices have dropped, sweetened product
prices continue to go up. Nothing in
this amendment assures consumers
that they are going to get lower prices.
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This is a bad effort. It will hurt farm-
ers, it will hurt consumers, it will hurt
our rural economy.

Democrats believe our farmers and
rural communities deserve a fair re-
turn for their hard work.

Let us stand up for farmers and re-
ject this amendment.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SCHUMER)
the cosponsor of this bill who has been

leading this effort for years. Maybe
this year we will have success.
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, |

thank the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
MILLER) for his able and capable lead-
ership on this issue and rise in support
of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, it is time to put an
end to the Federal Government’s deal
with the sugar industry and finally re-
form one of the most invidious, ineffi-
cient, Byzantine, special-interest, De-
pression-era Federal programs.

What do Americans get from the
sugar program? Well, they get an addi-
tional 1.4 billion a year in higher prices
at the checkout line. They get 500,000
acres of precious Florida wetlands de-
stroyed and another 5 acres of
Everglade land destroyed every day.
They get to lose thousands of well-pay-
ing refinery jobs that are lost and sent
overseas, like jobs at Domino Sugar in
my district because the price of sugar
is twice the world price.

Here is a list. Every red line, a refin-
ery; a good-paying union job, as the
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gentleman from Florida (Mr. MILLER)
mentioned, gone, and huge subsidies to
a few wealthy sugar barons.

We heard a lot about the family
farmer. Fifty-eight percent of this sub-
sidy, more than half, goes to Florida’s
Fanjul family, 58 percent of this sub-
sidy goes to one family who one would
not characterize as hardworking family
farmers. No matter how we refine it,
the sugar program is a sour deal.

Opponents of Miller-Schumer warn
that our amendment undermines re-
forms made to the sugar program and
hurts family farmers. Well, let us hear
the facts. Miller-Schumer begins the
critical and long-overdue step toward
reform. It simply reduces the amount
of money by which the government will
subsidize sugar prices. It does not
eliminate the subsidies; | think it
should, but this is just 1 cent a pound.
That is it. The government reduces the
loan rate for sugar cane and beets by 1
cent. That is not too much to ask in an
industry where the subsidy is $472 an
acre; $472 an acre, 1,000 percent more
than the subsidies for wheat, corn and
cotton.

My friend from Oregon said, ‘““Well,
what about wheat, corn, cotton, all the
others?”” The one group that escaped
any reform was sugar. This is just
catching them up to the rest. It is the
only commodity that was not reformed
during the 1996 farm bill. They are still
receiving a welfare check.

We have a lot of feeling in this Cham-
ber: Let us get rid of the welfare sys-
tem. My colleagues tell a poor mother
of 18 years old, “Get rid of welfare.”
They do not tell Mr. Fanjul, ““Get rid of
welfare.”” They do not tell the wealthy
farmers, ‘““‘Get rid of welfare,” or the
big agribusinesses. They are the ones
who get the loans.

Now | would like to make another
point. We are talking about this issue
as we debate campaign finance reform.
If there was ever an issue that showed
why we needed campaign finance re-
form, it is sugar.

There are many people of goodwill
who disagree with me. Look at their
districts and see why. | respect the
gentleman from Hawaii and the gentle-
woman from Hawaii. | respect the peo-
ple from the upper Midwest who have
lots of sugar beets in their district or
some of the people from Florida who
may disagree with Mr. MILLER. But we
all know one thing in this Chamber. If
a couple of wealthy contributors had
not spread around the cash, this sub-
sidy would have been gone a long time
ago because people who have no inter-
est in this program vote for it time and
time and time again. Everyone knows,
every single Member knows, that this
program is kept alive because of cam-
paign contributions, plain and simple,
and the American people pay $1.4 bil-
lion for that reason.

So | say in conclusion, if my col-
leagues care about jobs, vote for Mil-
ler-Schumer. If my colleagues care
about the environment, and, by the
way, the League of Conservation Vot-
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ers is going to make this a key vote, a
key vote this year, then vote for Mil-
ler-Schumer. If my colleagues care
about consumers and the extra dollars
they are paying, vote for Miller-Schu-
mer.

This proposal is long overdue, it is
fair, it is transitory. We once and for
all ought to do some real reform and
not send 58 cents of every dollar our
consumers pay to a couple of wealthy
individuals who have a lot of clout
around here.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from lIllinois
(Mr. EWING).

(Mr. EWING asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, oppo-
nents of this program claim that no
changes were made in the 1996 farm
bill, but that of course is not true. The
fact is Congress has made major re-
forms to the sugar program in the 1996
farm bill, and this would be evident by
looking at this chart, which my col-
leagues can see each of the sections
with the red lines marked through it
have been eliminated. That part of the
program is gone. Over here we have
new sugar policy, the reform policy.

Let me tell my colleagues that the
sugar program is really protection at
the border for the sugar industry in
America. Without that protection we
will have no sugar industry, and the
world price of sugar is not what people
say it is. That is the dump sugar price
and should be called that.

The people who want to reduce the
cost of sugar do not care if we have a
sugar industry, they do not care if
farmers in America continue to grow
sugar. We have already reduced the
cost of sugar with the 1996 program
changes, and it will probably go down
again, and we have said when other
countries who subsidize their sugar
quit subsidizing their sugar we will re-
duce the tariffs that protect the Amer-
ican sugar farmer. Protection at the
border, that is what we have. There are
no checks to the Fanjuls, there are no
government checks to anyone. There is
no government program subsidy; that
is misleading, intentionally mislead-
ing. And there is, if my colleagues
watched the last speaker’s chart, not
one refinery that has gone out of busi-
ness since 1996.

Vote no on this amendment.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. MINGE).

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Chairman, the spon-
sors of this amendment are arguing
that a 1-cent-per-pound reduction in
the loan rate is minimal and insignifi-
cant. Nothing could be further from
the truth.

Here is the truth, plain and simple:

The amendment is a $150 million
heist from the pockets of thousands of
struggling family farmers in 16 States.
Unlike the sponsors and supporters of
this amendment, | know many of those
farmers, and they are fighting to sur-
vive.
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The truth is the amendment would
reduce the 1985 raw sugar price level by
5.6 percent. Are the sponsors of this
amendment willing to return to their
1985 salary levels and take an addi-
tional 5.6 percent reduction? Now that
is a reality check.

We have an economic crisis that is
brewing in rural America. Farmers
want and need more alternative crops
to grow and add value locally. Sugar is
an alternative crop that provides a
flexible supply of sugar to consumers.
We need to continue this program espe-
cially in the upper Midwest that is
being hit by an agricultural recession.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROYCE).

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the Miller-Schumer
amendment.

The U.S. sugar market is almost en-
tirely controlled by the Department of
Agriculture and the owners who benefit
from its subsidies. The USDA’s com-
modity loan program provides recipi-
ents loans at below market rates mak-
ing taxpayers bear all the risks while
forcing sugar prices on American con-
sumers at twice the cost of the world
market.

The U.S. sugar program stifles com-
petition by not allowing market forces
to work. It costs taxpayers millions of
dollars a year in higher prices for sugar
and sugar-containing products, and it
is a job Killer in the sugar cane refin-
ing industry. Since the program was
enacted, thousands have lost their jobs.
According to the General Accounting
Office, this command-and-control pol-
icy costs American consumers 1.4 bil-
lion annually.

