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REPUBLICAN DO-NOTHING CON-
GRESS REFUSES TO ADDRESS
RISING GAS PRICES

(Mr. NADLER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, as of
today, this House has been in session
only 36 days this year. We are sched-
uled to meet a total of 93 days. That is
15 days less than the do-nothing Con-
gress of 1948. How are we supposed to
address the issues most important to
all of our fellow countrymen if we are
hardly ever in session?

This weekend, millions of Americans
will take Memorial Day vacations.
They will be forced to pay hundreds of
dollars more in travel bills, thanks to
high prices at the pump.

For weeks now, House Republicans
have ignored this very serious eco-
nomic issue. That is, until this week,
when the House Republicans plan to
offer their second solution. Their first
solution a couple years ago was to
throw billions of dollars at the oil com-
panies. The second solution is drilling
in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.

Despite the environment havoc this
would cause, it will do nothing to lower
gas prices today. When Republicans
tout this as a solution, they ignore the
fact that drilling in ANWR would not
be possible for another decade and
would provide only 6 months of oil, in
any event, for the American consumer.

Once again this week, the House Re-
publicans plan to do nothing to address
high prices at the pump. They simply
refuse to offer any real solutions to our
energy problems. It is time for a
change in leadership.

————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 5384, AGRICULTURE,
RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD
AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION,
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2007

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso-
lution 830 and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 830

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 5384) making
appropriations for Agriculture, Rural Devel-
opment, Food and Drug Administration, and
Related Agencies for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2007, and for other purposes.
The first reading of the bill shall be dis-
pensed with. All points of order against con-
sideration of the bill are waived. General de-
bate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. After general debate the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the five-
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minute rule. Points of order against provi-
sions in the bill for failure to comply with
clause 2 of rule XXI are waived except for
sections 749, 751, and 752. During consider-
ation of the bill for amendment, the Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole may ac-
cord priority in recognition on the basis of
whether the Member offering an amendment
has caused it to be printed in the portion of
the Congressional Record designated for that
purpose in clause 8 of rule XVIII. Amend-
ments so printed shall be considered as read.
When the committee rises and reports the
bill back to the House with a recommenda-
tion that the bill do pass, the previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and amendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except one mo-
tion to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from Washington (Mr.
HASTINGS) is recognized for 1 hour.
J 1030

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, for the purpose of debate
only, I yield the customary 30 minutes
to the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MCGOVERN), pending which I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
During consideration of this resolu-
tion, all time yielded is for the purpose
of debate only.

(Mr. HASTINGS of Washington asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, House Resolution 830 is an
open rule providing 1 hour of general
debate equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Appro-
priations.

The rule waives all points of order
against consideration of H.R. 5384, the
Agriculture, Rural Development, Food
and Drug Administration and Related
Agencies Appropriation Act of 2007.
Under the rules of the House, the bill
shall be read for amendment by para-
graph.

House Resolution 830 waives points of
order provisions in the bill for failure
to comply with clause 2 of rule XXI
prohibiting unauthorized appropria-
tions or legislative provisions in an ap-
propriation bill, except as specified in
the resolution.

The rule authorizes the Chair to ac-
cord priority in recognition to Mem-
bers who have preprinted their amend-
ments in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
and provides one motion to recommit,
with or without instructions.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud that yester-
day the House Rules Committee re-
ported by voice vote an open rule for
consideration of H.R. 5384, the Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and
Drug Administration and Related
Agencies Appropriations Act, 2007.

As with most appropriation bills, the
Rules Committee has once again af-
forded Members an opportunity to offer
amendments to this legislation that
comply with the rules of the House.
Members of the House may bring forth
an idea or change they wish to see and
express their views on how our Nation
should prioritize its spending.

H3025

Mr. Speaker, the Agriculture Appro-
priations Subcommittee reported out a
bill that provides important resources
for the U.S. Department of Agriculture
and various other agencies. Specifi-
cally, H.R. 5384 makes available nearly
$95 billion to fund agriculture, rural de-
velopment, drug safety, food nutrition
programs for the fiscal year 2007.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation provides
the funding necessary for the programs
and activities of USDA while at the
same time maintaining fiscal discipline
and reflecting our Nation’s priority
spending needs.

Mr. Speaker, the USDA carries out
widely varied responsibilities through
about 30 separate internal agencies and
offices staffed by some 100,000 employ-
ees. Important programs covered under
the agriculture spending bill include
the food nutrition programs such as
the Food Stamp Program, the Nutri-
tion Program for Women, Infants and
Children or WIC, and child nutrition
programs, farm and foreign agricul-
tural services, certain mandatory con-
servation and trade programs, crop in-
surance, farm loans, foreign food aid
programs.

Additionally, it includes natural re-
sources and environmental conserva-
tion programs and food safety and
rural development activities. The un-
derlying bill provides essential funding
for agriculture research activities
which include USDA’s Agriculture Re-
search Service as well as university re-
search and extension programs.

