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The House was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Friday, June 15, 2012, at 10 a.m.

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable
KIRSTEN E. GILLIBRAND, a Senator from
the State of New York.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Eternal God, give to us today the
measure of grace we need to obtain
Your promises. Lead our lawmakers to
so embrace these promises that they
will accept Your guidance, obey Your
word, and walk in Your way. Lord, give
them the grace so to run that they may
reach their goal and so keep the faith
that they may be true to You to the
very end. Make them wise with Your
wisdom, strong with Your strength,
and pure with Your holiness.

We pray in Your sacred Name. Amen.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable KIRSTEN E. GILLI-
BRAND led the Pledge of Allegiance as
follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. INOUYE).

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

Senate

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 13, 2012

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, June 13, 2012.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable KIRSTEN E. GILLI-
BRAND, a Senator from the State of New
York, to perform the duties of the Chair.

DANIEL K. INOUYE,
President pro tempore.

Mrs. GILLIBRAND thereupon as-
sumed the chair as Acting President
pro tempore.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.

————

FLOOD INSURANCE REFORM AND
MODERNIZATION ACT—MOTION
TO PROCEED—Resumed

Mr. REID. I move to proceed to Cal-
endar No. 250, S. 1940.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report the bill by
title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 250, S.
1940, a bill to amend the National Flood In-
surance Act of 1968, to restore the financial
solvency of the flood insurance fund, and for
other purposes.

SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. The Senate will continue
to debate the farm bill today. We have
a couple of votes lined up. We expect to
have those this morning.

NOT TO COMPROMISE

Last week, in a moment of candor,
House Republicans, led by Representa-
tive CANTOR, admitted they have given
up legislating until after the election.
Although there is far more work to be
done, they have said they are going to
have a timeout. I repeat, there is so
much to be done—especially building
on 27 straight months of private sector
job growth—Republicans in the House
are lurching from one recess to the
next long recess. They don’t take short
ones, they take long ones. Last week’s
unscripted moment was a window into
today’s Republican Party—a party that
obviously cares more about winning
elections than creating jobs.

Then a couple of days ago we had an-
other frank assessment of the Repub-
lican agenda. Former Florida Governor
Jeb Bush said Monday that his father,
George H.W. Bush, and Ronald Reagan
would not fit into today’s Republican
Party. He went on to elaborate about
some of the issues in which they are
simply headed in the wrong direction.
Governor Bush said today’s GOP is de-
fined by ‘“‘an orthodoxy that doesn’t
allow for disagreement.”

He is right. The Republican Party no
longer has room for moderates or any-
one unwilling to march in lockstep
with the radical tea party. That is ap-
parent every day on Capitol Hill—more
so in the House than in the Senate, but
it has now infected the Senate. It was
obvious from the first weeks of this
Congress that the House was taken
over by extremists with no desire to
work for the sake of the economy and
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no concept of the meaning of com-
promise—and legislation is the art of
compromise.

But over the last year and a half it
has become clear that Republicans in
the Senate are also in thrall to the tea
party. We see the extremism in this
Chamber—I have just mentioned that—
where Republicans have blocked or
stalled most every jobs creation meas-
ure we have brought to the floor. We
see it on the campaign trail, where
Mitt Romney told a crowd he opposes
hiring anymore teachers, firefighters,
and police officers. Putting more
teachers in the classroom used to be a
goal Democrats and Republicans could
agree on. But all over the country,
things are happening just as happened
in Nevada a couple of days ago, where
the school district—Ilet’s see, it must
be about the third or fourth largest
school district now in the country, the
Clark County school district, with well
more than 300,000 students—indicated
they were going to lay off 1,000 teach-
ers. But as a result of not filling some
positions because of retirements, they
were able to have to only lay off about
400-some-odd people. It is happening all
over the country.

Sending more cops out on patrol used
to be something that—I can remember
when JOE BIDEN was down here fighting
for his COPS Program. Police depart-
ments in Nevada loved the opportunity
to get more people on the street. That
is the way it was all over the country.
We used to fight to get more cops on
the street. Now we are doing every-
thing we can to stop the layoffs, and
we can’t do enough because we can’t
get a bill passed over here to help. Hir-
ing more brave men and women to
fight fires and save lives used to be a
goal Democrats and Republicans could
agree on. Not now.

Because of global warming, there are
fires raging all over the West. I spoke
to Senator BINGAMAN from New Mexico
yesterday. That fire in New Mexico is
400,000 acres and, he said, we have an-
other fire that has broken out of only
40,000 acres. On the news this morning
out of Colorado, one person has been
killed, scores of buildings and homes
burned to the ground. The tankers they
are using to fight these fires are old.
One of them crashed in Nevada last
week, killing the pilots.

But today’s radical Republicans have
another agenda—not hiring more cops
and not doing something to stop the
teacher layoffs, but their goal is to
drag down the economy because it is
good for their politics. They believe
the more horrible the economy is, the
better off they are going to be in No-
vember. They love bad news.

We still have the fact that even
though there were more than 8 million
jobs lost during the Bush administra-
tion, we have been fortunate to bring
back 4.3 million of those jobs. But we
could have done so much more with the
jobs measures we have brought before
this body that were lost on procedural
grounds over here.
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Yesterday Governor Bush said his fa-
ther and President Reagan—neither of
whom could win a Republican primary
today—both ‘‘sacrificed political points
for good public policy.”

I believe that. I was not a pal of Ron-
ald Reagan’s. I met him and worked
with him. But Paul Laxalt—who re-
tired, and I ran for his spot—was his
pal, his friend. Ronald Reagan would
not put up with what is going on here
today, because there is no question
that with Ronald Reagan the country
came first, not elections.

I have great admiration for the first
President Bush. I have in my private
possessions a couple of handwritten
notes he wrote to me. He would not put
up with what is going on today. He was
a pragmatist. He wanted to get things
done for our country. He wasn’t an
ideologue. He was conservative. Cer-
tainly no one is better qualified to be
President than the first Bush. He was a
Congressman, head of the CIA, head of
the Republican National Committee,
the Vice President, Ambassador to
China. He was interested in his coun-
try, not elections. He was a Repub-
lican, but we could work with him.

Today’s Republicans aren’t inter-
ested in good policy and, obviously,
they aren’t interested in creating jobs.
They are too obsessed with defeating
President Obama. That is their No. 1
goal. But don’t take my word for it.
The minority leader said so himself.
This is what he said:

The single most important thing we want
to achieve is for President Obama to be a
one-term President.

That is a quote.

America is battling its way back
from the greatest recession since the
Great Depression. And although we
have created 4.3 million private sector
jobs, there is so much more to be done.

I just left a meeting with people in-
terested in infrastructure. We have
70,000 bridges in America that need re-
pair and replacement. Not 700, not 7,000
but 70,000. The highway bill is hung up
over in the House someplace. They
aren’t focused on jobs because they are
too busy checking the political score-
board.

Will the Chair announce the business
of the day.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, leader-
ship time is reserved.

Under the previous order, the fol-
lowing hour will be equally divided and
controlled between the two leaders or
their designees, with the Republicans
controlling the first half and the ma-
jority controlling the final half.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I note
the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.
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RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized.

THE ECONOMY

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
tomorrow, the President plans to de-
liver a speech to once again tout his fa-
vorite approach to the economy. I say
that because aides to the President say
we should not expect much new in the
speech. We can expect more of the
same: More government, more debt,
and higher taxes to pay for it all.

According to news reports, some
Democrats are starting to get a little
wary of this approach. A number of
folks who worked in the Clinton ad-
ministration have suggested something
more positive. But others are pleading
with the President to double down on
the message that government is the an-
swer.

So far it appears as though the hard-
left wing of the party has the upper
hand. As liberal columnist E.J. Dionne
suggested recently in the Washington
Post:

Let’s turn [Reagan’s] declaration on its
head. Opposition to government isn’t the so-
lution.

Opposition to government was and
remains the problem, and that is pre-
cisely what the President appears to be
doing—doubling down on the same gov-
ernment-driven solutions that have
kept the private sector mired in what
some are calling the worst recovery
ever.

These folks have so much faith in
government that they seem blind to
any failure or excess. They make no
distinction between the things govern-
ment has done well in the past and the
things it does not do well now.

They have no limiting principle
whatsoever. This is their logic: If you
like the Hoover Dam, you should sup-
port bureaucrats making higher sala-
ries and better benefits than the tax-
payers who are paying for them. If you
like the Transcontinental Railroad,
you should support a $1 trillion stim-
ulus bill that has been more effective
at creating punch lines for late night
comedians than it has at creating jobs.
If you like the GI bill, they believe you
must also embrace a debt-to-GDP ratio
that makes us look like Greece.

These folks seem to have no limiting
principle whatsoever when it comes to
the growth of government. They have
blind faith in it. It is the only thing
they ever seem to want, and they are
completely out of touch.

The President wants you to believe
the reason we are in this economic
slump is because States and local gov-
ernments have been laying off govern-
ment workers. But what he does not
tell you, and what the American people
will not hear him say tomorrow, is
that since the recession began, for
every government worker who has lost
a job 11 private sector jobs have been
lost—for every government worker who
has lost a job 11 private sector jobs
have been lost.



June 13, 2012

Another thing you will not hear the
President say is that public sector un-
employment is just over 4 percent—un-
employment among public workers,
just over 4 percent—while all other pri-
vate sector industries are at least
twice that. So government employ-
ment is not the problem. It is the pri-
vate sector that is suffering, and it is
the private sector where we need to
focus our policies.

So the battle lines are clear: After 3%
years of failure, Democrats in Wash-
ington have one suggestion: more of
the same. The President can repackage
it however he wants tomorrow, but
that is what it amounts to: more gov-
ernment, more debt, and fewer jobs—
and that is not what Americans want.

Republicans have refused to go along
with this approach, and we will con-
tinue to oppose it until the Democrats
recognize what most Americans al-
ready seem to know: government is not
the answer to what ails us; government
is not the answer to what ails us. It
does not mean government does not do
some things well. It means government
has its limits, and we have reached
them.

I saw a story line this week about a
high school in Utah. It said the school
has been fined $15,000 for selling car-
bonated drinks. The school has been
fined $15,000 for selling carbonated
drinks. Why? Because Federal nutri-
tion guidelines say the school cannot
sell sugary drinks during lunch hour.
Students could buy them before lunch
and drink them during lunch, but they
cannot buy them during lunch and
drink them during lunch. The govern-
ment will not allow it.

Madam President, we are not talking
about the Transcontinental Railroad.
We are talking about a government
that has no sense of its own limits
under the constitution and a President
who does not seem to be willing to em-
brace anything that does not start and
end with a government bureaucrat call-
ing the shots.

It is time for a change, and here is
what I would suggest: One, the Demo-
crat-led Senate should pass a budget. It
has not done so in 3 years. Two, the
Senate should take up the 28 job-re-
lated bills the House Republicans
passed that are collecting dust on the
majority leader’s desk. Three, we
should pass comprehensive tax reform;
and, four, entitlement reform. This Na-
tion will not be able to get out from
under the mountain of debt we have
without addressing the out-of-control
spending related to these programs.
They are simply unsustainable.