Mr. Chairman, at a time when we are
encouraging foreign countries to im-
plement free-market reforms, Amer-
ican price controls and import quotas
should be a thing of the past. The Mil-
ler-Schumer amendment will make a
modest change by lowering the loan
rate 1 cent. This will not end the sugar
program nor devastate the sugar pro-
ducers, but it is a step in the right di-
rection toward ending the sugar sub-
sidy.

l\/)I/r. Chairman, | urge my colleagues
to support the amendment.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman 1| yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Louisi-
ana (Mr. TAUZIN).

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, it is no
wonder, as my colleagues know, that
people lose faith in government, poli-
tics. This government made a contract
with American farmers in 1996, and
American farmers across the board
gave up parts of their farm support
programs, and sugar was no different.
Sugar gave up its non-recourse loan
program. Sugar, in fact, assessed itself
$288 million that is going to deficit re-
duction over the next 7 years. Sugar
farmers relying upon that contract,
tens of thousands of them in Louisiana,
have made long-term commitments,
and this little 1-cent reduction in the
loan rate that people say will not dev-
astate them translates to a 5.5 percent
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reduction in the price of sugar for the
farmer. For whom? For the big multi-
national sugar refining corporations.

On, yes, there is money and politics
involved in this. America made a con-
tract with its farmers. We ought to
keep our word today. It is a 7-year con-
tract. American farmers depend upon
that contract, have made long-term
commitments. Shame on this House if
we break our word and violate that
contract.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. HASTINGS).

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, today | rise to oppose in the
strongest possible terms this amend-
ment which would effectively kill off
the United States sugar program.

As many of my colleagues know, |
represent the second largest sugar pro-
ducing district in the country. The
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MARK
FOLEY) my colleague, represents the
largest.

Candidly, Mr. Chairman, | find it fas-
cinating that we have Members in this
body who know absolutely nothing
about the U.S. sugar program. Not only
do they not know about the program,
they do not know the people that |
know that will lose their jobs. It has
already started to happen, not only in
Florida but in California and in Hawaii
where Mr. ABERCROMBIE comes from,
and in Nebraska, Texas, Ohio, and Lou-
isiana.

Do my colleagues know that the
United States sugar industry creates
more than 420,000 jobs in 42 States? Do
my colleagues know that the United
States sugar industry has a positive
annual direct and indirect economic
impact on the United States economy
of more than $26.2 billion?

Defeat Miller-Shumer.

Mr. Chairman, today | rise to oppose in the
strongest possible terms this amendment
which would effectively kill off the U.S. sugar
program. As many of my colleagues know, |
represent the second largest sugar producing
district in the country. Candidly, Mr. Chairman,
| find it fascinating that we have Members of
this body who truly know nothing about the
U.S. sugar program. Let me tell my colleagues
something. If the Miller-Schumer amendment
passes, literally thousands of American work-
ers will be put out of work.

It has already started to happen. Not only in
Florida but in California, Hawaii, Nebraska,
Texas, Ohio, and Louisiana.

Do my colleagues know that the U.S. sugar
industry creates more than 420,000 jobs in 42
states?

Do my colleagues know that the U.S. sugar
industry has a positive annual direct and indi-
rect economic impact on the U.S. economy of
more than $26.2 billion.

It's just that simple, my friends. The pro-
posed amendment puts hardworking people in
the unemployment line. There is no getting
around that fact. Since Congress “reformed”
the sugar program in 1996, many sugarcane
and sugarbeet farmers and many workers in
cane and beet processing mills have lost their
livelihood. We have lost 14 beet or cane proc-
essing mills since 1993. Two beet mills have
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closed just since Freedom to Farm went into
effect. All these mill closures are permanent.
As a result, no farmers in those regions can
grow beets or cane.

Mr. Chairman, | wish | had more time to get
into more of the details. But | don’t. But let me
be perfectly clear. This amendment is bad not
just for sugar growers, but for anyone in one
of the 42 states whose job directly or indirectly
depends on the sugar industry.

Consider that when voting on this amend-
ment.

| urge my colleagues to vote against this
misguided and foolish amendment.

Mr. Chairman, today | rise to oppose in the
strongest possible terms this amendment
which would effectively kill off the U.S. sugar
program. As many of my colleagues know, |
represent the second largest sugar producing
district in the country. And today we have
heard many arguments both in support of, and
in opposition to this valuable USDA program.
But one of the arguments espoused by sup-
porters of the Miller-Schumer amendment is
S0 egregious that | cannot possibly sit back
and listen while they toss around such false-
hoods and misrepresentations of the hard-
working people of my district.

You have heard that the current sugar pro-
gram and sugar farmers are not good stew-
ards of the environment and that the sugar
companies are irresponsible when it comes to
environmental protection—specifically regard-
ing Florida’'s crown jewel, our Florida Ever-
glades. Well, Mr. Chairman, these claims are
patently untrue. As a supporter of the current
sugar program and one of the most stalwart
champions of environmental protection in this
body, | think | am uniquely qualified to re-
spond to some of the critics of this program.

American sugar farmers produce their sugar
in a country with the highest environmental
standards in the world. American sugar farm-
ers comply with our government standards, at
huge costs to their bottom line, and compete
with farmers in countries whose governments
impose little or no environmental compliance
costs.

If there were no production or harvest of
sugar in the U.S. we would have to import all
of our domestic needs. And from where, Mr.
chairman? Let me tell you. Foreign sugar is
grown overwhelmingly in developing countries.
Most foreign sugar is grown in countries which
do not yet have the luxury of imposing envi-
ronmental compliance costs on their farms
and factories. Most foreign sugar is grown in
countries that would have to clear rain forests
or other fragile lands to increase their produc-
tion to replace the sugar grown responsibly by
American farmers.

Mr. Chairman, some will say that the sugar
farmers are not cleaning up the Everglades.
This too is false! The Everglades Forever Act
of 1994 was developed cooperatively by the
federal government, the State of Florida, envi-
ronmental groups, and Florida farmers. Florida
sugar farmers already have committed up to
$322 million to this restoration project.

The bottom line is that if you support the
amendment proposed today to cripple U.S.
sugar policy, you will do double damage to
this nation’s and the world’s environment: (1)
The Florida sugar industry will not be around
to provide the $322 million for Everglades res-
toration and preservation. And who knows
what kind of development or industry would
replace them? And, (2) American sugar pro-
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duction will be replaced with sugar from many
of the nations that provide little or no protec-
tion for the environment.

| urge my colleagues to vote against this
misguided and foolish amendment.

0O 1115

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. WAMP).

(Mr. WAMP asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Chairman, yesterday
as we were closing the debate on pea-
nut subsidies, on that particular
amendment my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
NETHERCUTT), said if | would have
voted or if | did vote for the Freedom
to Farm bill, that | should support
these reforms. Well, I want the record
to reflect that | did not vote for the
Freedom to Farm bill in 1996, because |
did not think that the reforms they
called for went far enough, if at all, in
some cases.

I want to say, too, that our agri-
culture friends here in this body are
the nicest people in the entire House.
It is incredible, from the gentleman
from Hawaii (Mr. ABERCROMBIE) on this
side, to the gentleman from New Mex-
ico (Mr. SKEEN), to the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. SMITH), to the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. NETHERCUTT),
literally some of the most genuine
wonderful people, close to the ground,
and they truly represent the farmers’
interest in their demeanor and in their
civility.

But | really am frustrated that this
new majority has reformed virtually
everything in sight and come up so
grossly short on reforming farm pro-
grams. Whether it is tobacco, whether
it is peanuts, whether it is sugar, this
is still an egregious violation of the
free market and of the private sector in
this country by the government.