I have visited, Mr. Speaker, several
agricultural research centers in central
Washington, and I am impressed by the
innovative work being accomplished to
equip farmers with the tools they need
to improve the quality and production
of their agricultural products.

Agriculture research enables Amer-
ican farmers to reap the benefits of
science and technology they need to re-
main competitive in an ever-changing
international marketplace. H.R. 5384
also provides several programs that
seek to protect human health and safe-
ty.

Avian flu pandemic countermeasures
and monitoring are funded at $80 mil-
lion. The Food Safety and Inspection
Service is funded at $853 million. The
Animal Plant and Health Service In-
spection Service activities are funded
at $904 million, with $90 million going
to BSE detection and prevention ac-
tivities.

One program of importance to farm-
ers in my area of central Washington is
the Department of Agriculture’s Mar-
ket Access Program, which is aimed at
creating, expanding and maintaining
foreign markets for U.S. agriculture
products through consumer  pro-
motions, market research and tech-
nical assistance.

One of the biggest challenges facing
American agriculture, especially the
specialty crops, is the need to expand
overseas markets in the face of often
subsidized foreign competition. By
opening foreign markets to American
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agricultural products and breaking
down trade barriers, the Market Access
Programs help local farmers and our
Nation’s economy, while improving our
balance of trade and creating jobs.

I am pleased that the underlying bill
fully funds the Market Access Pro-
gram, which is particularly important
for many of the specialty crops that I
mentioned, including apples, cherries,
hops, pears, potatoes and wine grapes.

With a proven track record of suc-
cess, it is clear that this program’s re-
turn on investment is far greater than
the cost of the Market Access Program
to the Federal Government.

Mr. Speaker, this is a fiscally respon-
sible bill that will help American farm-
ers and ranchers respond to the chal-
lenges of the global market and provide
a wholesome food supply for our Na-
tion. I urge my colleagues to join me in
support of House Resolution 830, and
the open rule provided by the Rules
Committee by a voice vote.

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentleman from Wash-
ington, my good friend, for yielding me
the customary 30 minutes, and I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to commend Chairman BONILLA and
Ranking Member DELAURO for working
together on this important bill. They
have taken the President’s inadequate
budget proposal and made it better.

Chairman BONILLA and his staff de-
serve to be congratulated for doing the
right thing with this bill. And Ranking
Member DELAURO and the Democratic
members of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, including Ranking Member
OBEY, deserve credit for improving the
chairman’s mark.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take a
moment to highlight some of the very
important antihunger programs in this
bill that make a real difference in the
lives of millions of people here in the
United States and around the world.

Mr. Speaker, I am privileged to be a
cochair of the Congressional Hunger
Center and of the Hunger Caucus. I
have seen how important our anti-hun-
ger programs are to low-income Ameri-
cans. I have met families who, through
no fault of their own, have to rely on
Federal anti-hunger programs to put
food on their table.

In my own district, I am working
with State and local officials to make
sure every eligible person in need signs
up and receives these important bene-
fits so that central Massachusetts and
southeastern Massachusetts is made up
of hunger-free communities.

On the Federal level, we must con-
tinue to fight for critical anti-hunger
programs. In his budget, the President
eliminated the Commodity Supple-
mental Food Program, which provides
food to low-income mothers and chil-
dren under 6 years of age, as well as
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America’s elderly poor. Literally hun-
dreds of thousands of people would
have been left to fend for themselves if
this program had been shut down, as
the President had requested.

Thankfully, Chairman BONILLA and
Ranking Member DELAURO not only re-
stored the funding eliminated by Presi-
dent Bush, they also provided an in-
crease of $11 million over last year’s
level. I believe my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle are thankful that this
bill includes a $40 million increase for
the WIC Program over last year’s allo-
cation, or $44 million more than the
President’s request.

WIC is one of the most successful do-
mestic maternal and infant health and
nutrition programs in the history of
the United States. I am troubled, how-
ever, that funding in this bill for the
child nutrition programs is below the
President’s request and that funding
for the food stamp program is almost
$3 million less than last year, at a time
when more and more and more people
are falling below the poverty line.

Mr. Speaker, even though I believe
the funding levels for anti-hunger pro-
grams should be increased even more
than what this bill was able to provide,
I am more concerned that the adminis-
tration and Congress continue to lack
a cohesive anti-hunger, antipoverty
strategy.

Mr. Speaker, I know the Agriculture
Appropriations Act is not the most ap-
propriate bill to establish such a pol-
icy, but it is the vehicle that ulti-
mately funds many of the important
and most fundamental programs that
help lift people out of poverty. I believe
we can end hunger and poverty, if only
we have the political will to do so.

I challenge my colleagues in this
chamber to do more. And it will not
necessarily cost a great deal more, but
it will take far better coordination of
public and private efforts. It will take
a concerted effort by the Federal Gov-
ernment, and it will take the heart and
compassion of a great Nation to eradi-
cate poverty and hunger in the United
States once and for all.