As I said yesterday, without Presi-
dential leadership, it simply cannot
happen. The same failed policies are
not going to cut it. The only question
is whether Democrats in Washington
are capable of seeing that.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, what
is the speaker situation? Do I have
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some time now to respond to the Re-
publican leader?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Currently, the time is under con-
trol of the Republican leader for the
next 27 minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. OK. I would ask if I
could have 2 minutes just to respond to
my friend.

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
we are going to divide time; are we
not?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Yes.

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I suggest the Senator from California
use Democratic time, and the time on
this side be reserved.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I ask
that I be allowed to speak on the
Democratic side’s time for up to 5 min-
utes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I
thank the Republican leader.

It just stuns me when the Republican
leader comes to the floor and has his
“blame Obama’ moment every day
that he can. I thought this one was
over the top. It is as if President
Obama came in and everything was
great and suddenly things are not
going well.

Excuse me, I was here. I know. I re-
member when we had surpluses under
Bill Clinton and the Democrats, and
the Republicans turned it into deficits
as far as the eye could see.

I cannot forget that because I re-
member a time when there was discus-
sion about whether we were even going
to have U.S. Treasurys anymore be-
cause we were not going to have debt
anymore when Bill Clinton was Presi-
dent, and the Democrats set us on that
right course. We had a balance between
investments in our people and fair
taxes so that the top 1 percent paid a
fair share, and everybody did well.

Madam President, 23 million new jobs
were created with Bill Clinton. Then
George W. comes in. Two wars go on
the credit card, tax breaks to the
wealthiest few—the millionaires and
billionaires—on the credit card, and
suddenly we have a crisis: No regula-
tion of these sophisticated securities.

My friend in the chair, the Acting
President pro tempore, knows well
what happened: no oversight, deriva-
tives, new kinds of securities, taking a
beautiful home ownership ethic we had
in this country and gambling on it.
What happened? The worst crisis since
the Great Depression.

Who comes into office? President
Obama takes the oath. The unbeliev-
able crisis he inherited and the unbe-
lievable debt he inherited and the un-
believable budget deficit he inherited
was just unbelievable. An auto indus-
try was going to be gone.

My friend Senator MCCONNELL has a
right to his opinion, and I respect it so
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much except he avoids telling the facts
about how we got where we are. The
American people do not suffer from
amnesia. They understand this. They
saw this President, this young Presi-
dent come in, faced with jobs bleeding
800,000 a month. Yes, he turned it
around. Yes, he did, in fact, promote a
rescue of the auto industry. We would
have been the only great economy that
did not have one if it was not for his
courage. Yes, a couple of courageous
votes on the Republican side joining
with Democrats—that was a good mo-
ment. Yes, as Mitt Romney said: Oh
yeah, they could have gone busto,
bankrupt. We did not feel that way
here. The President did not feel that
way.

So all of this Obama bashing on the
floor of the Senate is going to continue
because Senator MCCONNELL is a very
straightforward person, and he said—
and I quote not the exact words, the
sentiment, close to the exact words:
Defeating President Obama is the high-
est priority of the Republicans. We are
seeing that play out on this floor. I
pledged that I would come here when I
could to straighten out the record.

So let’s be clear. This President took
over in the worst of times since the
Great Depression. There have been mil-
lions of jobs created—not enough. I will
say this: If this economy sputters, this
economic recovery we are in sputters,
and has a hard time because of the
depth of the crisis originally—the fact
that the housing crisis still continues,
the fact that there are problems in the
global marketplace in Europe, and all
of these factors—I want to say this: I
want the person in the Oval Office to
be a person who understands what is
happening, and that is President
Obama, who relates to working people,
who relates to the middle class, who is
not building an elevator for his cars in
San Diego. That is how I feel.

Every time there is an attack on this
President, I am going to come down
here and tell the truth to the American
people.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President,
I heard the remarks of my colleague
from California, and I just cannot let
the record stand that President Obama
took over in the worst circumstances
of our time. Really? The debt of this
country was around $10 trillion when
President Obama took office. In just
3% years, that debt has almost dou-
bled. We are now over $15 trillion and
will soon be hitting the $16 trillion
debt ceiling limit in just 3% years. We
are in a debt crisis not from the pre-
vious administration, we are in a debt
crisis because we are spending too
much, we are borrowing too much, and
the President Kkeeps talking about
more taxes.

Just last Friday, the President came
out and said: ‘“The private sector is
doing [just] fine.” It is government
that is in a crisis. Well, yes, govern-
ment is in a crisis. The private sector
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is not doing just fine, and the govern-
ment crisis is not caused because we
are losing government jobs.

The government crisis is caused be-
cause we are spending too much, and
we are going into debt that is
unsustainable in this country.

For the millions of Americans who
are out of work in this country, the
President’s assessment of the private
sector must be like salt poured in a
wound. My goodness, we have seen job
numbers of over 8 percent unemploy-
ment since the President took office.
The last 3 months have been not so
good. We are still over 8 percent, and
we went up a little bit to 8.2 percent in
May.

So to the nearly 13 million Ameri-
cans who are unemployed and the mil-
lions more who are underemployed or
have left the labor force altogether be-
cause they have lost hope—Mr. Presi-
dent, things are not fine, and the pri-
vate sector is not fine in this country,
and the middle class is bearing the
brunt.

On top of the unemployment rate for
those who are in poverty conditions,
the people who hold jobs are also losing
ground. On Monday, the Federal Re-
serve reported that the median net
worth of American families fell 39 per-
cent between 2007 and 2010. We have not
seen these levels since 1992.

During the same period, incomes also
dropped sharply. Average household in-
come fell 11 percent to $78,500, down
from $88,300. The hardest hit? Families
in the rapidly diminishing middle
class. While these statistics are trou-
bling, there is a concern that cannot be
measured in dollars and cents; that is,
that families are losing faith in a se-
cure future. There was a time when
every generation had a better quality
of life and expected a better quality of
life for their children than their par-
ents had. That is not the case today.

In 2010, 35 percent of families said
they did not have a good idea of what
their income would be just for the next
year. That was 31.4 percent in 2007, 35
percent now. So the number of families
who are losing the faith that their chil-
dren are going to have a better life
than they have had is diminishing.

How could they be confident? The job
creators in the private sector are the
ones under siege. I cannot believe the
President of the United States is so off
base as to say the private sector is
doing fine. Just this week, the Na-
tional Federation of Independent Busi-
ness released its monthly survey of
small business optimism. Survey re-
sults continue to be historically low
and consistent with the subpar per-
formance of gross domestic product.

According to this survey, levels of
hiring and spending remained de-
pressed in May. We all know that. More
important, so did plans for the future.
The same report states that expecta-
tions for increasing future sales contin-
ued to be weak in May, far below read-
ings recorded in any other similar pe-
riod since 1973.
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Many small business owners are re-
luctant to expand their businesses or
hire more workers. Small business
owners who expect the economy to fur-
ther deteriorate outnumber those who
think there will be an improvement.
Small businesses are our Nation’s pri-
mary job creators. Small business pro-
vided 55 percent of all jobs in the pri-
vate sector.

Small business has created two of
every three net jobs in the United
States since the early 1970s. So I would
say to the President of the United
States, it is small business that is the
economic engine of America, not gov-
ernment. That is the fundamental dis-
agreement we have with this adminis-
tration.

We must spur the private sector to
create income, growth, and security in
this country. The private sector is not
doing fine. What should we be doing to
help Americans get back to work? We
need to address what is causing the un-
certainty. Why are businesses not hir-
ing? Because government spending that
serves to crowd out the private sector
is increasing. There are tax increases
being talked about by the President
constantly.

So they are looking at looming tax
increases, burdensome regulations that
they see coming by the bills, such as
this, out of the U.S. Government.
Those regulations hamper job growth
in this country.

Then, on top of all that, on top of the
talk of new taxes, on top of the burden-
some regulations our small businesses
face every day, in bigger numbers
every day, it is the health care law
that was passed 2 years ago this De-
cember.

If we want people to be hired, we can-
not saddle our entrepreneurs and small
businesses with new taxes, more regu-
lations, and the cost, the overwhelming
burden of the Obama health care plan.

President Obama, in an interview
yesterday, dismissed questions from a
small business owner about the nega-
tive impact of the health care law and
what it is already doing to small busi-
nesses. Anybody who has paid their
part of insurance, if they are lucky
enough to be covered, knows that the
premiums have increased and the cov-
erage has decreased in anticipation of
the Obama health care law, adding the
new burden and cost on insurance com-
panies, hospitals, doctors.

The costs of doing business in health
care are increasing in anticipation of
that health care law taking full effect
in the next year. I have heard so much
opposition in my home State when I
travel around from small businesses
that are just throwing up their hands
and saying: I cannot provide the gov-
ernment-approved health care for my
employees, which is going to mean I
will have a new tax burden for every
one of them as they then have to go on
the government plan and fend for
themselves.

Even families are going to have to do
it or they will have to pay a tax. It is
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not just a good plan, it is the govern-
ment-approved plan. So if they provide
35 percent of their employees’ pre-
miums, which is what they can afford,
but the government requires more than
that, they will still have to pay the
fine. The small businesses are saying: I
am going to pay the fine because that
is my only alternative. Those with
more than 50 employees, will have cost-
ly new Federal regulations to comply
with. The financial penalty is so great
we are seeing businesses stop at 49 so
they will not have more workers and
therefore have a bigger responsibility.

I received a letter from a small busi-
ness owner in Arlington who said it
best: ““‘Did Congress and the President
know they were going to freeze our
country’s businesses’ ability to help
grow this economy when they passed
this bill?”’ I will point out that not one
Republican in the House or Senate
voted for this bill in Congress. So I
would have to say to my small business
constituent in Arlington: This was the
Democrats in Congress and the Presi-
dent’s bill. Not one Republican would
support it because of the fear of ex-
actly what is happening; that is, small
business owners are losing faith that
they will be able to grow, and that is
what is causing the economic crisis we
are in with unemployment over 8 per-
cent.

A small business owner in Corpus
Christi, TX, who has 34 employees told
my office that his company’s cheapest
option for health insurance would
boost premiums by 44 percent over last
year. How can they do it? It is hap-
pening everywhere. I hear it every-
where I go. Clearly, this is not the in-
centive our economy needs right now.

We need government to get out of the
way of the job creators in this country
not block their path with miles of reg-
ulations, new burdens and costs—new
regulations, new costs—and then the
talk of new taxes which is prevalent
everywhere.

Our best hope is that the Supreme
Court will see this has a constitutional
problem. Then we can start again and
take a step-by-step reform. That will
do what all of us want to do. Everyone
in Congress and the President had the
same goal; that is, to have more Amer-
icans with affordable coverage and op-
tions.

But that is not the bill that was
passed, and it is why Republicans could
not possibly support it, because they
saw the burdens on families, on busi-
nesses, and they knew it was not going
to encourage hiring, which is what we
need in this country. We have a chance
to start a process that will be positive.
We need to do something to spur small
business in this economy.

One thing that could be done, which
is in discussions right now, is the Key-
stone XL Pipeline, which would create
a $7 billion, shovel-ready, privately
funded project that would transport
over 700,000 barrels of oil from Canada
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to the United States. It has been esti-
mated it would create 20,000 construc-
tion jobs and as many as 100,000 jobs at
refineries and other businesses.

By the way, we would be trading with
a friendly partner, Canada, so we would
not have to import more from un-
friendly parts of the Middle East, and
we would also be able to know that
these are privately funded jobs, not one
government cent. In fact, it would cre-
ate taxes being paid to the government
because people would be working, and
that is the way we should be growing
our revenue in this country.