I want to say that | will support the
final agriculture appropriations bill,
Mr. Chairman, but I want to support
these amendments, particularly this
amendment, and | want to rise today
and speak for the thousands of employ-
ees in east Tennessee who love the
companies they work for, are proud of
their jobs, and they happen to be in the
food business.

We hear about all the jobs on both
sides, and | certainly would not take
exception or make a dispute out of it.
But let me tell you, Chattanooga Bak-
ery makes Moon Pies. | have known
those folks all my life. McKee Foods
makes Little Debbie’s, you probably
have had one. They sell them all over
this hemisphere. The first Coca-Cola
bottling plant in the country, Chat-
tanooga, Tennessee. One of the largest
M&M Mars plants in the country is in
my district. Planters and Life Savers
are made in my district. Double Cola is
made in my district, Brock & Brock
Candy is made in my district.

That is thousands of good jobs, thou-
sands of good jobs, and those people
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want us to oppose these subsidies be-
cause they inflate the price and cut
their own benefits in their company.
As their employers can pay market
price for these commodities, they get
better benefits, they get higher wages,
and they know it. These are good em-
ployers who treat their people well.

The fact is, as sincere as all these
folks are, this is corporate welfare,
pure and simple. The sugar daddies get
away like bandits, and the consumers
and the taxpayers pay the price. That
is the truth. That is why Citizens
Against Government Waste is scoring
this vote, a very responsible group that
takes a real fair approach to this proc-
ess, they are scoring this, because they
know that these farm price supports,
quotas, subsidies, are costing the
American taxpayer, costing the Amer-
ican consumer.

Good government says let us finish
the job the Republicans have started
and truly reform these farm programs.
As these amendments come up, | want
to stand in support of these amend-
ments.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BARRETT).

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr.
Chairman, here we go again. It seems
like every year we have to rise and de-
fend our American sugar producers. |
think we need to realize that the sugar
program is not corporate welfare. Beets
and cane are grown in 17 different
States in these United States. The
sugar beet industry employs 23,000 peo-
ple in my State alone, and generates
about $525 million in economic activity
in Nebraska as well. Nationally the in-
dustry will generate $288 million be-
tween 1996 and 2002 to help us reduce
our Federal budget deficit.

I also rise once again, Mr. Chairman,
to defend the House Committee on Ag-
riculture. As the gentleman from Illi-
nois so aptly stated, we did reform the
sugar program. In 1996 the farm bill
created a free domestic sugar market,
it froze the support price at 1995 levels,
it imposed a penalty on producers who
forfeit their crops instead of repaying
their marketing loans, and it increased
imports, and these changes signifi-
cantly impacted sugar growers. It cer-
tainly affected their bottom line.

Proponents of the amendment be-
lieve that the one cent reduction is not
going to impact prices, that it would
not hurt sugar producers in my par-
ticular State. The amendment would
cost my producers an additional $60 per
acre. At a time when farmers are cer-
tainly hurting across this country be-
cause of low prices, it is ridiculous to
inflict these additional costs, espe-
cially when they would help only a few
large corporations.

The farm bill in 1996 did reform our
sugar policy. It also made a major com-
mitment, a contract with our Amer-
ican farmers. Let us keep that commit-
ment.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 1% minutes to the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. BONIOR).
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Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong opposition to the Miller amend-
ment, which abandons our commit-
ment to provide a safety net for Ameri-
ca’s family farmers. Families who grow
sugar need a safety net in case of a nat-
ural disaster such as drought or flood-
ing, and that was the commitment that
we made 7 years ago when we made the
commitment in 1996 for a 7-year com-
mitment to these farmers. Now the
amendment would break that promise.

In my State alone, in Michigan, my-
self, the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
BARCIA) and others have about 23,000
jobs that are tied to the production of
sugar; 2,800 families farm sugar beets,
many in my district.

Our Nation’s sugar farmers are the
most efficient in the world. They
should not go broke when the weather
turns sour for them over one year. If
this amendment passes, more Amer-
ican farm families will be vulnerable to
the vagaries of the weather, sugar im-
ports will rise, and the sugar will come
from producers abroad who use, In
many instances, child labor.

Most importantly, consumers will see
no benefit. Giant multinational food
and soft drink manufacturing compa-
nies will only increase their profit mar-
gins. They will not pass the savings
along to the consumer. They will pock-
et it, and that is not fair.

Mr. Chairman, | want to thank my
colleagues, particularly the gentleman
from Hawaii (Mr. ABERCROMBIE) and
the gentlewoman from Hawaii (Mrs.
MINK), for their strong leadership on
this issue. Let us keep our commit-
ment to America’s sugar farmers and
their families.

I urge my colleagues, oppose this
Miller amendment, save our family
farms, and save our family farmers who
grow sugar.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT).

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

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in opposition to the Miller-Schu-
mer amendment. U.S. sugar policy is a
win-win proposition. We win by reduc-
ing the debt and by protecting our
farmers from unfair foreign trade.

As a member of the House Committee
on the Budget, | want my colleagues to
know that U.S. sugar policy has been
run at no net cost since 1985. Since
1991, the U.S. sugar policy has actually
been a revenue raiser for the Federal
Treasury.

Former President and Member of this
House John Adams said ‘‘Facts are
stubborn things,” and here are some
very stubborn facts. The Congressional
Budget Office estimates that U.S.
sugar policy will generate $288 million
in revenue over the life of the farm
bill. By law, every single cent of this is
earmarked for debt reduction.

U.S. sugar farmers are among the
most efficient in the world. Two-thirds
of the world’s sugar is produced at a
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higher cost than that in the United
States. That is why U.S. sugar farmers
endorse free trade. Unfortunately, the
world is far from free trade. More than
100 countries produce sugar, and every
single one of them intervenes in the
market to protect their producers.
That is why the world sugar market
fails to reflect the real cost of produc-
ing sugar.

For the past 15 years, the price of
sugar on the world market has aver-
aged only one-half the cost of the aver-
age production. When most of our trad-
ing partners do not play fair, how can
we expect U.S. sugar farmers or any
American farmer to unilaterally dis-
arm? Mr. Chairman, unilateral disar-
mament was a stupid idea during the
Cold War, and it is a stupid idea for
American farmers.

Mr. Chairman, | support a win-win
sugar policy. Let us defeat the Miller-
Schumer amendment.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, |
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
FARR).

(Mr. FARR of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in opposition to this cheap-
sugar, put-the-farmers-out-of-business
amendment.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. BARCIA).

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Chairman, | have
the privilege of representing some the
best farmers in the world. They are the
ones who give consumers value for
their dollar, not like the food proc-
essors, who have historically failed to
pass along savings while opposing the
sugar program.

The proponents of the amendment
will tell you that we can buy sugar
more cheaply on the world market, but
they ignore certain key points. First,
every other sugar-producing country in
the world has a sugar program that
guarantees their growers more than
our growers receive. Ninety percent of
their sugar is under contract. They sell
the remaining 10 percent at fire-sale
prices for whatever it will bring, still
earning a profit with total revenues.
How else can one explain a world mar-
ket price that for 10 years has been
only one-half of the actual average cost
of producing sugar?

Secondly, every time our program
has been shut down, the world price has
skyrocketed to a multiple of our sup-
port price.

Finally, our sugar producers are the
first to say they will end their program
as soon as other sugar producing na-
tions end their program. No other
country has yet stood up to that chal-
lenge.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. SAN-
FORD).

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in support of this amendment because |
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believe it makes common sense. Ulti-
mately | think this debate is really not
about sugar, it is not about the sugar
subsidy program. What it is really
about is 300 years of economic theory
and economic practice.