I believe in the heart of the American
people. I think we saw that heart after
Katrina. I think we see that heart
every time there is a crisis abroad and
children are in need.

Mr. Speaker, over the next year, I
hope we all rise to the occasion and
commit to this worthy and necessary
goal. Overall, Mr. Speaker, I believe
this bill should be commended for re-
storing funding for many of our most
important domestic hunger and nutri-
tion programs.

Regrettably, due once again to the
extreme limits on the Agriculture Ap-
propriations Bill, the same cannot be
said of international hunger and good
aid programs. The committee was able
to maintain last year’s funding levels,
but so much more is needed.

The George McGovern-Bob Dole
International Food for Education Pro-
gram is basically frozen at last year’s
levels. This was done despite a bipar-
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tisan letter from over 100 Members of
Congress asking that funding for the
McGovern program be restored to its
fiscal year 2001 level of $300 million.

This bill provides only one-third of
that amount. McGovern-Dole has prov-
en itself time and time again to be one
of our most effective tools in reducing
hunger in school-aged children, and in-
creasing attendance and academic per-
formance, especially among girls in
some of the poorest places in the world.

I know that the committee supports
this program. I just hope that the
chairman and the ranking member will
find a way in conference negotiations
to increase the funding for this pro-
gram so that it can reach more chil-
dren in the neediest communities in
the developing world.

Mr. Speaker, I also regret that P.L.
480, title II, food for peace, emergency
food aid and development programs,
have also basically been level-funded,
although I do appreciate that the com-
mittee did find a few additional dollars
for this program. In fiscal year 2006,
Congress has ostensibly provided $1.218
billion for title II, and this bill pro-
vides $1.226 billion for title II.

Unfortunately, what is hidden by
these figures is that, for the past 3
years, the Congress has ended up ap-
propriating about $1.5 billion each year
so that title II can meet global food
emergencies. This year is no exception.
In the fiscal year 2006 emergency sup-
plemental, which is currently awaiting
House-Senate conference negotiations,
there is about $350 million in title II
emergency food aid; $225 million of
that emergency food aid is for the hu-
manitarian crisis in Darfur.

If the President had put those funds
in last year’s regular budget request,
and Congress had approved and appro-
priated those funds in the regular agri-
culture appropriations bill, then that
food would be on its way to the people
of Darfur today.

Instead, the World Food Programme
has been forced to cut food rations in
half for 2.6 million Darfur refugees and
displaced people.

Why should we care about this? Well,
Mr. Speaker, as a Congress, we should
care because this is deceptive budg-
eting, and poor planning hinders our
ability to respond to emergencies as
they arise. But more importantly,
much more importantly, we should
care because people are dying from
lack of food because we do not have the
funding in hand that we knew ahead of
time we would need for fiscal year 2006
and that we should plan now to have in
hand for fiscal year 2007.

We know emergencies happen. We
know we have been appropriating
about $300 million or more each year
for the past 3 years in supplemental ap-
propriations bills to meet those needs.
Let us do the right thing and build
such funds into our planning process.

Put those funds in the regular budget
and include and approve them in the
regular agriculture appropriations bill.
Let me be clear, Mr. Speaker. No coun-
try in the world has been as responsive
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to international food emergencies as
the United States.

No other country even comes close to
our generosity. The United States has
been and continues to be the leader in
providing food and humanitarian aid
for Darfur. It is past time that the rest
of the world step up to the plate.

The funds sitting in the fiscal year
2006 supplemental will not reach the
President’s desk until June. And there-
fore the food aid itself will not reach
the people of Darfur until November. If
USAID had those moneys now up front,
the ration cuts in Darfur would not be
happening, period. I appeal to the
President. I appeal to the appropriators
and to the leadership of this House, do
not repeat this mistake in 2007. We
need to plan ahead.

Somehow, before this bill comes back
to us as a conference report, we need to
find a way to substantially increase
Title II funding so that we are not rob-
bing food aid from one hungry family
to feed another simply because we
failed to provide the necessary funding
to plan for and to meet global food
emergencies.

Mr. Speaker, I know the committee
cannot do this on its own, which is why
I make a plea for all of us to work this
problem out, so that we are not faced
with such desperate choices next year.

O 1045

Mr. Speaker, Chairman BONILLA,
Ranking Member DELAURO, and their
colleagues on the committee should be
commended for their hard work on this
bill. They have done the best they
could despite the difficult choices that
face them in this process. They deserve
our respect and gratitude.

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
6 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the
ranking Democrat on the Appropria-
tions Committee.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, I had originally in-
tended to vote for this bill and for this
rule; but the action of the Rules Com-
mittee on one item Ilast night has
changed all of that, at least for me, and
I would like to alert Members of the
House as to the reasons why.