But the President suggested a dif-
ferent solution. He said the answer is
not to spur the private sector because
they are doing just fine. He said let’s
spend more money bailing out the
States because they are having a hard
time. They are having a hard time. We
can do something for the States, and it
is not bailing them out with more bor-
rowed Federal dollars that will con-
tinue to weigh down the dollar itself.
No. We can do something for State gov-
ernments; that is, stop sending Federal
mandates that we do not pay for that
we require them to do, put a morato-
rium on Federal mandates on States
today. Let’s start repealing these Fed-
eral mandates we are requiring States
to absorb. It is killing their economies.

Medicaid and the lack of flexibility
in Medicaid is the biggest expense most
States have. It is a Federal mandate
unpaid for and inflexible, not the
choice States could make to cover the
people who need the help. We can help
the States but not at the expense of
our dollar and our debt.

So the President is suggesting more
spending and bailing out States, and
we are offering a solution that says
let’s create jobs in the private sector.
Keystone XL is ready to go right now,
private sector, 100,000 future jobs, not
one penny from the Federal Govern-
ment.

Let’s take these Federal regulations
and let’s put a moratorium on them
right now and free our small businesses
to be the entrepreneurs that built this
country. It was the entrepreneurs who
built this country in freedom. This
country has been a magnet for people
coming from all over the world because
they could do their research in free-
dom. They could grow in freedom. They
could keep the fruits of their labor and
give their kids a better chance than
they had, which they could not get in
their home country. That is what built
this country.

We can get right back there, but it is
not by borrowing more, spending more,
taxing more, and regulating our small
businesses out of existence. We can do
something positive, and it is time we
got started.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Georgia.

Mr. ISAKSON. Madam President,
how much time remains?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Ten minutes.
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Mr. ISAKSON. Madam President, I,
too, wish to rise and talk some about
the President’s statement of last Fri-
day but from maybe a different ap-
proach than one might imagine.

The President said he thought the
private sector was doing just fine. I
was driving in the car when I heard the
statement, and the statement took me
back because I feared the President
might not actually know how the pri-
vate sector truly was doing.

Twelve weeks ago, I spent a week on
the road doing townhalls, knocking on
doors, visiting with Georgians. I come
to the floor to provide some informa-
tion to the President that maybe the
private sector isn’t doing that well,
and maybe there is something we can
do about it—this administration and
this Senate—because right now we are
doing nothing and America is lan-
guishing because of problems, some of
which are our making.

The private sector, by definition, is
everybody other than the government
sector; at least that is my definition.
Let me talk about everybody other
than the government sector for a
minute and why they are not doing
very well. Let me talk about the home-
builder I met in Valdosta, GA, who
talked to me about the fact that he had
just sold a home he built. I said that is
great; house sales are getting better.
He said, the only problem is I could not
get an appraisal for what it cost me to
build the house, so I am selling it, but
I am selling it at a loss. Part of that is
because of the regulation and oppres-
sion that is on appraisers right now be-
cause of a fear of appraisal fraud.

Or the tomato farmer I talked to
from Bainbridge, GA. He talked about
the indignation he had when the Labor
Department promulgated a rule—they
did not end up passing it—that would
have said you have to be 18 years or
older to work on a farm, even if it was
your family farm—an overreach of the
Department of Labor that, fortunately,
they pulled back, but the type of over-
reach that causes people to retrench,
not build and expand and move their
business forward.

Or the 81-year-old community banker
I talked to yesterday on the phone,
from Calhoun, GA, who had a signifi-
cant amount of his savings invested in
stock in the community bank he had
been a part of so much of his life,
which is now under a cease-and-desist
letter from the FDIC and is being man-
aged under what is called a cease-and-
desist order, which means the FDIC is
basically running the bank, or limiting
its parameters. The bank is slowly but
surely dissipating its capital base until
it gets to 2 percent and then the Feds
will come in and close the bank and
transfer its assets to a bigger bank and
give them an 80-percent loss share
guarantee, and the bigger bank will
foreclose on the property and move for-
ward.

In fact, what was intended by Dodd-
Frank to reduce too big to fail and em-
power banks has done the opposite; the
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bigger banks have gotten bigger, the
smaller banks have become fewer, and
American banking and capital invest-
ment is less.

Or the hospital I visited in Thomas-
ville, GA, which just finished its com-
pletion, the Archibald Center—a great
center. They were talking about the
difficulties they were having with em-
ployees and the fear they had that the
NLRB mini-union ruling on Specialty
Health Care was actually going to be-
come the law of the land through regu-
lation, where micro units within a fa-
cility could actually unionize, where
just nurses in the emergency room, or
in the ICU, could unionize, and every-
body else would not. Can you imagine a
hospital, department store, or a manu-
facturer with a union in the shoe de-
partment, a union in the nursing de-
partment, a union in the lumber de-
partment, a union on the loading dock,
micro unions throughout the organiza-
tion? You could not function; you
couldn’t cross-train, you couldn’t man-
age. You would weight the playing field
between management and labor in
favor of labor and to the detriment of
the investor who made the investment.

I could go on and on. It is those visits
that I have talked about, the people in
those cities I have talked to in Geor-
gia, people in the private sector—they
are not doing well. And it is for fear of
overregulation and of uncertainty. If
we can do anything to empower our
economy in the short run in America,
we can call time out and say enough is
enough.

As I told a member of the adminis-
tration 2 weeks ago, the administra-
tion, I think, wants to eliminate risk.
Our job is not to eliminate; it is to
mitigate risk. If you eliminate risk,
you take the power of investments in
the private sector, entrepreneurship,
and capital risk, you take it out the
window. You can’t eliminate risk, but
you can mitigate risk. So let’s get back
to mitigating risk, making sure we
have a safe workplace, but where cap-
ital investment can be made. Let’s
make sure we mitigate risk in banking,
but not so much that we choke out the
small family banker. Let’s make sure
that agricultural workers are safe, but
that the son of a farmer can work on
his father’s own farm. Let’s make sure
we are not overreaching so far that we
are making the private sector’s plight
worse than it is today.

My message to the Senate and to the
President of the United States is that
the private sector is not just fine.
Though it may not all be of the govern-
ment’s making, part of it is. We are
making it worse. We are trying to run
a country based on the three-legged
stool of legislative, judicial, and the
executive branch, on a two-legged stool
of regulation through the executive
branch and judicial regulation through
the judicial branch—cutting out the
legislative branch. Do you know what
happens to two-legged stools? They fall
over. The private sector is falling over,
and it is, in part or in whole, because of
us.
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I hope the President understands
that there is a private sector that pays
the taxes and makes America work—a
private sector that is hurting—and we
can help the private sector. Let’s put
our nose and shoulder to the grind-
stone, and let’s move forward in these
months leading up to the election and
change some of the overregulation and
empower the private sector, not accept
that we think it is doing just fine.

I end with this, the front page of the
USA Today. Average family wealth net
worth in the United States has de-
clined 39.4 percent, back to the level of
1992, which simply means the private
sector has lost 20 years of accumula-
tion, equity, and investment in the
economy of the last 3 years. That is un-
acceptable. It is why we have the de-
pression we have in this country. We
need to get our shoulder to the grind-
stone, make it work, and let the pri-
vate sector be just fine again because
of an empowerment of the private sec-
tor, entrepreneurship, and capital in-
vestment.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-
dent, we have six Senators, including
the occupant of the chair, the Senator
from New York, on the floor today in
the majority time to discuss the
jammed bipartisan Senate highway
bill.

I heard my colleague from Georgia
talk about how we are doing nothing
and America is languishing. One of the
things we are doing nothing on is pass-
ing a highway bill that should not be
complicated. But it is jammed up by
the House Republicans and, as a result,
people in Rhode Island and elsewhere
are suffering. I will be here throughout
our majority period. I think the Sen-
ator from Minnesota and the Senator
from New Hampshire were here first, so
I yield to them.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Minnesota.

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Madam President,
I thank the Senator from Rhode Island
for his leadership in bringing us all to-
gether. We have to get this transpor-
tation bill done. This is a bill that
passed the Senate with 74 votes. So we
are here today to say to our colleagues
over in the House and to ask our col-
leagues on the Republican side in the
Senate to ask the Republicans in the
House to get this bill done.

Cold-weather States, such as Min-
nesota, it is sometimes said, have two
seasons: the winter season and the con-
struction season. This kind of delay
can be crippling. We have a much
smaller window of time to get these
projects done.

We have people waiting in traffic. We
ask the House, why are we making
them wait? We look at the cost when
we delay construction projects—the
cost to taxpayers. Everybody knows if
you wait too long to work on a project,
and you are doing something on your
house and you wait years to get it
done, the costs go up.
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We ask our friends in the House, why
are they allowing this to happen and
making this delay? Look at contrac-
tors, construction workers, and engi-
neering firms. They need consistency.
Why is the House making them wait?

Look at Caterpillar, a business that
employs 750 people in my State. They
make road paving equipment and have
a manufacturing facility. I was there
addressing the employees. They gave
me a pink hat. There are people work-
ing all over that company. They want
more jobs, and they want to make
things in America, and they want to
export to the world. We are not going
to be able to do that if we don’t have
the roads and bridges that can take our
goods to market. We ask the House of
Representatives, why are we making
these private employers wait? The bill
makes critical reforms to our transpor-
tation policy.

Last week the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention released a re-
port announcing that 58 percent of high
school seniors said they had texted or
e-mailed while driving in the previous
month, and 43 percent of high school
juniors said they do the same thing.
This bill includes provisions to help
prevent texting while driving, and in-
centives—the two of us together,
Madam President, worked on the grad-
uated driver’s license standards in this
bill.

Why are we making the parents of
America wait while their Kkids are
texting while driving? It makes re-
forms in the bill to transportation pol-
icy, reduces the number of highway
programs from over 100 to about 30. So
the Republicans in the House—how can
they explain that they are making
America wait to reform and make
these programs less duplicative? It de-
fines clear national goals for transpor-
tation policy, and it streamlines envi-
ronmental permitting.

Why would you make America wait?
That is what we are asking the House
of Representatives today. Nobody
knows better than Minnesota what
happens if you neglect roads and
bridges: The 35-W bridge crashed down
in the middle of a river 6 blocks from
my house.

So we ask the House of Representa-
tives, why are you making the people
of America wait?

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Hamp-
shire.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Madam President, I
am pleased to join my colleagues in
talking about why it is so important to
pass this transportation bill. I thank
Senator WHITEHOUSE for organizing
this effort.

In New Hampshire, we understand
what Senator KLOBUCHAR was saying,
that it is important to get this bill
passed so we can get our construction
season underway. We have a limited
amount of time. In only 17 days, this
Nation’s surface transportation pro-
grams are going to shut down unless
Congress acts to reauthorize them.
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In March, nearly three-quarters of
this Senate voted to pass a bipartisan,
long-term transportation bill that
maintains current funding levels and
avoids an increase in both the deficit
and in gas taxes. This legislation is im-
portant as we look at roads and bridges
and mass transit that are going to have
support. It is important as we look at
the jobs in the construction industry
and manufacturing businesses that de-
pend on our transportation system.