If you think about the words of,
whether it is Adam Smith or Milton
Friedman, if you were to boil all of
those thoughts down, 300 years, you
would boil them down to this, and that
is to do the most good for the most
people, let markets work.

Unlike so many economic theories, if
you look at the last 300 years of eco-
nomic practice, it has validated that. |
see that daily with tomato farmers and
watermelon farmers and cucumber
farmers in my district who live by the
markets. In fact, if you were to look at
the fall of the Soviet Union, what you
would see is not nuclear arms or not
armies that brought it down, but mar-
kets brought it down.

So the fundamental question in this
debate is do we want to let markets
work? Should there be a floor price for
a product? If you say yes, you are say-
ing the opposite of what economic the-
ory said over 300 years. If you were to
say no, if you were to say there should
be a floor price, then why not a floor
price with computers? Or, they are
striking in Detroit, why not a floor
price for cars? Or why not a floor price
for homes?

We do not do that because it does not
make common sense and it does not do
the most good for the most people.
This is a case where we have a sugar
subsidy program that does a lot of good
for one particular family. They get $60
million a year in personal benefit, the
Fanjul family down in Palm Beach.
But for the common farmer, it does not
do good, and it does not do good for the
consumer. Therefore, | rise in support
of this amendment.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT).

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, |
come from Quincy, which is a city bor-
dering the capital city of Massachu-
setts, Boston. We do not have farms.
We are lucky that we have gardens.

My constituents are working people.
Many of them are union members.
They are Teamsters, they are car-
penters. We cannot distinguish between
beet sugar and sugar cane, but we do
know something about commitments.
We know something about fairness.
And | understand that there was a com-
mitment made to the small farmer
here in America, to the sugar farmer.
Many of them visited me during the
course of the past 6 months. They have
made production plans based upon that
commitment. They have made family
financial plans based upon that com-
mitment.

O 1130
They have made business plans based
upon that commitment. | know my

people respect commitment. They
honor fairness. They also understand
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that the small farmer in America is
under siege by large multinational ag-
ribusiness interests.

Let us support them. The small farm-
er is under siege. My constituents un-
derstand that. They respect the his-
toric role of the small farmer here in
America, its unique role in this coun-
try. We support the small farmer. De-
feat Miller-Schumer.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from New Hampshire (Mr. BASS).

Mr. BASS. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of the Miller-Schumer amend-
ment. By protecting sugar growers, the
Federal Government sugar price sup-
port and quota system effectively dou-
bles the price of sugar for U.S. consum-
ers. The General Accounting Office es-
timates that the program costs Amer-
ica $1.4 billion a year in higher grocery
expenses.

Aside from bilking American con-
sumers, the program also favors large
corporate interests over small farmers
by focusing a large portion of program
benefits on a few corporate farmers. As
we have heard from previous speakers,
approximately 1 percent of sugar farm-
ers reaped 42 percent of all sugar pro-
gram benefits in 1991. Within the nar-
rower sugar cane industry, 17 farms ac-
counted for 55 percent of the benefits.

Furthermore, the program does not
limit the amount of benefits each sugar
producer can receive, allowing a few
large farms to accumulate enormous
windfalls. In 1991, 33 of the largest
sugar farmers in United States each re-
ceived over $1 million in program bene-
fits. In fact, one of these huge agri-
businesses accrued $30 million in pro-
gram benefits that same year.

The Federal Government sugar pro-
gram provides a narrow subsidy to an
industry that does not need it. Because
the program primarily benefits a few
large sugar growers at the expense of
all American consumers, the sugar
price support system and import quota
should be repealed. I urge my col-
leagues to support the Miller-Schumer
amendment.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. FOLEY).

(Mr. FOLEY asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, let us
just set the facts straight. Since the
1996 farm bill, wholesale refined sugar
prices have dropped 12.1 percent, while
retail refined sugar prices have in-
creased to 1.2, ice cream, 2.4; cereal, 6.6;
candy, 3.7; cookies and cakes, 3.9.

Let us dispel the fact that this is an
environmental vote. The Miami Her-
ald: ““Dismantling the U.S. sugar pro-
gram will not save the Everglades.”

Fact two, the working 200 richest in
Forbes Magazine, none of them are
sugar barons. In fact, the only people
mentioned are candy maker Mars and
Wrigley, the chewing gum.

Finally, to get a lecture on campaign
finance reform from the gentleman
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from New York (Mr. SCHUMER), the
sponsor of the bill, who has $10 million
in his campaign account, | think is a
little bit sanctimonious.

Please defeat this amendment. It will
not solve the problems. In fact, to the
contrary. If Members really want to
help the consumer, | would ask of the
sponsors of the amendment to start
pursuing the very people who are
charging the consumers more for prod-
ucts when their supplies are costing
them less.

Mr. Chairman, | include for the
RECORD the following chart and the ar-
ticle entitled ““Congress  Weighs
Sugar.”

The material referred to is as follows:
[From the Miami Herald, July 16, 1997]
CONGRESS WEIGHS SUGAR

Granted, Florida’s sugar industry is hard
to live with. It has a lot of political muscle,
which it flexes.

But sugar cane, the plant, is still the most
benign crop grown in the Everglades Agricul-
tural Area, requiring less water than rice
and releasing fewer polluting nutrients than
vegetables or cattle pastures. That’s some-
thing to consider when arguing—as the U.S.
House apparently intends to do in the next
few days—whether to dismantle the U.S.
sugar program.

Florida Republican Rep. Dan Miller, of
Bradenton, and Rep. Charles Schumer, D-
N.Y., are offering the amendment, which al-
most passed last year, to an appropriations
bill.

There is, in this free-trade era, a case to be
made of abolishing U.S. supports for sugar
and other agricultural commodities. The
programs do distort the market. That'’s their
purpose—to protect farmers from wildly
fluctuating prices and to make sure that
they stay in business. The latter is of more
than passing interest of other businesses,
too, including banks.

Be that as it may, the Miller-Schumer
amendment is something of a litmus test
among environmentalists who think that all
the woes of the Everglades would disappear if
Florida’s sugar industry disappeared. They
seem to assume that land stripped of sugar
cane will sprout sawgrass. It won’t, and Ev-
erglades restoration is not so simple.

Studies show that the crops that might
supplant sugar cane would pose greater
threats of pollution and that Everglades land
once farmed but allowed to lie fallow is
quickly overgrown with melaleuca, Brazilian
pepper, or other noxious plants posing prob-
lems more serious than sugar cane does.

Whether dismantling the U.S. sugar pro-
gram will put Florida sugar growers out of
business is uncertain; they are among the
world’s most efficient. It is certain, however,
that Congress can’t save the Everglades
merely by dismantling sugar’s supports.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, |
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
PETERSON).

(Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, | rise in strong opposition
to the bill.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
North Dakota (Mr. POMEROY).

Mr. POMEROQOY. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.
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Mr. Chairman, | want my colleagues
to focus on what this is really all
about. It is not about Adam Smith and
Milton Friedman. It is much more
about Paul and Vanessa Kummer, fam-
ily farmers near the Red River of North
Dakota.

I heard the preceding speaker say
this is about big corporate farming pro-
ducing sugar. We do not even allow
under State law corporate farming in
North Dakota, but the sugar program
is absolutely a vital part of our agri-
culture.

Our agriculture is under very severe
stress, with the value of wheat drop-
ping 33 percent, barley dropping 29 per-
cent, and virtually all of our farmers
losing money. The only thing that is
lending a level of stability to North
Dakota agriculture is the sugar pro-
gram. If this amendment would pass,
the average farmer having 100 acres of
sugar beets would lose $6,000 in a single
year.