In the farm bill that passed several
years ago, the expiration date for var-
ious programs wound up not being
identical; and that meant that the
dairy program was hugely at a dis-
advantage after the expiration of the
dairy title of the farm bill. Last year
the Congress renewed the dairy section
of the bill that related to the milk pro-
gram, but it contained a budget gim-
mick which ended the dairy program
one month before the end of the fiscal
year and one month before the other
farm programs in that bill.

As a result, when the next farm pro-
gram is put together next year, dairy
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will be at a huge disadvantage because
there will be nothing included in the
budget baseline for dairy. That will not
only be a problem for dairy farmers;
that will be a problem for all other
farmers, because if in the end the Con-
gress decides under those cir-
cumstances to extend the milk pro-
gram, the funding for that will come
out of the hide of each and every other
farm program, all because of this 1-
month gimmick that we tried to cor-
rect in the Appropriations Committee.

Now, the Appropriations Committee
adopted an amendment that I offered
last week which attempted to correct
that problem by simply extending the
milk program by 1 month so that it
would expire at the same time as the
other programs in the farm bill. But
now our friends on the authorizing
committee have insisted that the Rules
Committee not protect that provision
from being stricken on a point of order.
As a result, if such a motion is made
and upheld by the Chair, it will mean
that we are going to create the condi-
tions for a billion dollar war between
farm groups all over this country. That
could easily be avoided by the $40 mil-
lion provision represented by section
752 of the appropriations bill that will
shortly be before us.

That $40 million correction is fully
paid for so that at this point there is
no budget problem associated with 752.
So I would simply want to alert every
Member of this House who represents
dairy farmers that they will be at a
substantial disadvantage in consid-
ering the farm bill a year and a half
from now if this section 752 of this bill
is stricken.

And I want to alert Members who
represent other kinds of farmers that
lest they think this is only a problem
only affecting dairy farmers, I'm sorry,
it will affect all farmers because fi-
nancing for whatever dairy program
that eventually emerges from that au-
thorization bill will come out of reduc-
tions for other farm programs.

Now, this may not be a big problem
for persons who have thousand-cow
dairy herds, but it is a huge problem if
you represent a district like mine
where the average herd is 50 or 60 cows.
The extension to the milk program will
determine whether or not many of
those farmers stay in business. And I
would submit that the House would be
doing itself a great favor if they could
prevail upon our friends on the author-
izing committee not to lodge a point of
order against this provision in this bill.

There is another provision in this bill
which affects an extension of the pea-
nut program for storage. It seems to
me that there are good reasons for ex-
tending both of those programs. So I
would urge any Member of this House
who is concerned about being able to
pass a decent farm bill down the line to
recognize that if this action takes
place today, if this action takes place
today, anyone who votes for the farm
bill, if this is stricken today, anyone
who votes for this agriculture appro-
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priations bill will be voting to put
dairy farmers at a huge disadvantage a
year and a half from now when the re-
authorization is considered and they
will be inviting a very nasty war be-
tween different commodity groups and
different regions of the country.

That is what the milk program
sought to end 3 years ago when we
wanted to end all of these regional
fights on dairy, and I would suggest
that the House would be ill advised if it
produces that result by allowing this
provision to be knocked out on a point
of order.

So I will be calling for a roll call on
the rule to protest the action of the
Rules Committee, and I will urge Mem-
bers from farm country to vote ‘‘no”’
on the rule and ‘‘no’ on the bill if that
provision is stricken.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the re-
marks of the distinguished ranking
member of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, but we have a long-standing
tradition in the Rules Committee that
when the authorizing committee has a
problem with amendments or policies
that are put on the Appropriations
Committee that they feel is under their
jurisdiction, they ask that that not be
protected. That was the case here as
you pointed out in your remarks with
the peanut program and the milk pro-
gram.

So as you suggested, if somebody
from the Agriculture Committee or the
chairman stands up and asks for a
point of order then, of course, the
Chair will have to make his ruling by
what the rules are.

I will also say this, and I know that
the gentleman from Wisconsin has been
working just because of the nature of
his committee on a lot of milk pro-
grams, I too have a lot of dairies in my
district. There has been a gravitation
towards those dairies in my district.
When I talk to my dairy farmers, I
have essentially one message for them
and that message is at some point, and
I know this is a very difficult thing to
do, but at some point the dairy indus-
try in this country has got to try to
speak with one voice as much as they
possibly can. I know that is very, very
difficult. They are cognizant of that.

When this provision was put in place
several years ago, there was an at-
tempt to do that. So we will have to
see. But the Rules Committee has a
tradition and that is the reason why we
did not protect that portion of the bill.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take
just a moment to thank Chairman
BONILLA and Ranking Member
DELAURO and members of the com-
mittee for providing funding for the
Congressional Hunger Center. The Hun-
ger Center is co-chaired by my col-
league Congressman JO ANN EMERSON
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and myself, and it trains young people
to be the future leaders of the anti-
hunger movement. The Congressional
Hunger Center, I think, is known to
most Members of this Chamber. It has
an incredible staff, an excellent staff,
and does a very good job in raising
awareness and getting young people in-
volved and getting them to feel pas-
sionate about combating hunger, not
only here in the United States but
around the world. I think every Mem-
ber of this Chamber should be proud of
this center’s work. So I am pleased
that the committee continues to fund
this center.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate the gentleman’s courtesy in
permitting me to speak on this rule.