In fact, the Federal Highway Admin-
istration estimates that for every $1
billion in highway spending, we sup-
port about 27,000 jobs. I was pleased
last week to see an overwhelming bi-
partisan majority in the House vote to
reject policies that will cut spending
on roads and public transit by one-
third. If that had passed, an estimated
2,000 New Hampshire jobs would have
been lost. I think that vote sends an
important signal to members of the
conference committee that there is a
strong bipartisan majority in both
Houses of Congress to support funding
for crucial investments in our trans-
portation network.

I call on the House to work with the
Senate in a similar bipartisan manner,
as we did in the Senate, to pass trans-
portation policies that put Americans
back to work and generate economic
growth. We have seen it in New Hamp-
shire, where we have 29 construction
projects that are going to be on hold if
we cannot get transportation legisla-
tion passed here. We have seen it with
Interstate 93, one of our main corridors
going up and down the middle of our
State, which has been delayed because
of the delay in passing this transpor-
tation bill.

If we are unable to set aside election
year amendments, unable to set aside
this partisan politics and come to-
gether to do what is right for our coun-
try and our economy and pass a trans-
portation bill, it will be putting this
country in a very difficult situation.

The Congressional Budget Office has
projected that the highway trust fund
will run out of money next year—some-
time in 2013. We are not exactly sure
when. But that will mean funding to
States will face drastic cuts without
any reauthorization to shore up that
revenue. And were the highway trust
funds to run out of money, projects in
this country would grind to a halt; it
would decimate jobs in the construc-
tion industry. We cannot afford that.

Investing in transportation creates
jobs and creates the conditions for our
small companies to succeed. It should
not be an issue about politics or par-
tisanship. I urge our colleagues on the
House side—because they are the ones
holding this up—to come together and
pass a transportation reauthorization
bill.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Maryland.

Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, I
join Senators SHAHEEN and KLOBUCHAR,
and I particularly thank Senator
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WHITEHOUSE for bringing us together.
Senator BOXER was on the floor earlier
talking about the transportation con-
ference committee, and Senator BEGICH
is also here.

We are all here because of the ur-
gency of the conference report being
presented to us so that we have a
multiyear reauthorization of the trans-
portation programs of this country.

Let me point out, I know a lot of
times our constituents are confused as
to why legislation cannot move here.
Clearly, the holdup in passing the sur-
face transportation reauthorization is
the Republicans in the House of Rep-
resentatives. They are blocking a bill
that has broad support from the indus-
tries that are affected by it, from the
public, and from both Democrats and
Republicans here in the Senate.

We passed a consensus bill. It is not
even bipartisan, it is consensus. We
were able to get the right balance be-
tween public transportation and tran-
sit and highways and bridges. We have
the proper balance between how the
money is controlled at the State level
and how it is controlled at the local
level. We have worked out a reform of
our transportation programs to do this
in a most efficient way. That bill is
being held up for one reason and one
reason alone; that is, the politics of the
Republicans in the House of Represent-
atives. They believe they can score po-
litical points by blocking any legisla-
tion from moving.

Let me underscore the points my col-
leagues have mentioned. This bill is all
about jobs. It is all about rebuilding
America and saving and preserving
jobs.

On Sunday I was in Cumberland, MD,
talking about the first Federal high-
way, the national highway that was
built over 200 years ago, which was the
first subsidized road in America. That
brought jobs to our communities. It
connected the East with the expanding
Nation. Quite frankly, this Transpor-
tation bill connects our Nation, and it
is important for jobs. In the western
part of Maryland, we have the Appa-
lachian highway that we need to com-
plete, the north-south highway. That
will affect jobs in Pennsylvania, Mary-
land, and West Virginia. That is what
this is about here.

A short-term extension costs us jobs.
Last month we lost 28,000 jobs as a re-
sult of not being able to pass a
multiyear surface transportation pro-
gram. We lose the construction season,
as my colleagues have pointed out. And
quite frankly, we have the bill before
us. We have the votes to pass it.

So what we are asking today is that
the Republicans in the House release
this bill, allow us to move forward so
we can create jobs for America and
continue the economic expansion for
America that we need through modern
transportation. That is what this is
about, and that is why we are here
today, to remind our colleagues, the
Republicans in the House—the extrem-
ists who are holding up this bill—this
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is a bill that is important for our Na-
tion. Let’s move forward with the peo-
ple’s business.

With that, Madam President, I yield
the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Alaska.

Mr. BEGICH. Madam President, I
would like to thank my colleagues for
coming to the floor and especially
thank Senator WHITEHOUSE for orga-
nizing all of us to come here to speak
on an issue that is really the core of
what we do here: to figure out how to
build infrastructure for this country so
our private sector can have the infra-
structure to work from and play off of.
But let’s be very blunt and very honest
about what is happening. This Trans-
portation reauthorization bill passed
this body with 74 votes. It was a bipar-
tisan effort, hard fought, with incred-
ible debate, encompassing many dif-
ferent issues. Now it sits in a con-
ference committee with House Mem-
bers, led by the Republican majority
over there, not wanting to move for-
ward.

Let’s be very blunt about this. Not
only do we have that bill over there, we
have the VAWA bill, the FDA bill, the
postal reform bill, and they are all just
piling up over in the House. People
wonder why the economy has been
struggling this last month. Well, all
the business that we should be doing
and that we are doing here on the Sen-
ate side—we are passing stuff—is all
piling up over there on the House side.

Actually, I did what we were calling
“Begich Minutes,” give or take a few
seconds. I went to the middle of the
Capitol and described this incident of
where we pass a bill, and then I phys-
ically pointed to the House side to
show where the bill is now stalled. We
have a small group within the Repub-
lican majority over there that is hold-
ing the Speaker hostage, literally, be-
cause they want to cut the Transpor-
tation bill by over one-third, which
would devastate the infrastructure of
this country.

Let me say from my own experi-
ence—and I know Senator WHITEHOUSE
has heard this, and others have as
well—as a former mayor, I was in
charge of the metropolitan planning
organization for our community of An-
chorage, which maintained at that
time approximately 45 or 48 percent of
the population of the State. We were in
charge of managing the road money.
Every time Congress delayed their ac-
tion or were ineffective in getting their
work done, as a mayor, I had to put
projects off, stall projects, and hold
contracts and tell contractors they
couldn’t get to work. That created un-
certainty, which at the end of the day
does one thing: It costs more money.
And the people who pay for that are
the taxpayers.

So they sit over there in the House. I
saw a comment that they want to do
another extension. Well, we have had
nine extensions. For people who don’t
know what extensions are, it is where
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the Congress says: Well, we will extend
this bill for another week, another 2
weeks, another month. But these ex-
tensions create more uncertainty and
add more cost. Every time you hear the
word ‘‘extension’ from the other side,
that just means you—the taxpayers of
this country—are paying more in
taxes. That is what that means, pure
and simple. ‘“‘Extension’ means you
pay more for a project that should have
been on the board and moving forward.

We have a bipartisan bill, with 74
Democrats and Republicans on the
Senate side having voted for it. It is
now lingering in conference.

We are now in the midst of the con-
struction season. In Alaska—and I
know my colleague from Minnesota,
who has joined us, will know about
this—the construction season is short.
We need to have contracts let in early
spring in order to construct in the
summer and be completed by Sep-
tember or October because the asphalt
plants close. When the asphalt plants
close, you can’t put asphalt on the
streets. It is very simple. We have a
very limited time. So the contracting
community is frustrated and angry be-
cause they do not get the certainty
they need to hire the people. They
can’t get them to work.

So I plead with the folks on the other
side, the extreme folks in the Repub-
lican majority over there who are hold-
ing the Speaker hostage on this issue,
let’s do what is right for America.
Let’s make sure these jobs, these 3 mil-
lion jobs that could be retained and
added, move forward. In an economy
where every job makes a difference, we
are talking here about 3 million jobs.
Let’s move this forward. Let’s quit the
politics.

What is amazing about this—and I
heard Senator WHITEHOUSE say this
more than once—if the Speaker of the
House would just allow the Senate bill
to go to the floor for a vote, I can guar-
antee what will happen: Democrats and
a group of Republicans will support
that bill and pass it. But that is not
the issue. We have a very small subset
of the majority of the Republicans over
in the House who have told the major-
ity leader he is not moving anything—
nothing, zero—because they are not
betting on America like we are. We bet
on America. We are betting on the
right things. What they want to do is
to cripple this country for their own
political gamesmanship.

I have to say—and I would bet every
one of my colleagues here would say
the same thing—that when I go back
home to Alaska, I hear how fed up peo-
ple are with this. They are frustrated
by the inability of Congress to do its
work. And I have told my folks back in
Alaska that the Senate is doing its
work. We are passing bipartisan bills.
But they get jammed up by a small
group of extreme Republican tea party
folks who believe the best way to solve
problems is to do nothing and to let
this economy falter.

So I hope Members will come to their
senses over there. I can say that my
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Congressman, the Republican from
Alaska, is working hard to get this bill
passed. He is on the conference com-
mittee. He is one of the Republicans
who would vote with Democrats to get
things done on this Transportation
bill. Why? Because he likes building
things. I like building things. But there
are some other folks over there who
have no interest in helping to build
this country and make it a better
place.

So, again, I yield my time. I hope
folks on the other side in that extreme
group will get some sense knocked into
them. Maybe the American people will
do it. I hope so.

Madam President, I yield the floor at
this point for my friend from Min-
nesota.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. FRANKEN. Madam President, I
thank the Senator from Alaska and the
Senator from Rhode Island.

I wish to emphasize the need to pass
a long-term reauthorization of this sur-
face transportation bill. It is time for
Congress to do its job. Thanks to the
leadership of Senators BOXER and
INHOFE, this body passed a bill with 74
votes. Actually, it probably would have
been 76 votes, but Senator KIRK is back
at home recovering—and we wish him
very well—and Senator LAUTENBERG
couldn’t vote that day. I think he was
at the funeral of a friend. So it really
would have been 76 votes. Unfortu-
nately, our colleagues in the House
were not able to pass a comprehensive
reauthorization bill and were only able
to join a conference committee after
passing yet another short-term exten-
sion.

So I will repeat myself: It is time for
Congress to do its job. As the Senator
from Alaska, my good colleague, was
just saying, the summer construction
season is now upon us. In Minnesota,
that is when we know we can build
roads and bridges and light rail, be-
cause in November and December it
gets cold and snowy.

State departments of transportation
have already canceled projects because
the House has failed to act. We have al-
ready lost thousands of jobs because,
for whatever reason, the House will not
pass a bill that received unanimous bi-
partisan support in the Environment
and Public Works Committee and 74
votes in the Senate as a whole.

Speaker BOEHNER has said the House
may just pass another short-term ex-
tension. But all of these extensions
have whittled away at the highway
trust fund—whittled it down to a dan-
gerously low balance—and any further
extension would put it in danger of
going bankrupt.

This should not be controversial.
This should not be partisan. Transpor-
tation and infrastructure have not
been in the past. The Senate consensus
bill simply maintains the current level
of funding for our transportation sys-
tem and streamlines many programs to
make sure those investments are put

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

to the best possible use. This is infra-
structure that we need to stay com-
petitive in our global economy.

Minnesota is ready to make these in-
vestments. Whether we are talking
about maintaining our bridges so they
are safe, expanding the new light rail
system in the Twin Cities, or reducing
congestion on our highways, these are
projects that will create jobs now and
strengthen our economy well into the
future, as infrastructure always does.