We are on our backs with North Da-
kota agriculture. We need help. This
would absolutely kick us when we are
down. Please defeat this amendment.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman  from New  York  (Mrs.
MALONEY).

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, | rise in support of the Mil-
ler-Schumer amendment, and com-
pliment my colleague, the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. MILLER) for his out-
standing leadership on this issue.

The United States sugar program, as
it is spelled out in this legislation,
amounts to a sweet deal for the sugar
producers. As was pointed out by the
gentleman from New Hampshire (Mr.
BAss) on the other side of the aisle,
only a small percentage of American
families benefit, family producers, ben-
efit from this program. It is a raw one
for refiners, consumers, and the envi-
ronment.

I thought programs that we initiate
here in Congress were supposed to help
people. This one has managed to close
11 of 22 sugar refineries here in the
United States. Three of the well-known
Domino Sugar refineries have closed
their doors, and | am afraid that the
one that remains in my district is the
next target. It employs hundreds of
highly-paid industrial workers, many
of them from New York’s minority
community. By providing price support
loan programs to producers, this pro-
gram is taking jobs away from the
American worker at the same time it is
driving up costs for the American con-
sumer.

Domestic sugar prices are still twice
as high as the world price of sugar. As
long as this sugar program remains the
same, so will the prices.

The Federal Reserve, the USDA, and
the President’s Council on Wage and
Price Stability all agree on the obvi-
ous: Working families would benefit
from lower sugar prices. We have a
chance to repair the damage brought
by this program. We have a chance to
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sweeten the deal for most Americans.
American consumers deserve lower
prices, and American workers deserve
to keep their jobs. By voting for this
amendment, it is a modest one and in
the right direction. Vote for Miller-
Schumer.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 1¥2 minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. FAZzIO).

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, when | came to Congress 20 years
ago | had hundreds of sugar beet grow-
ers in the Sacramento Valley. Today
we have far fewer. Acreage is down. We
have lost a number of refineries. They
are closing because there is not enough
product grown anymore, because the
growers cannot make a living on the
current sugar price.

What we see every year when we have
this debate is a fight between the proc-
essors, the candy and other sugar-con-
suming industries, like soft drinks, and
those hardy farmers who continue to
struggle to remain in businesses. This
is a predatory battle, and regardless of
what we do today, and | hope we defeat
this amendment, it will continue to be
a predatory effort to eliminate sugar
growers of all types in all 17 States
that grow beets or cane sugar.

What we see, unfortunately, is an ef-
fort to appeal to consumers and envi-
ronmentalists. Frankly, if we continue
to see dumping from overseas sugar in-
terests we will see the end of this do-
mestic industry, and then we will be at
the mercy of people who bring their
product here. And sugar prices would
certainly increase. If we continue to
take land out of agricultural produc-
tion, it will not help preserve open
space. Environmentalists are wrong if
they oppose this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the bottom line here
is, for environmentalists to take up
this cause and use this as a way of de-
termining how people should vote this
fall by using this issue is wrong. We
want to preserve agricultural land, we
want to preserve open space. We want
to take care not to push farmers who
farm beets on marginal land out of this
industry. This is not just about Florida
sugar and the everglades.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON).

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in support of the Miller amendment. |
want to say this. We hear over and over
again about the poor farmers. Forty-
two percent of the sugar program’s
benefits go to just 1 percent of the
sugar producers. Thirty-three of these
people get more than $1 million. So
much for poor farmers. Or how about
this poor struggling farmer, he gets $65
million, $65 million, to one poor little
farmer out there.

Mr. Chairman, this is a government-
sanctioned cartel. We hear that it does
not cost consumers. Listen very care-
fully when they say that, because the
fine print says it costs you, it is just
not a direct tax. It costs $1 billion
more at the cash register when Ameri-
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cans go to buy products that have
sugar in them.

The sugar program was to be re-
formed in the farm bill. | was here be-
fore the farm bill. | was here during the
farm bill. | worked for sugar reform. |
come from an area where there were re-
forms on cotton and on peanuts and
other commodities, but | can say this,
sugar was not reformed. | was there at
the time. | served in Congress.

I can say this, since we are talking
about a face. Savannah Foods and In-
dustry 2 years ago invited me to their
80-year anniversary. It is a great com-
pany in Savannah, Georgia, that re-
fines sugar. They invited me to their
80-year anniversary 2 years ago. Last
year they did not.

Why? Because they went out of busi-
ness. They had to sell because of this
government-sanctioned cartel that
kept sugar prices higher than what
they could sell it for. Because of this
government-sanctioned cartel, there
are people like Robert JoHNSON, who
worked for the refinery for 18 years,
whose daddy worked for the sugar re-
finery, who is part of the Savannah
great economy, and Mr. JOHNSON is not
sure he is going to have a job. It is now
owned by what was a competitor, but
he does not know what tomorrow will
bring, because of a government-sanc-
tioned cartel. Vote for the Miller
amendment.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM).

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time, and | appreciate the leader-
ship of the gentleman from Hawaii (Mr.
ABERCROMBIE) on seeing that we main-
tain a domestic sugar industry.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to this
amendment which would further reduce the
farm price for sugar. Proponents of this
amendment continue to claim they are offering
this in the name of “consumers”.

Mr. Chairman, let us get the facts
straight. There is no such thing as a
world free market. No matter how
many Members stand up and say it,
there is not one. Right now the average
world price we hear about is 9.46 cents.
The average cost of producing sugar in
the world is 18.04 cents. How can any-
one in this country compete with the
treasuries of governments in other
countries?

A lot has been said about the big
sugar growers. Let me speak on behalf
of 300 sugar farmers in the Rio Grande
valley of Texas that depend upon the
sugar program. They are the most effi-
cient in the world. If the Miller amend-
ment should pass, they are out of busi-
ness.

To those that say this concerns the
consumer, how can it be in the consum-
er’s best interest when you have whole-
sale refined sugar dropping by 12.1
cents since last year in the 1996 farm
bill, while at the same time the retail
price has gone up 1.2 percent; ice
cream, 2.4 cents, cereal, 2.6 cents;
candy, 3.7 cents, and cookies, 3.9? It is
not the sugar growers’ fault.



H5082

Since the 1996 farm bill reforms went into
effect, American sugar farmers have experi-
enced a price drop of 15%—double the drop
this amendment intends.

As a result, how much have consumers
benefited from this 12% drop in producer
prices? To date, the answer is Zero, not a sin-
gle bit. And the proponents of this amendment
would have you believe a further drop in pro-
ducer prices will help consumers?

What about the prices for products that con-
tain sugar—like ice cream, cereal, candy or
cookies? While sugar has been dropping, the
prices for these products have been going up.
The manufacturers of these products have
been paying farmers 12% less for the sugar
they buy, but charging retail consumers 2%-—
4% more for ice cream, cereal, candy and
cookies.

Not even the price of sugar on the grocery
store shelf has seen a similar reduction in
price—in fact, the retail price in grocery stores
has increased.

Vote against the Miller-Schumer amend-
ment. It's a blatant grab of $150 million from
the pockets of struggling American sugar
growers to further fatten the bottom line of al-
ready profitable multinational food and bev-
erage manufacturing and retailing corpora-
tions.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. SHAW).

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard a lot
about how these wealthy families are
running these particular sugar oper-
ations. | happen to be the representa-
tive of the largest sugar producer in
the world, but | cannot support the
continued price-fixing by this govern-
ment of sugar.