I am pleased that under the rule we
will be able later in the deliberations
to have a debate, a discussion, on a
modest amendment to the sugar sub-
sidy program. This is something that
unfortunately flies under the radar
screen here in Washington, DC. Any ap-
proach to look at independent ana-
lysts, to look at conservative groups
like the Cato Institute, to look at envi-
ronmental organizations, all document
that the sugar subsidy program we
have provides tremendous cost to the
taxpayers, billions of dollars.

It starts by forcing American con-
sumers and the industries that use
sugar to pay two to three times the
world market price. It puts at risk over
500,000 jobs that are still in the United
States in the confectionery industry.
We used to have more people at work
in Hershey, Pennsylvania, in the
Northeast, in Chicago making candy;
but these jobs are being driven to Can-
ada, to Mexico and other places be-
cause our price of the raw material,
sugar, is so much more expensive.

We find that the sugar cane industry
particularly is a cause of significant
pollution in the everglades. This Con-
gress has placed a $7.5 billion down
payment cleaning up the everglades in
part because of the significant expan-
sion of cane sugar production because
it is so heavily subsidized and produces
a toxic run off of pollution.

It even drives up cost to the Federal
Government in other areas you do not
think about; $90 million that the Fed-
eral Government pays for food, for ex-
ample, for U.S. troops, with added cost
because of these subsidies.

This sugar subsidy continues at a
time when we are cutting programs for
other farmers for their environmental
programs at a time when there is no
help for many farmers, in my State
that are short-changed row crops, the
speciality crops, the nursery industry,
and wine producers. We have an out-of-
whack, hopelessly expensive, out-
moded and anti-competitive trade sub-
sidy program that will leave the tax-
payer footing the bill for years to
come.

We will have an amendment offered
later today that will provide for a mod-
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est adjustment, downward, so the tax-
payer will not be on the hook for quite
so much and we can reduce the pres-
sure on American industry that uses
sugar and American consumers who
will be paying over a billion dollars a
year.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN).

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I speak at
this time in regard to an amendment
which I understand will be offered later
concerning the National Animal Identi-
fication System.

Two Tennessee legislators who also
happen to represent parts of my dis-
trict, State Representative Frank
Niceley and my own State Senator Tim
Burchett, have introduced a bill to pro-
hibit the use of State funds to imple-
ment the program in Tennessee. As
Representative Niceley told the Knox-
ville News Sentinel: “‘I think this thing
had more to do with selling chips than
anything else.” He said, ‘I just get
tired of business going to Washington
and selling their business plan up there
and getting rich off the public.”

The people pushing this are inter-
national and national bureaucrats who
want more power and control, their
academic supporters, and especially a
few agri-giant businesses. Small and
medium-sized farmers do not want it.

Ron Freeman, a fifth-generation
cattleman said, ““NAIS will not prevent
or control disease. Instead it will allow
the government and big business to
control our food supply and intrude
into the lives of every farmer and
rancher.”

Judith McGeary, a Texas lawyer, de-
scribed the program as, ‘‘One of the
most far-reaching acts of surveillance
of the most wholesome activities of
U.S. citizens. Children in 4-H with pet
goats, senior citizens raising food for
themselves, friends going on trail rides
would all be forced to endure the
warrantless government surveillance.”

If this isn’t Big Brother government
I do not know what is.

Mr. Speaker, this sure isn’t tradi-
tional conservatism. Costs of new pro-
grams such as this are always low-
balled on the front end. The president
of the Australian Cattleman’s Associa-
tion called this program ‘‘the single
worst thing to ever hit the beef indus-
try in Australia.”
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He said they were promised on the
front end that it would cost only $3 a
head. The costs are already running $37
a head counting cost of scanners and
various indirect costs.

A farmer in Roane County, Ten-
nessee, Everett Phillips has only eight
beef cattle, a milk cow, some chickens
and a few barnyard animals. He told
the Knoxville News-Sentinel, if you add
up cost, the inconvenience of Federal
bureaucracy and privacy concerns, and
“It is going to hurt the farmer.” He
said he considers selling out and mov-
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ing to Argentina. I know that people
laugh when people make statements
like this, but this highlights the seri-
ous concern that small farmers have
about this program.

If this is still a free country, Mr.
Speaker, we should at least make this
program voluntarily instead of manda-
tory. This NAIS program will really
hurt the smallest of our farmers, the
very farmers we always claim to be
helping.

I urge support if this amendment is
offered later today to really help the
small farmer.