On August 1 of this year, we in Min-
nesota will mark the fifth anniversary
of a tragedy in our State: the collapse
of the Interstate 35-W bridge in Min-
neapolis. The collapse killed 13 people
and injured 145. That tragedy should
have been a wake-up call in America
and in this body. Bridges should not
collapse in the United States of Amer-
ica.

If that was a wake-up call, the House
seems to be content to have hit the
snooze button and ignore the problem.
Well, we cannot wait any longer. There
is no reason not to pass this bill.
Frankly, the Senate bill is the conserv-
ative solution. It is paid for, it consoli-
dates many Federal programs, and it
streamlines project reviews—all things
that I have heard colleagues in the
House ask for. The House negotiators
need to work with Senator BOXER and
Senator INHOFE and the rest of the Sen-
ate conferees and come to an agree-
ment both the House and the Senate
can live with. If they can’t or won’t,
Speaker BOEHNER should—as the Sen-
ator from Alaska just said—just take
up the Senate bill and give it an up-or-
down vote.

Let’s prove to our constituents that
we can come together and do what is
right. Let’s pass a bill that will create
jobs for workers in our States and
build prosperity for our future. It is
time for Congress to do its job and pass
a transportation bill without any more
delay.

I thank my colleagues, and I yield
back to my colleague, the Senator
from Rhode Island.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-
dent, I thank the Senators on our side
who have come here today during the
majority time block to express their
support for moving forward on the
highway transportation bill.

Not all of them have had the chance
to speak because time was short, but I
wish to have the RECORD reflect that in
addition to Senators KLOBUCHAR, SHA-
HEEN, BEGICH, CARDIN, and FRANKEN,
who did speak, and myself of course,
Senator GILLIBRAND is also here but
presiding. Senator STABENOW was here
but could not wait. Senator MARK
UDALL is here. Senator CONRAD was
here. We are all here because we are
very concerned about what is going on
with the highway bill.

We had a March 31 deadline in order
to get things done by the summer con-
struction season that we have heard so
much about. We made the deadline.
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Not only did we make the deadline, we
made the deadline with a bipartisan
bill, one that was unanimous among
both parties in the Environment and
Public Works Committee and we
brought it to the floor and we got it
passed, 75 or more Senators supporting
it. The House did not do its job. It did
not have a bill. It could not pass a
highway bill.

For folks who have been around here
longer than I have, the failure to pass
the highway bill is telling. This is not
like getting an A on a chemistry test.
This is like showing up for class, and
they failed at that very simple task. So
they asked for an extension. We prob-
ably should not have given it. We prob-
ably should have forced the vote then.
But we did. We gave them an extension
on the theory that, in good faith, they
would come through. We knew the ex-
tension would cost jobs. The extension
has cost jobs. Out of over 90 projects
slated for this construction season in
Rhode Island, about 40 are going to fall
off because of the delay. Those are real
jobs in Rhode Island, a State that
needs them, and that is true across the
rest of the country. Wherever winter
falls, this predicament exists. So that
is why so many of my colleagues were
here.

Now we are closing in on the end of
the extension we gave them. It will end
June 30. I am here to urge that we give
no further extensions. It is either gov-
ern or get out of the way to the House
of Representatives. If they can’t pass a
highway bill of their own, let the Sen-
ate bill come up for a vote. It is bipar-
tisan. It is supported by manufactur-
ers. It is supported by the U.S. Cham-
ber of Commerce. It is supported by
road builders. It is supported by envi-
ronmentalists. It is supported by labor.
It is a good bill. It had a great process,
wide open, on the Senate floor. There is
no excuse for not taking up that bill. I
agree with Senator BEGICH. If that bill
comes up, Democrats and Republicans
together will give it a massive major-
ity in the House, and people will be put
to work.

One place where I think we all ought
to be able to agree on both sides of the
aisle is that Federal spending is actu-
ally helpful and does create jobs in
building our roads and bridges. We
don’t expect Americans to repair the
road in front of their house. We don’t
expect Americans to go and build
bridges for themselves. It is a govern-
ment job to build roads and bridges.
The jam-up Speaker BOEHNER and Ma-
jority Leader CANTOR have created on
this is costing probably hundreds of
thousands of jobs right now in this
country. Why they are doing it, their
motive, that is not for me to say. But
the practical effect is that jobs are
being lost by unnecessary delay, cre-
ated by Republicans in the House,
which they could get rid of by simply
calling up the bipartisan Senate bill
and giving a free vote on it, letting it
pass, and putting Americans to work.

I yield the floor. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Utah for being
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patient as I went over my time a little
bit.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I
thank my colleague.

Last week, I discussed some unfin-
ished business that remains for Con-
gress and the President to address.
Specifically, Congress must take up a
number of tax-related matters in very
short order.

When I discussed this tax agenda last
week, I referred to this chart. Things
have not changed since then. As this
chart shows, the tax extenders, which
are overdue by almost one-half year,
are not alone on Congress’s to-do list.

We need to resolve the death tax.
Death tax relief expires at the end of
2012. We need to prevent the 2013 tax
hikes. As I noted earlier, we have the
so-called tax extenders that are right
there, and we have to address the alter-
native minimum tax—or AMT—the
second one on that list. The issue of
the AMT is what I would like to ad-
dress today.

Thirty-one million American fami-
lies will be caught by the AMT or are
already caught. Yet Congress has done
nothing to address the AMT. The alter-
native minimum tax is a stealth tax on
27 million families. Approximately, 3.9
million families paid the AMT Ilast
year, and they may not be surprised if
it hits them again this year. But for
the other 27 million American families
set to be ensnared by the AMT, this
represents a significant and stealthy
tax increase.

The AMT burden is, in fact, far
broader than just the 31 million Amer-
ican families who are in its sights.
Nearly double that number—60 million
American families—must fill out the
AMT worksheet to determine whether
they owe an alternative minimum tax.
While not as bad as paying the tax
itself, the task of compliance is just
another time-consuming, government-
imposed challenge for Americans fami-
lies they don’t need to have.

To get some idea of the magnitude of
the AMT’s reach, consider this chart.
It breaks down, State by State, the
number of American families hit by the
AMT.

When I speak of those now being
caught by this tax, I am referring to
those families who make estimated tax
payments and who are scheduled to
make their second payment tomorrow.

Last year, 3.9 million families were
hit by the AMT. I think this was 3.9
million too many, but it is consider-
ably better than the more than 31.1
million who will be hit in 2012.

The reason we are threatened by such
a large increase this year is that over
the last 11 years, Congress has passed
legislation to temporarily increase the
amount of income exempt from the
AMT. Unlike many other provisions of
the Tax Code, the AMT exemption
amount is not automatically adjusted
for inflation. These temporary exemp-
tion increases have prevented millions
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of middle-class American families from
falling prey to the AMT, until now.

While I have always fought for these
temporary exemptions, I believe the
AMT ought to be permanently re-
pealed. One reason to pursue perma-
nent repeal is the uncertainty that the
AMT creates for taxpayers when Con-
gress must revisit and adjust it every
year.

Unfortunately, a permanent fix does
not appear to be forthcoming. Congress
has yet to undertake any meaningful
action on the AMT. President Obama
has proposed permanently patching or
maybe even repealing AMT. Yet what
he gives with one hand, he takes away
with another.

He has proposed to pay for an AMT
fix with this so-called Buffett tax. The
thing is, the Buffett tax is nothing
more than a new alternative minimum
tax. The solution to the alternative
minimum tax problem surely can’t be
an alternative minimum tax.

Moreover, the revenue generated by
the Buffett tax—in spite of the sugges-
tion by the President that this tax on
the rich could pay for all things good—
would not come close to providing the
revenue necessary to address the AMT
in a meaningful way.

Despite assurance from the President
and his allies that AMT relief is an im-
portant issue, nothing has actually
been put forward as a serious legisla-
tive solution for this year. There has
been no Senate committee markup or
floor action for tax extenders, the AMT
patch, death tax reform or even pre-
venting 2013 tax hikes.

This year is about half over, and all
we have is talk about the need to ad-
dress the AMT, but a theoretical dis-
cussion is not a substitute for real ac-
tion, as anyone making a quarterly
payment today will attest to.

Everyone seems to agree something
needs to be done—and done quickly—
but the discussion does not go any fur-
ther from there. We are out of time.
The second quarterly AMT payment is
due. Today, taxpayers across the coun-
try are under a legal requirement to
pay their estimated tax. They will use
the form depicted on this chart right
here—2012 Estimated Tax.” Though I
hope otherwise, I expect I will be here
again when the third payment comes
due saying basically the same thing.

A question remains about whether
people who should be making an esti-
mated tax payment tomorrow actually
will. Most of these 31 million taxpayers
subject to the AMT do not even know
they are subject to the alternative
minimum tax, so they will not be mak-
ing that estimated tax payment tomor-
row, even though they should. If one
fails to pay sufficient estimated tax or
have a sufficient amount of wages
withheld on a timely basis throughout
the year, then one can be subject to in-
terest and penalties. This is an awful
spot for Congress to put the American
families in.

It is also worth recalling that the
IRS cannot just flip a switch and have
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its systems in place for an AMT patch.
This is not done overnight. It takes
months. The Congress’s failure to act
on a timely basis could actually delay
the processing of 2013 refund checks
perhaps by even a few months.

The failure of Congress to promptly
enact an alternative minimum tax fix
would have a cascading effect on our
system of tax administration. Software
providers and tax preparers would
struggle to keep up.

One of the issues holding back an
AMT fix is that many on the other side
insist that, unlike new spending pro-
posals or extensions of existing spend-
ing programs, AMT reform should hap-
pen only if it is revenue neutral. That
means any revenues not collected
through reform or repeal of the AMT
must be offset by new taxes from some-
where else.

Notice that I said ‘“‘not collected”
rather than ‘‘lost.” This distinction is
important for the simple reason that
the revenues we do not collect as a re-
sult of AMT relief are not truly lost.
The AMT collects revenues it was
never supposed to collect in the first
place. If we offset revenues not col-
lected as a result of AMT repeal or re-
form, total Federal revenues over the
long term are projected to push
through the 30-year historical average
and then keep going.

Originally conceived as a mechanism
to ensure that high-income taxpayers
were not able to eliminate their tax li-
ability completely, the AMT has failed.
The AMT was originally created back
in 1969, with just 155 taxpayers in
mind—155—a mechanism to ensure that
high-income taxpayers were not able to
eliminate their tax liability com-
pletely. The AMT has failed com-
pletely. On the one hand, as IRS Com-
missioner Everson told the Finance
Committee in 2004, the same percent-
age of taxpayers continues to pay no
Federal income tax.

On the other hand, the AMT is pro-
jected to bring in future revenues it
was never designed to collect. At least
31 million middle-class families are
now in the AMT’s crosshairs, and that
was never meant to be. That is quite a
change from 155 rich people who never
paid any taxes. It should serve as a
cautionary tale for those who believe
today’s tax increase proposals will re-
main limited to the so-called wealthy.

During the 2008 campaign, President
Obama advocated for a permanent
AMT patch. His budgets have main-
tained that position. While permanent
repeal without offsetting the AMT is
the best option, we absolutely must do
something to protect taxpayers imme-
diately, even if it involves a temporary
solution, such as an increase in the ex-
emption amount. Of course, if we do
that, we are going to be in the same fix
next year, and I will again be making
the same points.