If Members have sugar farmers in
their district living on the land, | can
understand their opposing the Miller
amendment. If Members have this as a
prime industry within their own State,
within their own area, | can fully un-
derstand that. We do that every day in
this body.
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But one thing | cannot understand is
not taking into consideration the
downstream effect of this price fixing
by the Federal Government.

We have heard from the gentlewoman
from New York about the closing of
Domino Sugar. We have heard from
various other Members about how it af-
fects the working American.

The sugar industry today, as far as
the farming, is highly mechanized,
very highly mechanized. What we are
talking about, and we have already
Members saying that this is not a sub-
sidy. Baloney, it is not a subsidy. It is
a subsidy required and placed upon the
consumers of this country. It is a hid-
den tax. It is an insidious price-fixing
by the Federal Government that makes
us less competitive on the goods that
we produce from sugar itself.

We heard the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM) talk about the cost of
production was 18-point-some cents.
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What the Miller amendment does is not
do away with the total price structure;
it drops it one penny, still well above
the cost of production. There is still
plenty of profit there.

So let us get this vote straight. This
vote and this amendment is pro-con-
sumer. The Miller amendment is pro-
environmental. This is a very impor-
tant environmental vote. | can tell my
colleagues, just go down to my Ever-
glades and see the effect of runoff from
the sugar industry. | urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘“‘yes” on the Miller
amendment.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mon-
tana (Mr. HiLL).

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, | do rep-
resent a number of family farmers who
are trying to make a living trying to
produce sugar in Montana.

Mr. Chairman, we made a commit-
ment to those producers in the agri-
culture reform measure. What we said
to them was we wanted to increase the
predictability and stability on the fam-
ily farm, and we said that this program
would increase trade and increase im-
ports and increase competition.

That is what has happened as a con-
sequence of the sugar program. We
have done that with no cost to the
Treasury. There is no corporate welfare
and no subsidy. What this is really
about is that the sugar consumers, who
are large candy companies, what they
want to do is get the benefit of the sub-
sidy of foreign markets. There really is
no free market. There is no market in
sugar, at least no market that reflects
the cost of production.

Our producers can compete with the
producers anywhere in the world, but
they cannot compete with subsidies
that come from foreign markets. What
this debate really is about, this debate
is not about helping the average Amer-
ican consumer of sugar. This is about
helping those large companies who
want to enjoy the benefit of the sub-
sidy of foreign governments.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK) who | think
knows as much or more about the
sugar industry and its implications
than anyone in the Chamber.

(Mrs. MINK of Hawaii asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman from Hawaii
(Mr. ABERCROMBIE) for yielding to me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard a lot
today, but it is a mystery to me how
we can reconcile the notion that when
the sugar prices go down by 12 percent
and the so-called consumers in the soft
drink industry, candies, cakes, and
cookies, their prices go up, that there
is any relationship with what they are
talking about in reality. Let us get
real.

The 1996 farm act has caused major
reform in the sugar industry. Our
prices have gone down. And if someone
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can believe that if our prices go down,
that the other sugar consumers’ prices
should also go down, just look at the
record. It has not. It has gone up.

So support for this Miller-Schumer
amendment would be catastrophic. We
have done our job in our industry. Our
workers are working hard. We talk
about the sugar industry or the sugar
growers or somehow the producers, we
get into an idea that they are robots
out there with some rich farmer sitting
in the breakfast room and the commod-
ities are getting grown by themselves.
Let me tell my colleagues, farmers,
producers in the sugar industry are
workers.

So this amendment has to do with
our belief that workers, sugar workers,
farm workers, are the same and they
deserve the same breaks insofar as
their ability to survive.

My industry in Hawaii has been dev-
astated. We have lost about a dozen
major sugar producers in the State of
Hawaii. We have about three left. If
this amendment should pass, one small
plantation on the island of Kauai work-
ing about 286 employees will suffer a
million dollar loss. It will probably
throw that company out of business
and the island will be devastated.

For the whole State | am told it is
going to cost about $17 million. So
today the debate is about workers and
about saving American jobs.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in strong opposi-
tion to the Dan Miller-Schumer Amendment
which is an attempt to break a commitment
this Congress made to American Farmers just
two years ago in the Farm Bill.

At that time we came to an agreement on
how the commodity programs would be run for
the next seven years. Reforms were made in
the sugar and other programs, and in return
farmers had assurances of what they could
expect over the next seven years.

Now, once again just like last year, we face
an amendment by Mr. DAN MILLER and Mr.
SCHUMER that will undo the commitments
made in the Farm bill and threaten the future
of our domestic sugar industry.

This amendment which would reduce the
domestic sugar price supports by $.01 per
pound threatens the survival of U.S. sugar
farmers and will mean an increase of cheaper
foreign sugar into the U.S. marketplace.

Don't be fooled by the argument that if the
sugar price support is reduced the consumer
would see the savings. This is absolutely not
true. Let's look at facts:

Since the Farm Bill passed in 1996 the
wholesale price of sugar has dropped by 12%,
but have the consumers seen a drop in the
price of candy, sodas, or ice cream—No. In
fact, the retail price of ice cream has gone up
by 2.4%, cereal by 2.6%, candy by 3.7% and
cookies/cakes by 3.9%. The price of retail re-
fined sugar has even gone up by 1.2%.

The price of sugar does not drive the con-
sumer cost of products made with sugar. It is
the desire for higher profits by the big soft
drink, candy and confectionery conglomerates
that drives consumer costs.

The Dan Miller-Schumer proponents use
consumer cost as an issue to mask the pri-
mary motive, which is allow more cheap for-
eign sugar into the U.S. market so that the
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mega food-conglomerates can make more
money.

They often point to a flawed study General
Accounting Office (GAO) did in 1993 and sub-
sequent report in 1997 to promote their idea
that the sugar program results in higher cost
to consumers. We've heard some of the fig-
ures from the GAO report used today, like a
$1.4 billion cost to consumers.

| asked the U.S. Department of Agriculture
to take a look at what GAO did in it's study.
In a response to my inquiry dated October 24,
1995 from Under Secretary Eugene Moos, the
USDA found that the GAO used incorrect data
and ignored key components of the sugar pro-
gram when making their conclusions. Further-
more, the GAO study assumes that grocers
and food manufacturers would pass every
cent of the lower prices right along to consum-
ers.

The USDA further found that even using the
GAO'’s flawed methods, it could still show hun-
dreds of millions of dollars in benefits to the
consumers depending upon which years were
studied.

The USDA states that had the GAO looked
at the time period from 1973-75, rather than
1989-91, the analysis would have showed an
annual savings to domestic users and con-
sumers of $350 million to $400 million.

The USDA analysis not only points out the
flaws of the GAO study, but it also reinforces
the fact that the U.S. sugar growers do not re-
ceive subsidies from the federal government
and that the sugar program runs at no cost to
the government. In fact, U.S. sugar growers
pay into the U.S. Treasury $37 million annu-
ally through a marketing assessment.

Mr. Chair, U.S. consumers benefit from the
U.S. sugar program. They benefit from the
stability it ensures, and the access it provides
to quality sugar produced by U.S. companies.
A strong domestic sugar industry contributes
to our economy by producing jobs. Currently
the sugar industry accounts for over 400,000
jobs in the United States. Many of these jobs
are concentrated in certain areas of the coun-
try, and account for a significant part of the
economy in those regions.