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

I am sure there will be a number of
amendments offered during the day. I
just want to call my colleagues’ atten-
tion to one amendment that may be of-
fered by Representative JOHNSON of Il-
linois that I strongly oppose, and I
would urge all my colleagues to oppose
it as well.

This is an amendment that is sup-
posedly an attempt to tackle the obe-
sity problem in this country, but what
it is, is an amendment that would re-
strict the choice of people who are on
food stamps. It would basically dictate
to people on food stamps that they
could not buy certain things, and this
is problematic, I think, for a number of
reasons.

First, I think the emphasis should be
on promoting healthier foods in our nu-
trition and not on constant punitive
measures against poor people. If we
want to deal with the obesity problem
in this country, which is a serious
problem, we should do so thoughtfully,
and we should do so with considerable
deliberation to make sure that what we
are doing is actually solving and tack-
ling the problem. I do not think this
will do that.

Secondly, this bill I do not think is
the appropriate bill for us to make
these kinds of big changes. There are
other bills that are more appropriate
coming down the line, and I hope that
my colleagues will respect that. But,
again, rather than limiting choices for
poor people, we should focus our atten-
tion and put the emphasis on healthier
foods, like fruits and vegetables, with-
out limiting people’s choices. We
should focus on nutrition education,
and we should focus on raising people
out of poverty instead of constantly
blaming them and trying to pursue pu-
nitive measures, which I think is not
only the wrong way to deal with the
problem but I also think shows kind of
a lack of respect for people who are
struggling in this country.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
distinguished gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO), the ranking
member on this committee.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, it has
been a privilege to serve on this sub-
committee and to work on issues of
such importance, such as rural develop-
ment, nutrition, drug safety and so
many others, and I have enjoyed work-
ing with Chairman BONILLA in my time
as ranking member.
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We have produced a good bill I think,
but I am disappointed that this rule
does not allow for consideration of an
amendment I planned to offer that
would have increased funding for rural
development and renewable energy pro-
grams by $500 million. Nor does this
rule protect language giving the FDA,
the Food and Drug Administration, the
much-needed authority to mandate
post-market drug studies when needed.

In offering this amendment, I believe
we could have begun to meet a variety
of rural development needs, from waste
and water grants and community facil-
ity grants to funding for broadband ex-
pansion and renewable energy infra-
structure.

In particular, we could have made a
strong commitment to renewable en-
ergy by providing meaningful incen-
tives for renewable energy production,
consumption and infrastructure
through programs in the farm bill and
in the energy bill, the Bioenergy Pro-
gram, the Value-Added Agricultural
Product Market Development Grants,
the Renewable Energy Systems and
Energy Efficiency Improvements Pro-
grams, just to name a few.

But even though we have an extraor-
dinary opportunity to reenergize our
farm economy at the same time we
jump start the country’s energy inde-
pendence efforts by getting these new
technologies out of the labs, onto our
roads and into our homes and busi-
nesses, our investment in these pro-
grams continues to be tentative.

Mr. Speaker, with Americans ready
to declare their energy independence,
with biofuels on the cusp of revolution-
izing the American economy in the
very near future, just as they did for
Brazil in only a few years’ time, we can
make a statement that the Congress is
ready to face this challenge. We should
be tapping the promise that our farms
hold to reduce our dependence on oil
and provide a more secure economic fu-
ture for our farmers.

I am also disappointed that the Rules
Committee failed to protect language
approved by the Appropriations Com-
mittee to give the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, the FDA, the much-need-
ed authority to mandate post-market
drug studies when needed and allow the
FDA to begin the process of removing
the drugs in question from the market
if there are instances of noncompli-
ance.

The amendment is simple. It would
require anyone who has the approval of
the FDA to sell a drug to conduct any
study or studies on any significant
safety issue on that product that the
FDA requests.

This language addresses one of the
key issues identified in the recent GAO
study on post-market studies which
concluded that, ‘‘the FDA lacks clear
and effective processes for making de-
cisions about and providing manage-
ment oversight of post-market safety
issues.” The FDA needs this authority
to ensure that we are not putting lives
at risk with unsafe drugs that are not
fully tested.
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Let me quote to you what the GAO
study said: To improve the decision-
making process for post-market drug
safety, the Congress should consider
expanding FDA’s authority to require
drug sponsors to conduct post-market
studies, such as clinical trials and ob-
servation studies, as needed and to col-
lect additional data on the drug safety
concerns.

This is an issue that could not have
come up at a more appropriate time.
Just yesterday, the New York Times
reported that the data analysis that
was completed on Vioxx was done in a
way that actually minimized the risks
of the drug. That tells us that even
when post-market studies are con-
ducted, they cannot be counted on to
be completely reliable. The language
stripped by this rule would have con-
stituted one small step toward imple-
menting a better post-market system
at the FDA and to stop putting at risk
the lives of the American public and
make sure that the drugs are safe and
that they are fully tested and that,
when we have adverse reactions to
these drugs, that there is a way in
which the government can, in fact,
make sure that these companies do
what 1is required to ensure public
health.