This coming Friday—dJune 15, 2012—
taxpayers making quarterly payments
are going to once again discover that
the AMT is neither the subject of an
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academic seminar nor a future problem
we can put off dealing with. The AMT
is a real problem right now. If this Con-
gress was truly serious about tax fair-
ness, it does need to stand and take ac-
tion.

I would like to take a few moments
to address another matter of impor-
tance.

A conference committee is currently
meeting with the goal of producing a
transportation bill. As I said at the
public meeting that was held last
month, ensuring that local commu-
nities have a strong voice in the trans-
portation decisionmaking process is a
priority of mine. There are many ways
this can be achieved, but one particu-
larly effective method is through the
implementation of environmental
streamlining.

Negotiations are still ongoing, so I do
not want to go into too much detail.
Yet environmental streamlining is
something that will benefit my own
home State of Utah and every other
State that is currently forced to com-
ply with redundant and oppressive red-
tape when engaging in transportation
projects with the Federal Government.

The highway trust fund, which funds
many transportation programs, cur-
rently has more money coming out of
it than is going into it. While there are
many who want to deal with bloated
and unfocused spending by raising
taxes, I disagree. If revenues do not
meet outlays, then we should not be
punishing the American taxpayer;
rather, we should be reevaluating
spending priorities.

In addition to examining what Con-
gress spends money on, we need to en-
sure that money being spent is spent
efficiently. Currently, governments at
the Federal, State and local level spend
considerable resources complying with
Federal regulations designed to protect
the environment. Given that many of
these regulations have accumulated
over time, I am confident that we can
scrape many of these barnacles off the
ship of state without harming the envi-
ronment.

Both the Senate and the House recog-
nize the truth of what I am saying, and
both bills currently in conference re-
flect this sentiment. Both contain pro-
visions designed to streamline or sim-
plify the environmental reviews with
which transportation projects must
comply. In particular, I am appre-
ciative of the efforts shown by Chair-
man MICA of the House Transportation
and Infrastructure Committee for his
role in highlighting the importance of
environmental streamlining within the
conference committee.

Madam President, I inquire how
much time I have remaining.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. There is no controlled time. The
Senator has the time.

Mr. HATCH. I do not want to infringe
on my colleagues. Let me just say this:
I am appreciative of the efforts shown
by Chairman MICA of the House Trans-
portation and Infrastructure Com-
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mittee for his role in highlighting the
importance of environmental stream-
lining within the conference com-
mittee. I hope the rest of my fellow
Senate conferees are carefully review-
ing his suggested language. I know all
of us want to do all we can to expedite
project delivery times while mini-

mizing redundant costs. Chairman
MicA is clearly eager to engage on this
topic.

President Obama has talked in the
past about the importance of funding
shovel-ready jobs. All we are asking is
when there is a shovel-ready job to
move forward without undue or unnec-
essary environmental reviews.

I close with an appeal rooted in my
role as ranking member of the Finance
Committee. The highway trust fund is
currently on a path to insolvency, and
the Senate bill does not change that.
By working with our colleagues in the
House we can make sure taxpayer
money is not wasted on redundant and
unnecessary compliance and regula-
tion. Despite current policy being
green in the environmental sense, it
does not mean we have to sacrifice
being green in a budgetary sense.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CooONS). The Senator from North Da-
kota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I come
to the floor to discuss the amendment
that is pending to kill the Sugar Pro-
gram in the United States. My col-
leagues should know that the domestic
sugar industry employs 140,000 people
in this country. If there were ever a
jobs-killer amendment, it is the
amendment that is going to be offered
to kill the U.S. Sugar Program.

In advancing that amendment, a se-
ries of claims have been made about
the U.S. Sugar Program that I believe
are false. First of all, it is said that the
Sugar Program has a high cost for tax-
payers. That is false. It is said that it
keeps sugar prices artificially high.
That is false. It is said that the Sugar
Program drives the confectionary in-
dustry out of the United States. That
is false. It is said that the Sugar Pro-
gram impedes imports into the United
States. That is false. It is also said
that consumers will benefit from elimi-
nating the Sugar Program. I believe
that is false as well.

Let’s take each of these arguments in
turn. First is that it has a high tax-
payer cost. Here is the cost, according
to the Congressional Budget Office, of
the Sugar Program for 2013 to 2022. The
cost is zero. It is hard to get lower than
zero. Maybe the square root of zero
would be lower. But those who say
there is a high cost to taxpayers are
just wrong. It is false.

The second claim is that it keeps
sugar prices artificially high—false
again. This chart shows the average re-
tail sugar price in major countries
around the world. Here is the United
States way down here, 59 cents. The
global average is 67 cents. The devel-
oped country average is 73 cents. We
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are below the global average, and we
are below the average of developed
countries. So the claim that it keeps
sugar prices high is false again.

The third claim is that the Sugar
Program drives the confectionary in-
dustry out of the United States. Wrong
again. Here is what is happening to the
U.S. chocolate and nonchocolate con-
fectionery production in the United
States since 2004. Do you see the trend
line? It is up. More production not less
production.

These are facts, and facts are stub-
born things. Let’s go to the fourth
claim, that this Sugar Program im-
pedes imports. This is maybe the big-
gest whopper of all. Here are the facts:
The United States, in the period from
2008-2009 through 2010-2011, is the big-
gest importer of sugar in the world. So
this program is impeding imports into
the United States? If it is, it is not
doing a very good job of it because the
United States is No. 1 in imports of
sugar in the world.

Before we get to the final assertion,
let’s look at what other countries, poor
countries that produce sugar are say-
ing to us about our Sugar Program.
The argument made on the Senate
floor is we are hurting poor countries
with our Sugar Program. Maybe we
ought to listen to what those poor
countries say. Here is their organiza-
tion, the International Sugar Trade Co-
alition, that represents sugar pro-
ducers in 17 developing nations in Afri-
ca, Asia, the Caribbean, Central Amer-
ica, and South America. Here is what
they say:

The U.S. sugar policy contained in the
Farm Bill passed by the Senate Agriculture
Committee is important to sugar producers
in developing nations because it provides a
guaranteed level of access to the United
States sugar market at fair, predictable
prices. Attempts to weaken this policy
through amendments on the Senate floor
would not only harm U.S. farmers but also
poor growers from developing countries
where sugar is a key economic driver.

These are the poor countries that
produce sugar who are saying to us:
Keep your Sugar Program because not
only does it benefit you, but it benefits
us.
Let me go further in their letter:

Ending the sugar program would reward
only a handful of large food companies and
agricultural superpowers like Brazil, while
punishing some of the world’s poorest econo-
mies.

It goes on to say:

This was what happened when the Euro-
pean Union radically altered its sugar policy,
and thereby lowered standards of living in
places like Guyana, Fiji and Mauritius where
there is no agricultural alternative to sugar-
cane. Sadly, Saint Kitts and Nevis had to
stop sugar production altogether after 300
years as a result of the EU’s reforms.

Let’s not make that same mistake.

Finally, on this notion that con-
sumers are going to benefit by elimi-
nating the Sugar Program—really?
Let’s look at the facts. The green line
is the trendline on retail sugar prices.
That trendline since 2010 is going up.
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Here is what the wholesale price of
sugar has been—flat. Do you see the
disconnection? Wholesale prices flat,
retail prices up. The fact is that sugar
is such a small part of the cost of fin-
ished products that it has almost no
bearing whatsoever on retail prices of a
candy bar, the box of cereal, or any of
the other things that sugar goes into.

The record is so clear on the facts
that I urge my colleagues to oppose the
amendment being offered to Kkill the
U.S. Sugar Program, to Kkill 140,000
good jobs in this country, to kill $19
billion of economic activity in this
country. It would be a profound mis-
take not only for us but for the poor
countries in the world that produce
sugar, that are calling on us to keep
our Sugar Program because not only is
it important to U.S. farmers, it is im-
portant to their farmers as well.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the next 10 minutes be pro-
vided to Senator UDALL of Colorado
and then 5 minutes for Senator GILLI-
BRAND of New York.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CONRAD. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. I thank Sen-
ator CONRAD. He is always gracious and
compelling, and I appreciate the strong
case he made for his point of view.

I rise as I did yesterday, and I will
continue to do so, to highlight why it
is so important that we extend the pro-
duction of the tax credits, or PTC as it
is known, for wind energy. Senator
BENNET from Colorado joins me, feeling
the urgency of the moment. Members
of both parties have agreed that the
PTC is vital for continued economic
growth in our country. Put simply, the
PTC means good-paying American jobs.
The longer we wait, the more American
jobs we can expect to be lost in the
coming months and weeks ahead.

When I go home, Coloradoans say to
me it does not make any sense that we
would not extend the production tax
credit. So over the next couple of
weeks I am going to come to the floor
every day to talk about how the wind
production tax credit affects each
State across the country, to drive
home the point that real American jobs
will be lost if we do not take this com-
monsense step.

The PTC has meant economic growth
in Colorado. We have a favorable busi-
ness climate in Colorado, and we have
tremendous wind resources. In fact, if
we harness the wind potential that is
there, similar to the wind potential
that is off the shores of the State of
the Presiding Officer, there is enough
wind power to go way beyond our
needs. In Colorado’s case, 25 times over
the State’s electricity needs could be
met if we harness and harvest that
wind.

That is an amagzing statistic. It is
generated by the National Renewable
Energy Lab, which we are happy to
host in Colorado, a flagship of energy
research, development, and innovation.
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I hope I will not have to say too
many days in the future what I said
yesterday: The strong growth in the
wind sector is at risk. Thousands of
jobs, as you can see in this chart of
Colorado, have been created across my
State, all the way from Pueblo in the
south central portion of the State, to
Greeley, Fort Morgan up in the north-
east, to Yuma County way out in the
eastern part of the State.

These are quality jobs. These jobs
support families and communities. I
want to put a face on these families
and these communities. I want to talk
about Derek Palmer. He lives in Gree-
ley, up here in the northeastern part of
the State. He has three children and a
wife. He graduated from the University
of Northern Colorado in 2011 with a de-
gree in business management, and he
has worked at the Windsor manufac-
turing plant—it is a Vestas plant that
manufactures wind blades—for the past
9 months. He left an excellent manage-
rial job in the service industry and
joined Vestas, in large part because of
the strong benefits package that is
there for his wife and kids. He loves
working there. He is patriotic, and he
is helping our country become energy
independent. Because of our inaction,
thousands of jobs like Derek’s are in
jeopardy. This industry deserves some
certainty, some stability, and so do
countless families like Derek’s in Colo-
rado and all over the country. So if we
don’t act, I fear dire consequences.

The CEO of Vestas—I think you have
met him, Mr. President—says that he
expects the wind market in the United
States to fall by 80 percent if the PTC
isn’t extended. Eighty percent is a
huge number. That is 80 percent fewer
jobs, 80 percent fewer families pulling
themselves out of this recession, and 80
percent less investment than we have
today, all because we are not active, all
because we are not taking the right
steps for it.

As I close, this is not a partisan
issue. Both Democrats and Repub-
licans, Senators and House Members,
agree that we need to extend this com-
monsense tax credit. There are bipar-
tisan bills to extend it. I led an effort
with six Democrats and six Repub-
licans here earlier urging us to extend
the PTC. The solution is simple. We
just need to extend the PTC ASAP. We
need to do it. Let’s do it as soon as pos-
sible.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, 1
would like to commend the -chair-
woman of the Agriculture Committee
and the ranking member of that com-
mittee for their dedicated effort to
move the farm bill to the floor to dis-
cuss our Nation’s agricultural policy
and for their leadership in championing
s0 many issues that help America’s and
New York’s farmers.