In Hawaii, we have over 6,000 jobs depend-
ent on the sugar industry. These are good
jobs that pay a living wage, include health
benefits, retirement and other benefits. U.S.
sugar producers are providing these jobs while
complying with U.S. labor and environmental
law.

The demise of the U.S. sugar industry
would mean the loss of these jobs to sugar
producers overseas, that do not have labor or
environmental protections and in documented
cases use child labor to produce cheap sugar.

Are we willing to forsake our own sugar pro-
ducers so that the international food cartels
can buy cheap sugar produced by twelve
year-olds in Brazil or Guatemala? | hope not.

A one cent reduction in the sugar price sup-
port will determine whether my sugar growers
in Hawaii can make it. One company, Gay and
Robinson, would lose $1 million in a year as
a result of this Miller-Schumer Amendment. As
a company that is just breaking even, a $1
million loss could mean the end of the com-
pany and the jobs that it supports on the is-
land of Kauai which already has a 10% unem-
ployment rate. Our industry in Hawaii could
lose $17 million.

Many of you have read recent reports of the
dire state of Hawaii's economy. We are not
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benefiting from the economic boom like the
rest of the country. Unemployment rates are
high, our tourism industry is lagging because
of the downturn in the Asian markets. We
have to depend on other segments of our
economy such as agriculture to maintain and
increase jobs.

Over the last decade Hawaii has seen the
loss of many sugar companies. We now have
only three companies left. They need to be
able to rely on the sugar program as enacted
in the 1996 Farm Bill. To amend the program
will seriously undercut our economy.

Gay and Robinson has made plans, they've
made improvements, they are planning for the
future, hopefully to expand and add more jobs
to an island that desperately needs employ-
ment opportunities. They did these things
based on seven years of stability within the
sugar program as promised in the Farm Bill.

We cannot go back on our word. Busi-
nesses have made decisions based on our
commitment, families are depending upon em-
ployment based on the commitment we made.
This is not a esoteric fight about the simple
price of sugar—it is about the lives of working
Americans who depend upon a domestic
sugar industry for their jobs.

| urge my colleagues to reject the false con-
sumer cost argument based on the GAO re-
port, and vote today for a strong U.S. sugar
industry that will continue to provide jobs here
in America. Defeat the Dan Miller-Schumer
Amendment.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. LOWEY).

(Mrs. LOWEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of the Miller-Schumer
amendment to reform the Federal
sugar program. As my colleague from
Florida just said, the sugar program is
costing jobs in New York and around
the country.

In Yonkers, New York, the Refined
Sugar Inc. sugar refinery is hanging on
by a thread because of this program.
There are over 300 of my constituents’
jobs at stake at Refined Sugar. And
just down the road from Refined Sugar
is the Domino Sugar plant in Brook-
lyn, which is facing the same dire con-
sequences as a result of this program.
At Domino 450 jobs are at stake.

Mr. Chairman, it is clear that this
grossly outdated program should be
eliminated. Our Federal agriculture
policy was never intended to benefit a
few privileged growers at the expense
of 250 million American consumers.

It is time for each Member of Con-
gress to decide who deserves our sup-
port, a few wealthy sugar barons or 250
million American consumers. The an-
swer is clear, Mr. Chairman. It is time
to end the sugar program.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. CAMP).

(Mr. CAMP asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman,
opposition to the amendment.

Only 2 years ago we enacted major
reforms to our sugar policy and they
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have been tough reforms. Our 1996 farm
bill created a free domestic sugar mar-
ket. We froze the support price at 1995
levels. We required the USDA to im-
pose a penalty on producers who forfeit
their crops instead of repaying market-
ing loans, and sugar is the only com-
modity with such a penalty.

We even raised by 25 percent the
amount that sugar growers pay in a
special assessment for debt reduction.
And we increased imports to allow the
Secretary of Agriculture to bring more
sugar into the United States if we do
not produce enough.

These reforms have had a significant
impact on our growers. Prices have
gone down. Twenty-three thousand in-
dustry jobs in Michigan, and nearly
3,000 family farmers in Michigan and
farm families all across the country
have accepted our reforms, and they
are doing the best they can under a
new program.

Our sugar program works. It is at no
cost to the taxpayers and puts money
into the Treasury for debt reduction.

It is not fair to our growers. Let us
keep our 7-year commitment, Mr.
Chairman. | urge my colleagues to re-
ject the Miller-Schumer amendment.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH).

(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise to ask Members to vote no
on this amendment, and that we keep
our promises.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman,
may | inquire as to the remaining time
for each of us?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Hawaii (Mr. ABERCROMBIE) has 2
minutes remaining, the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. MILLER) has 4 min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman
from New Mexico (Mr. SKEEN) has 3
minutes remaining.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, for our colleagues who
may not be on the floor with us right
now but listening to the exchange, |
hope it has been informative. Over the
past 25 years in elective office, | have
followed a rule: Where we make a con-
tract, a legislative agreement, that we
follow it.

Mr. Chairman, we made an agree-
ment for 7 years and we compromised.
I did not want to have some of the pro-
visions that we voted for with the
sugar bill previously. It has been men-
tioned by other speakers, and it bears
repeating as we close this debate, we
had an overwhelming vote on this bill.
An overwhelming majority decided
that we were coming to an honorable
compromise.

To jeopardize it now by raising the
issue once again on this one-cent
change makes a devastating impact on
those who depended on us keeping our
word. A 7-year commitment is not very
long when it comes to agriculture,
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when it comes to making banking deci-
sions.

When we talk about special interests,
Mr. Speaker, | can tell my colleagues |
do represent a special interest, the spe-
cial interest of people living in Hawaii,
in housing that they could not afford if
they were not able to keep the jobs
they have right now. We are standing
up for those who are the field workers,
for the farmers and producers. If we
keep our word to them, then | think we
can hold our heads high as legislators.

Mr. Chairman, we are fighting
against wage slavery in the rest of the
world. How is it possible for us to say
that we can compete in a market in
which we have child labor producing
sugar, when we have oligarchs in other
countries producing sugar and dumping
sugar in our market? That is not the
kind of thing we would be very proud of
as a legacy to the children of our coun-
try, to say that we violated labor
standards, health standards, environ-
mental standards, all because we want-
ed to have cheap manufacture of sugar.

Mr. Chairman, | ask in conclusion,
please, let us keep our word as legisla-
tors. Let us stick to the contract that
we wrote with one another. It is work-
ing and it is working for America.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Louisi-
ana (Mr. BAKER).

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from New Mexico (Mr.
SKEEN) for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, on the family farm a
man’s word has sealed many a deal.
Among working people, a handshake
has led to an agreement. In corporate
America, they sign on the bottom line
and that leads to an understanding. In
our judicial system, signing on the bot-
tom line with witnesses is an enforce-
able contract.

Only in the United States Congress,
where we vote in the light of day, in
front of the witnesses of the press, be-
fore our constituents, where we pro-
mulgate the action of this body into
the law of the land and print it offi-
cially for all to read, is a deal not a
deal.

The working men and women who
struggle in the heat back home trying
to raise a crop to feed their families, |
can tell my colleagues, do not look at
this as corporate welfare. If any of my
colleagues have a doubt, | invite them
down. We will put them on a nice trac-
tor with a big comfortable seat. We
will let them sit there for 12 hours in
the 98-degree heat of summer in south
Louisiana. And at the end of the day
when they get off that tractor, | hope
without help, we will talk about wel-
fare reform. They may have discovered
a new concept. If it looks like this, we
want it.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself the balance of my
time.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment is a
modest change in the sugar program. A
one-penny change in the sugar pro-
gram. Less than 5 percent in the cost of
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sugar. In 1996, when we passed the his-
toric Freedom to Farm bill, | offered
an amendment to phase out the pro-
gram. | think we should get rid of the
program. But some of the Members, my
colleagues, said, ‘“‘Dan, we do not want
to get too dramatic and do too much.”