So, Mr. Speaker, while I do believe
we have produced a good bill, these are
two areas in which I am very dis-
appointed because I think we had an
opportunity to produce an even better
bill.

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

I will be calling for a ‘“‘no’ vote on
the previous question. If the previous
question is defeated, I will amend the
rule so that we can consider the
DeLauro amendment that was rejected
in Rules Committee last night on a
straight party-line vote.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert in the text of the amend-
ment and extraneous materials imme-
diately prior to the vote.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BASS). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, the
DeLauro amendment will increase
funding for alternative energy re-
search, something that is desperately
needed in our Nation these days. The
cost of the amendment is fully offset
by rolling back a mere 1.21 percent, the
tax cut for Americans making more
than $1 million annually.

Mr. Speaker, the energy crisis con-
tinues to get worse and worse in our
country every day. All you need to do
is fill up your gas tank or open your
heating bill to know that the cost of
fuel is skyrocketing, with no signs of
letting up anytime soon, if ever.

We can continue to ignore this crisis
until the costs are prohibited or our
supplies run dry, or we can do the re-
sponsible thing and invest in research
and development of alternative energy
sources, something that we should
have been doing a long time ago.
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Our energy needs are growing every
day in this Nation and in the rest of
the world as well. We have to find
other ways to meet those needs. We
need a substitute for oil and other fos-
sil fuels. There are many promising al-
ternative energy sources out there that
we need to explore immediately to en-
sure that they are available in the near
future. The DeLauro amendment will
help support these efforts.

Mr. Speaker, in the Rules Committee
last night, we were told, as we are told
often, that there is a germaneness
issue and that thereby they would not
make this amendment in order, but the
fact of the matter is that those of us on
this side of the aisle are trying to actu-
ally solve America’s problems. We are
trying to propose alternatives and pay
for them as we go. We are not just pro-
posing ideas and not identifying where
the money would come from. We are
actually laying out a plan to make this
country energy independent, to try to
deal with the rising costs of gas and of
oil, and this is the only way we can do
this. We are constantly denied the op-
portunity to debate and to vote on a
comprehensive plan or to deal with this
issue. This is the moment.

I want to point out to my colleagues
that a ‘“‘no” vote will not prevent us
from considering the agricultural ap-
propriations bill under an open rule,
but a ‘“‘no” vote will allow Members to
vote on the DeLauro amendment. A
“no” vote will allow us to be able to
support an initiative and a plan to deal
with this energy crisis, to actually map
out a strategy to support renewable en-
ergy sources.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no” on
the previous question.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I am going to urge my col-
leagues to vote for the previous ques-
tion and for the resolution. I want to
make two points.

The gentleman says that one reason
to vote against the previous question is
to have a chance to have a say on the
DeLauro amendment. I would advise
my colleagues that the DeLauro
amendment was offered in the full
committee, notwithstanding the fact
that it is legislating on an appropria-
tions bill, and even the members of the
Appropriations Committee rejected the
DeLauro amendment.

As I mentioned earlier in my re-
marks, there is a long-standing tradi-
tion that when an authorizing com-
mittee has an objection to a provision
in an appropriations bill, that provi-
sion is not waived.

With that, Mr. Speaker, this is a
good rule. It allows for open debate. It
is an open rule.

The material previously referred to
by Mr. MCGOVERN is as follows:
PREVIOUS QUESTION FOR H. RES. 830—RULE

FOR H.R. 5384, THE AGRICULTURE, RURAL

DEVELOPMENT, FOOD & DRUG ADMINISTRA-

TION, AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-

TIONS FOR F'Y 2007

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing new sections:
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SEC. 2. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this resolution, the amendment print-
ed in section 3 shall be in order without
intervention of any point of order and before
any other amendment if offered by Rep-
resentative DeLauro of Connecticut or a des-
ignee. The amendment is not subject to
amendment except for pro forma amend-
ments or to a demand for a division of the
question in the committee of the whole or in
the House.

SEC. 3. The amendment referred to in sec-
tion 2 is as follows:

AMENDMENT TO H.R. 5384, AS REPORTED
OFFERED BY MS. DELAURO OF CONNECTICUT
Page 13, line 6, insert after the dollar

amount the following: ‘‘(increased by
$25,000,000)’.

Page 36, line 21, insert
amount the following:
$229,303,000)"".

Page 48, line 26, insert

after the dollar
‘‘(increased by

after the dollar

amount the following: ‘‘(increased by
$12,000,000)’.

Page 50, line 6, insert after the dollar
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by

$23,000,000)"".

Page 51, line 23, insert after the dollar

amount the following: ‘‘(increased by
$10,000,000)"".
Page 52, line 7, insert after the dollar
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by
$6,697,000)"".

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), add the following new sections:

“SEC. . In addition to amounts other-
wise provided by this Act, there is hereby ap-
propriated to the Secretary the following
amounts for the following purposes:

‘(1) For biorefinery grants authorized by
section 9003 of the Farm Security and Rural
Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 8103),
$50,000,000.