I rise today because I really want to
make clear to the American people just
what is at stake and at the heart of
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this farm bill. It is about a growing
economy for our family farms and for
our small businesses. It is about reviv-
ing rural communities and rebuilding a
thriving middle class and the oppor-
tunity for all of those who are trying
to get there. It is about the health of
our agricultural industry, the jobs it
provides, and the health of our families
whom it helps to feed. But from the
amendments that are being filed today
from across the aisle, you would not
know it. There are some trying to use
this bill to roll back protections for the
air we breathe and for the water we
drink. There are some who want to use
this bill to expand concealed-carry
laws for weapons. We are even seeing
attempts to bring in the divisive poli-
tics from the Wisconsin recall and in-
ject it right into the debate on the Sen-
ate floor on farm policy.

This bill has so much potential to
create jobs, to help our farms thrive, to
protect our farmers and small busi-
nesses from natural disasters, to feed
our children, and to feed our at-risk
seniors. But if we are ever going to
reach that potential, we can’t afford to
get bogged down in these dead-end
fights that are meant only to score po-
litical points.

Worse yet, there are Draconian cuts
being proposed by some that will take
even more money away from those who
are the greatest in need. They want to
take money away from the Supple-
mental Nutrition Assistance Program,
better known as food stamps, which lit-
erally will result in children going to
bed hungry in this country. These
amendments simply do not meet the
fundamental founding principles of this
Nation or who we are as Americans. In
this day and age, in this country, as
rich as we are, to accept hungry chil-
dren, hungry families, hungry seniors
is unacceptable.

This farm bill started out with a $4.5
billion cut to food stamps over 10
years. These cuts must be restored.
While I fought against these cuts with
13 of my colleagues from both sides of
the aisle, others are still actually advo-
cating for additional, much more ex-
treme cuts. They could even cut SNAP
by almost half.

If you have heard from families liv-
ing off of food stamps, as I have, you
know this is something no one strives
for. Most have never imagined that
they would be on food stamps or that
they would need that kind of support.
But many have been dealt a very bad
hand in this economy, and through no
fault of their own they are finding they
are in need. Food stamps are often the
last resort for those who are just try-
ing to keep the lights on, put food on
the table for their kids, and find their
way back to that paycheck they des-
perately want to be earning.

Among all the families relying on
food stamps at historical rates, we are
now seeing veterans and their families.
I can tell you that our veterans and
their families have already suffered a
lot. For these troops who are coming



S4120

home, they are coming back into a
very tough economy and are unable to
find the jobs they need. And we have to
imagine these children of our vets who
have already suffered so much, and now
they are being faced with not knowing
from where their next meal will come.

For any parent watching this debate
today, I just want to ask one question.
Has your child ever said to you:
Mommy, I am still hungry.

Well, I can’t imagine what a mother
would feel like if she could not hand
her child some food. I can’t imagine
what a mother would feel like if her
child said that to her every single
night. That is exactly what we are
talking about today in this farm bill.
As a mother and legislator, watching
children suffer, watching America’s
children not having enough to eat is
something I will not stand quietly by
and watch.

Under this bill, nearly 300,000 fami-
lies in New York will become food inse-
cure, and what that translates to is $90
a month that they will have less
money to put food on the table, and
what that translates to is that it is the
last week of the month. That $90 pays
the grocery bills every single week.
What do these families do when they
don’t have enough money at the end of
the month? Despite not being respon-
sible for the economic crisis our coun-
try has faced, we will be asking these
families to share a disproportionate
amount of the burden being placed on
them.

We know that food stamps are such a
good investment into our economy. For
every dollar we put into food stamps,
we get $1.71 back into the economy.
Even one of the best economists, Mark
Zandi, said: ‘“The fastest way to infuse
money into the economy is through ex-
panding the SNAP/food stamps pro-
gram.”’” These food stamps pay salaries
for grocery clerks and truckers who
haul the food. The USDA estimates
that 16 cents goes right back to the
farmer.

I know my time is expiring, but I
have 13 bipartisan cosponsors for this
amendment, and the list keeps growing
with the support from the AARP, the
U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops,
and all of those who are fighting on the
front line for hunger.

Our amendment will restore the
SNAP funding back to the $4.5 billion
that has been cut, and it will pay for
the food our kids so desperately need.
Every child in America deserves to be
fed. Every child in America deserves to
reach their God-given potential. We
need to restore these cuts to ensure
that.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I rise to
discuss a particular amendment—per-
haps a couple of amendments—on the
farm bill, specifically the amendments
to the sugar portion. There are a num-
ber of titles, it is a big, complicated
bill, and there is a great deal of discus-
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sion about the many reforms that are
contained in this bill.

There is one very glaring exception.
There is one huge program that has no
reforms whatsoever in the underlying
bill, and it just so happens to be in, in
my view, one of the most egregiously
flawed programs in the entire agricul-
tural sector, maybe in government as a
whole, and it is the Sugar Program.
This is a program which systematically
forces American consumers to pay
much more than the global price for
sugar. It is a huge transfer of wealth
from consumers, including the poorest
American consumers, to a handful of
wealthy sugar producers. It is com-
pletely wrong, it is ill-conceived in the
first place, it is perpetuated in this
bill, and I think that is just uncon-
scionable.

Some of the specific ways in which
the existing program has the govern-
ment completely manipulating the
market for sugar include explicit lim-
its on how much sugar can be produced
domestically. There is a de facto gov-
ernment-imposed price floor on sugar
rather than allowing the price to re-
flect whatever supply and demand
would lead to. It puts strict limits on
how much sugar can be imported with-
out forcing Americans to pay taxes on
those imports in the form of duties. It
mandates that the government pur-
chase excess sugar and then sell it at a
loss to ethanol producers. All of these
are features of the existing sugar pol-
icy, and all of them are left completely
unchanged by this bill. So it is scream-
ing for some amendments to provide
some commonsense reforms to this
very badly flawed program.

Let me be very clear. At the end of
the day, the net effect of all of these
machinations in which the government
manipulates the market for sugar is
that U.S. consumers end up paying
much more, often about double the
going rate that everyone else in the
world who doesn’t manipulate their
markets pays for sugar.

By the way, that should be reason
enough to end this program entirely,
but there are other reasons. For in-
stance, the existing sugar policy—as I
said, unchanged in this bill—is abso-
lutely costing us jobs in the United
States. That is not even disputable. It
is, on balance, a job killer. It is costing
us jobs today specifically in manufac-
turing—the manufacturing of products
that include sugar, of which there are
many.

Here is a simple observation from the
CEO of a candy manufacturer in Penn-
sylvania who uses sugar as an import.
He points out: These sugar subsidies
artificially inflate the price of one of
the staples of the candy industry and
force us, and any other companies, to
choose between absorbing the higher
costs, passing the costs on to con-
sumers, or producing elsewhere.

The fact is that some people inevi-
tably choose to produce elsewhere.

The next chart illustrates a point
that has been made by the U.S. Depart-
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ment of Commerce. We are not just
making these things up. Many U.S.—
essentially sugar-consuming pro-
ducers—manufacturers have already
closed or relocated to Canada, where
sugar prices are less than half of the
United States. Why? Because Canada
chooses not to have a ridiculous sugar
program. So we lose jobs as manufac-
turers go to Canada, use market-priced
sugar at much lower costs to produce
candies, and then import them into the
United States.

The next chart quantifies this. It is
very simple. For every job that is pro-
tected somewhere where they are grow-
ing beets or cane sugar, three manufac-
turing jobs are lost. Again, these are
statistics from the Department of Com-
merce. This is very clear. This is not
really refutable.

The final chart illustrates this in an-
other way. The Canadian Government
has figured this out, and they advertise
the fact that they have a huge com-
petitive advantage because they choose
not to create an artificially high price
for sugar, and as a result they are con-
stantly trying to persuade manufactur-
ers to move up to Canada where they
can have lower costs. By the way, for
many of these companies, the cost of
sugar in the United States is the single
biggest cost they pay.

The other point that we should stress
and that I would like to underline is
that not only do we lose jobs system-
atically because of this program, it
also hurts consumers. Think about it.
Everybody consumes sugar. There is
sugar in so many products that it is
impossible to avoid this inflated cost.
It should be seen as equivalent to a
tax. It is as though the Federal Gov-
ernment is imposing a tax on sugar. It
doesn’t work literally that way, but it
has that economic effect. It is com-
pletely equivalent. Who gets hit the
hardest? It is the lowest income Ameri-
cans. It is as regressive a tax as we can
have. Think about that. Wealthy peo-
ple devote a small percentage of their
income to food. They have plenty of
money to spend on other things. If you
are a low-income American, then you
necessarily are devoting a large part of
your income to food, and so much of it
is artificially inflated in cost by our
own Federal Government. This is what
is so egregious about it.

The GAO said in 2000 that the exist-
ing sugar policy forced Americans to
pay $2 billion in additional food costs.
And if we use their same methodology
and we move it ahead to today, AEI
projects that those costs are now $3.5
billion. This is a simple straight-
forward transfer of wealth from low-
and middle-income and ordinary Amer-
ican consumers to a handful of wealthy
producers. It is as simple as that.

There is one other feature. There is
also an ongoing risk to taxpayers. Be-
cause of that feature I alluded to ear-
lier in which the Federal Government
buys what is deemed to be excess sugar
and then sells it at a loss to ethanol
makers, CBO projects this will lose $193



June 13, 2012

million for taxpayers over the next
decade.

We have an amendment that would
address this, the Shaheen amendment.
I think Senator SHAHEEN has actually
offered more than one amendment on
this topic, one would repeal the entire
program. I salute her. I agree with her.
I support that. My understanding is
that we will soon be voting on a mo-
tion to table that amendment. I think
it is quite unfortunate that Senator
REID would choose to take this amend-
ment off the table, so to speak, to put
it aside. A vote to table the amend-
ment is, of course, a vote to kill it. I
think we ought to be passing this
amendment and end the practice of
forcing American consumers to trans-
fer this wealth in this fashion.

But I wish to also stress that I am
concerned about the process that has
gotten us here. I am concerned that
Senator REID has intentionally chosen
an amendment that is going to be very
difficult to pass. As strong as its mer-
its are, from my point of view, I know
it is difficult to get a majority in this
body to support the full repeal of this
program. I hope we can succeed in that,
but I don’t know that we can. If we
cannot, Senator SHAHEEN has another
amendment that I have joined her on
which would push back some of the ex-
cesses of this program—push us back to
where we were back in 2008, prior to
the most recent farm bill. The amend-
ment makes some modest changes and
just scales back some of these excesses.
I certainly hope we get a chance to
vote on that. If we can’t pass full re-
peal, we have every right—and I would
argue every responsibility in this
body—to try to at least improve on
what is such an egregiously flawed pro-
gram.

Again, I would underscore the fact
that the current bill is silent; in other
words, it perpetuates, it continues this
spectacularly flawed program that is so
unfair to American consumers. We will
have an opportunity to vote Ilater
today on a motion to table. I hope we
defeat the motion to table so we can
take up this amendment and do away
with this program. But failing that, it
is very important that we have an op-
portunity to at least amend the pro-
gram.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join my colleague Senator
TOOMEY to talk about what truly is an
egregious oversight in the underlying
farm bill we are considering.