That is why | have come back with a
very modest change of one penny on
the price of sugar, and we are still over
twice the world price even with the
penny.

Some Members have talked about a
dump price, that we do not have fair
competition in the world. | believe we
should have fair competition. | think it
is wrong when countries subsidize their
products. And there are countries, for
example France, they subsidize sugar.
But there are laws on the books. The
Secretary of Agriculture has the power
to keep that sugar out of this country.
That is right and | fully support that.

But there are many countries that
have a free market of sugar. The two
largest exporters of sugar, Australia
and Brazil, they have increased sugar
production by 60 percent, selling on the
world market. There is a free market
for sugar and our farmers can compete
for sugar, just like they do in wheat
and corn, and we export the product.

Why are we protecting one industry?
Sugar is a relatively small part of the
total agricultural production of this
country. It is less than 2 percent for
sugar and peanuts alone.
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Now, why should my colleagues sup-
port this amendment? First of all, this
is the sugar daddy of corporate welfare.
So for conservatives, it is a big govern-
ment program that no longer makes
any sense. In our free enterprise sys-
tem, it should go.

That is the reason organizations like
Citizens for a Sound Economy, Citizens
Against Government Waste, they are
going to rate this vote. This is going to
be rated by many organizations. Tax-
payers for Common Sense, Americans
for Tax Reform, are all supporting this
amendment.

With respect to the environment,
this is a major environmental vote be-
cause of the impact sugar has had, and
they are not willing to step up to the
plate and pay their fair share of the
cost of restoration of the Everglades.
That is the reason it is going to be a
rated vote. The Everglades Trust, the
National Audubon Society, the World
Wildlife Fund, the Florida Audubon So-
ciety, the League of Conservation Vot-
ers, are all rating this vote and saying
vote for the Miller-Schumer amend-
ment.

We talk about jobs. Organized labor
is even supporting this amendment be-
cause it is union jobs that are dis-
appearing from the refineries around
this country. Whether it is in Balti-
more or New York City, we are losing
jobs, whether it is the manufacturing
jobs down in Georgia where they can-
not make candy canes compete because
sugar is so expensive.
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And ultimately it is the American
consumer who is the American tax-
payer. We are saying this is a no net
cost. In fact, the Federal Government
makes a little bit of money on the pro-
gram, but not really. Because the gov-
ernment is a major purchaser of food
products, whether it is the VA hos-
pitals or the military or programs,
CBO says it is a $90-million-a-year cost
to the Federal Government just in
their operations because of the sugar
program.

But it is the American consumer who
is the one that pays the most. CBO,
other economic studies, all show the
cost is over a billion dollars a year. In
fact, it is $1.4 billion by CBO.

If we want to help the American con-
sumers, if we want to help the environ-
ment, if we want to help jobs in this
country and if Members believe the
government is too big and we need to
get rid of these big government pro-
grams that try to run everything out of
Washington, this is an amendment to
support.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from lowa
(Mr. LATHAM).

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Chairman, here they come again,
the Members who hate production agri-
culture, who do not believe that farm-
ers out in the country doing the real
work, trying to provide for their fami-
lies, deserve a chance. Anything to get
cheap food. Do not worry about where
it comes from or who has to lose their
farm, their lifelong occupation, be-
cause of the will of the Members who
want to put them out of business and
think that food only comes from the
grocery store.

Members might wonder why a guy
from lowa cares about the sugar pro-
gram. | will tell my colleagues. It has
a dramatic impact on what happens in
the Midwest with the price of corn.

We have an example here. The price
of corn sweetener, which is in competi-
tion with sugar, has been down over 50
percent. Has it had any effect as far as
consumer prices? Yes. The carbonated
soft drink cost has actually gone up,
almost a percent. Anyone who thinks
that there is going to be a benefit to
the consumer simply is not looking at
what are the facts of the situation.

What a lot of these folks would like
to see happen is to have the price of
sugar go down, put American produc-
tion out, the sugar producer, the farm-
er, put him out of business, import a
bunch of cheap sugar substitute for
corn fructose in the soft drinks. That
will cost an already depressed Midwest
corn producer at least 25 cents a bush-
el. And at the low level of corn prices
today, that would be devastating.

So Members can listen to the crowd
that does not care about agriculture,
does not care about families out there
working. Members can listen to them
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and they can listen to reason and we
can keep our promise that we made to
agriculture in 1996.

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

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

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | demand a recorded vote, and
pending that, | make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 482, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MILLER) will
be postponed.

The point of order of no quorum is
considered withdrawn.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROYCE

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Chairman, | offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ROYCE:

Add before the short title the following
new section:

SEC. ____. None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available by this Act may
be used to carry out section 203 of the Agri-
cultural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5623) or
to pay the salaries and expenses of personnel
who carry out a market access program
under such section.

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Chairman, | would
first like to commend my colleagues on
the Committee on Agriculture and the
Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural
Development, Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, and Related Agencies of the
Committee on Appropriations. They
have done excellent work over the past
few years in reducing harmful govern-
ment interference Iin American agri-
culture and putting it on the road back
to the market system that works so
well.

American farmers are now unshack-
led and free to produce as they see fit,
and American consumers are benefiting
from increased production. And Amer-
ican consumers are benefiting from
lower prices. That has been one of the
most significant achievements of Con-

gress.
However, more work needs to be
done. This amendment will prevent

money in this bill from being spent on
the Market Access Program known as
MAP. This program provides $90 mil-
lion in taxpayer subsidies per year to
agribusinesses to support their inter-
national advertising. This is a relic
from our former government-heavy ag-
riculture system.

I have offered this amendment to
eliminate one of what | consider the
more egregious corporate welfare pro-
grams, with the hope that a trend will
develop which would further rid the
private sector of an intrusive govern-
ment.

The Federal Government first began
financing corporate advertising in 1985
with the Targeted Export Assistance or
TEA. It was established to encourage
commercial export markets for U.S.
farm products at the time, and then,
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after a critical audit of the General Ac-
counting Office, it was changed to the
Market Promotion Program or MPP.
Then after another critical audit, it
was changed to the Market Access Pro-
gram or MAP in 1996.

The names may have changed after
every critical audit, but the program
has not. Not unlike most good-inten-
tioned Federal programs, Federal fund-
ing of advertising turned out to be just
another government handout. | do not
believe that working men and women
should continue to foot the bill for ad-
vertising subsidies to multinational
corporations. Promotional advertising
for products is simply not the role of
government. It is the role of those pri-
vate concerns that benefit from the
sale of those products.

In the past we have heard that agri-
culture is one of the most important
businesses in America and that is true.
No doubt we will hear this again as we
debate this amendment. But the ques-
tion is not whether agriculture and
American farmers are important. With-
out question, they are. The question is
whether MAP is a proper use of tax-
payer money. It is not proper, and it is
not effective.

The future and continued perform-
ance of American agriculture is not
contingent upon handing out tax-
payers’ money for advertising. The suc-
cess of American agriculture results
from the energy and ingenuity of
American farmers.

Department of Agriculture studies
will no doubt be cited which seem to
show that MAP creates jobs and ex-
pands the economy by generating sev-
eral dollars in revenue for each subsidy
dollar handed out. These studies are
based on inherently flawed methodol-
ogy. They 