‘(2) For grants under the energy audit and
renewable energy development program au-
thorized by section 9005 of such Act (7 U.S.C.
8105), $10,000,000.

‘“(3) For payments under the bioenergy
program authorized by section 9010 of such
Act (7 U.S.C. 8108), and notwithstanding sub-
section (¢)(2) of such section, $120,000,000.

‘“(4) For grants under the Biomass Re-
search and Development Initiative author-
ized by section 307 of the Biomass Research
and Development Act of 2000 (7 U.S.C. 7624),
$14,000,000.

“SEC. . In the case of taxpayers with
income in excess of $1,000,000, for the cal-
endar year beginning in 2007, the amount of
tax reduction resulting from enactment of
Public Law 107-16, Public Law 108-27, and
Public Law 108-311 shall be reduced by 1.21
percent.”.

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT
IT REALLY MEANS

This vote, the vote on whether to order the
previous question on a special rule, is not
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote
against the Republican majority agenda and
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating.

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the
House of Representatives, (VI, 308-311) de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the
consideration of the subject before the House
being made by the Member in charge.” To
defeat the previous question is to give the
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the
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control of the resolution to the opposition”
in order to offer an amendment. On March
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated
the previous question and a member of the
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry,
asking who was entitled to recognition.
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said:
“The previous question having been refused,
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to
the first recognition.”

Because the vote today may look bad for
the Republican majority they will say ‘‘the
vote on the previous question is simply a
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate
vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and] has
no substantive legislative or policy implica-
tions whatsoever.” But that is not what they
have always said. Listen to the Republican
Leadership Manual on the Legislative Proc-
ess in the United States House of Represent-
atives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s how the
Republicans describe the previous question
vote in their own manual: Although it is
generally not possible to amend the rule be-
cause the majority Member controlling the
time will not yield for the purpose of offering
an amendment, the same result may be
achieved by voting down the previous ques-
tion on the rule . .. When the motion for the
previous question is defeated, control of the
time passes to the Member who led the oppo-
sition to ordering the previous question.
That Member, because he then controls the
time, may offer an amendment to the rule,
or yield for the purpose of amendment.”’

Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House of
Representatives, the subchapter titled
“Amending Special Rules” states: ‘‘a refusal
to order the previous question on such a rule
[a special rule reported from the Committee
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.” (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: Upon rejec-
tion of the motion for the previous question
on a resolution reported from the Committee
on Rules, control shifts to the Member lead-
ing the opposition to the previous question,
who may offer a proper amendment or mo-
tion and who controls the time for debate
thereon.”

Clearly, the vote on the previous question
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools
for those who oppose the Republican
majority’s agenda to offer an alternative
plan.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield back the balance of
my time, and I move the previous ques-
tion on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

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

Mr. McGOVERN. 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

————

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 4939, EMERGENCY SUPPLE-
MENTAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT
FOR DEFENSE, THE GLOBAL
WAR ON TERROR, AND HURRI-
CANE RECOVERY, 2006
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-

er, pursuant to clause 1 of rule XXII
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and by direction of the Committee on
Appropriations, I move to take from
the Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 4939)
making emergency supplemental ap-
propriations for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2006, and for other pur-
poses, with the Senate amendment
thereto, disagree to the Senate amend-
ment, and agree to the conference
asked by the Senate.

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing conferees:

Messrs. LEWIS of California, YOUNG of
Florida, REGULA, ROGERS of Kentucky,
WoLF, KOLBE, WALSH, TAYLOR of North
Carolina, HOBSON, BONILLA, KNOLLEN-
BERG, OBEY, MURTHA, SABO, MOLLOHAN,
OLVER, VISCLOSKY, Mrs. LOWEY, and
Mr. EDWARDS.

There was no objection.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings
will resume on questions previously
postponed.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

Ordering the previous question on H.
Res. 830, by the yeas and nays;

Adoption of H. Res. 830, if ordered;

Motion to suspend the rules on H.R.
4681, by the yeas and nays.

The first electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining
electronic votes will be conducted as 5-
minute votes.

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 5384, AGRICULTURE,
RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD
AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION,
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2007

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the vote on order-
ing the previous question on House
Resolution 830 on which the yeas and
nays are ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 213, nays
194, not voting 25, as follows:

[Roll No. 179]

YEAS—213
Aderholt Blackburn Brown-Waite,
AKkin Blunt Ginny
Alexander Boehlert Burgess
Bachus Boehner Burton (IN)
Baker Bonilla Buyer
Barrett (SC) Bonner Calvert
Bartlett (MD) Bono Campbell (CA)
Barton (TX) Boozman Cannon
Bass Boustany Cantor
Beauprez Bradley (NH) Capito
Biggert Brady (TX) Carter
Bilirakis y Castle
Bishop (UT) Brown (50) Chabot
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