This morning, the Senate is going to
have the opportunity to vote on an
amendment that would repeal the
Sugar Program. As Senator TOOMEY
has pointed out, I submitted several
amendments. One would reform the
Sugar Program. The one we are going
to vote on this morning is the one to
actually repeal the program. I, as does
Senator TOOMEY, hope we will get a
vote on both, but I certainly hope peo-
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ple will vote against the tabling mo-
tion to repeal the Sugar Program.

The underlying farm bill we are con-
sidering reforms almost every farm
program we have. Every farm group
has had to sacrifice with this farm bill
so we can reform these programs. Un-
fortunately, there is one glaring excep-
tion to these reforms; that is, the
Sugar Program.

We need to reform the sugar subsidy
because it costs consumers and busi-
nesses $3.5 billion each year in the form
of higher prices. That is almost double
the world average. We can see on this
chart—which shows sugar prices over
the last 30 years since 1981. This is the
world price for sugar, and that is the
U.S. price. We can see demonstrated
very graphically—no pun intended—
that we in America are paying almost
twice what the world price is for sugar.
It also costs us about 20,000 jobs every
yvear. We are doing all this—we are af-
fecting consumers and hundreds of
thousands of jobs—to benefit fewer
than 5,000 sugar growers. To benefit
those 5,000, all of us are paying more,
and we have been paying more, as this
chart clearly indicates, for the last 30
years.

How does the subsidy program work?
Senator ToOOMEY did a great job of ex-
plaining it, but it essentially manipu-
lates the market. It controls how much
sugar is grown in the United States. It
restricts how much sugar comes into
the United States from outside the
country. It sets a floor on sugar prices
by providing a government guarantee
to sugar growers on what they are
going to get paid, and it requires the
government, in some cases—this is
what is truly outrageous—it requires
the government to buy sugar off the
market and then sell it to ethanol
plants at a loss to taxpayers. The pro-
ponents of this program say it doesn’t
cost us any money? What our amend-
ment would do is phase out this out-
dated program over the course of a cou-
ple years.

I wish to respond to some of the
claims we have heard from those who
support this Sugar Program. The first
is that it doesn’t cost taxpayers any
money. That is if we ignore the fact
that consumers are paying out of one
pocket; they may not be paying as tax-
payers in taxes, but they are paying
out of the other pocket as consumers.
But, in fact, that is not even accurate
when it comes to taxpayer dollars. A
recent study by Iowa State University
showed that the program costs $3.5 bil-
lion a year to consumers in the form of
higher prices, and the Congressional
Budget Office estimates this program
will cost taxpayers directly in the com-
ing years. CBO has scored this amend-
ment as saving millions of dollars for
taxpayers in the next decade. So re-
pealing the Sugar Program, according
to CBO, will save millions for tax-
payers in the next decade.

Those who support the Sugar Pro-
gram also claim prices just aren’t that
high and that consumers actually ben-
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efit from the sugar subsidy. That is ab-
surd. We can see graphed out very
clearly what consumers are paying.
Consumer groups, such as the Con-
sumer Federation and the National
Consumers League, support our amend-
ment because the sugar subsidy costs
consumers and businesses $3.5 billion a
year.

Subsidy supporters cite a study
which was paid for by the sugar indus-
try to support their data. That is not
accurate. Using data from USDA shows
a very different story, because for
wholesale prices which represent two-
thirds of the sugar bought by busi-
nesses in the United States, the effect
of the Sugar Program is obvious, and it
is hard to argue with this drastic dif-
ference as displayed on the chart. What
we have is a hidden tax that is designed
to benefit a small powerful interest
group. Again, studies have found that
consumers are paying a cost to the
tune of $3.5 billion a year.

The supporters of the sugar subsidy
also say this program doesn’t get in
the way of job creation. This is an ar-
gument that just doesn’t hold up when
we look at the facts. Multiple studies
have found we are sacrificing hundreds
and thousands of jobs by keeping sugar
prices high. In 2006, the Department of
Commerce found that for every job pro-
tected in the sugar industry, three
were lost in manufacturing. A recent
study from Iowa State University
found that we are sacrificing 20,000 new
jobs created every year due to the
sugar subsidy program. So we are los-
ing 20,000 jobs every year because of
the sugar subsidy. There is no evidence
sugar reform is going to hurt job cre-
ation; in fact, it is going to help. We
have a small business in New Hamp-
shire, a family-run business called
Granite State Candy. They have been
doing very well. They would like to ex-
pand, but because of the high cost of
sugar they are having trouble thinking
about how they are going to pay for
that.

There is nothing more definitive than
the illustration Senator TOOMEY
showed earlier today and that I showed
yesterday on the floor which is from a
Canadian brochure designed to attract
businesses in the confectionery indus-
try to come to Canada. It points out
how much less they are going to pay.
Here it is. It points out how much less
businesses are going to pay for sugar in
Canada and how much more beneficial
it would be for companies to do busi-
ness in Canada rather than the United
States. It says very clearly:

Consider these hard facts: Sugar refiners
import the vast majority of their raw mate-
rials at world prices. Canadian sugar users
enjoy a significant advantage. The average
price of refined sugar is usually 30 to 40 per-
cent lower in Canada than in the United
States. Most manufactured products con-
taining sugar are freely traded in the
NAFTA region.

If one needs any other evidence, that
is it. It is clear we are losing those
jobs.

I strongly urge my colleagues to vote
against tabling this amendment today.
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This may be our only chance to reform
the Sugar Program in this farm bill.
Tabling this amendment would be a
vote to support special interests, those
fewer than 5,000 sugar growers, at the
expense of over 600,000 employees in the
food industry and millions of con-
sumers.

Thank you very much. I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
rise to speak against the Paul amend-
ment No. 2182, which would cripple the
food stamp program. I have to tell my
colleagues that there is an aura of won-
derment around here that says: Look,
let’s cut food stamps for hungry fami-
lies and for little children. We have the
agri companies to take care of, the ag-
ribusinesses, to make sure they can
feed their children.

The most fundamental test for any
family is to put food on the table—to
make sure their children get the nutri-
tion they need. When tough economic
times hit, families can find themselves
struggling to meet their most basic
needs. The food stamp program was
created so that even in the toughest of
times, children in this country do not
go to bed hungry.

Here is a picture of a child reaching
out for food—the old story about mod-
els on cereal programs, talking about
satisfying the brother’s hunger with
the old remarkable display of what it is
that comes to the fundamentals and
taking care or letting families who
need help get some, especially in this
area.

It is appalling that our Republican
colleague from Kentucky has proposed
an amendment to cut more than $300
billion from a program that is a lifeline
for many families. These harsh cuts
would punish families who need help
the most. We are debating a bill that
contains billions in support for big ag-
ricultural companies, but instead of
targeting the subsidies they get from
the Federal Government—from the tax-
payers—Republicans say we ought to
cut programs for hungry children. I
wonder if those who want to cut the
food stamp program would participate
in a real way and say to their little
children, say to their family: Look,
just to show we are serious, just to
show we care, we will limit the amount
of food we are going to give our chil-
dren, the amount of food we are going
to give the elders in our household, to
show we are serious about this.

Hungry children didn’t cause the re-
cession or the deficit. Cutting food
stamps will not solve our debt problem.
But hungry children don’t have lobby-
ists, so programs such as food stamps
end up on the Republican chopping
block—heroic, muscular men and
women who say: We want to make our
country fiscally sound, so let’s take
the food stamps away from people who
could be starving.

The Paul amendment would cut sup-
port for food stamps by almost 45 per-
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cent next year alone. The consequences
could be devastating. The consequences
would be devastating.

The numbers are staggering: More
than 46 million Americans, including
800,000 people from my State of New
Jersey—we are a State that has about
9 million people—are dependent on food
stamps to make it through the month.
Half of them are children.

When you look at this placard, can
you imagine telling a mother that she
has to tell her kids they have to do
more with less food so maybe other
businesses—agribusinesses—can con-
tinue to get subsidies?

Republicans should have to tell these
families: We are not going to cut cor-
porate subsidies. No, no; we have to do
that. We have to make sure the rich
will not pay more in taxes. So please
understand, as we take food off their
tables, we say to our kids: Eat less, get
thinner, get trimmer. Stop doing your
homework because you are too tired or
stop complaining because you do not
feel well when the food quantity is not
sufficient.

On average the Food Stamp Program
provides assistance of just $1.50 per
meal—a buck and a half. There is not
much there to cut. The Republicans
who are so eager to cut food stamps
from children should try living on $1.50
per meal for the next month. Let them
then report how it feels, how their kids
survived with less food than they need.
Then we will see how eager they are to
cut the food stamps.

The Republican approach would hurt
those with the least to protect those
with the most. That is not what this
country is about. Too many of Amer-
ica’s families are still struggling. Too
many parents are still looking for
work. Too many of our children are
still hungry. The food banks across the
country are getting evermore attention
and visits.

Republicans should offer them help,
show some heart. This is not an ac-
counting organization. We are not here
to just balance the books. Yes, we have
to balance the books. I come from busi-
ness, and I know what they have to do.
But that means we would not be serv-
icing our democratic structures, the
people in our society who need help.
Republicans should offer them help. In-
stead, they offer them deeper poverty
and greater hunger.

The bottom line is this: At a time
when 50 percent of food stamp recipi-
ents are children, it would be a moral
stain on our country’s character to cut
this program. That is not what Amer-
ica is about, and that is not why any of
us serve.

The children who would be harmed
by reckless cuts cannot speak for
themselves. But we should not need to
hear their crying voices to know what
is right. I urge my colleagues to listen
to their consciences and defeat the
Paul amendment.

I conclude by saying how dis-
appointing it is to see a $4 billion re-
duction to the Food Stamp Program in
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the farm bill. I am proud to join Sen-
ator GILLIBRAND in offering an amend-
ment to reverse these cuts. We are
going to try to make that happen.

With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

AMENDMENT NO. 2393

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I
rise today in opposition to an amend-
ment that would eliminate the Sugar
Program, and I urge my colleagues to
table it at this time.

As we continue our work on the farm
bill, as we debate these amendments, 1
think my colleagues should keep in
mind at every moment that this pro-
posal contains $23 billion in cuts that
we have brought together on a bipar-
tisan basis, and two-thirds of those
cuts—3$16 billion—is on only 14 percent
of the bill; that is, the farm programs.
Two-thirds of the cuts: $16 billion on
the farm program.

This bill is supported by 630 con-
servation groups, nutrition groups—a
number of them. Obviously, they would
like to see changes. People want to
make things better. But if we do not
get this bill done, you can imagine
what is going to happen to school hot
lunches and the like.

Unfortunately, eliminating the Sugar
Program would actually hurt jobs in
America. I know Senator CONRAD was
here earlier putting the facts out, but
people need to know the facts. This is
a zero-cost program that supports
142,000 jobs and generates nearly $20
billion in economic activity. This is
the kind of value we are looking for.

I believe we need to be doing every-
thing we can to maintain programs
that are working for our farmers in an
efficient way—programs that are sup-
porting jobs and putting dollars into
our economy, especially those pro-
grams that do not cost money.

Most of us can appreciate the value
of a strong farm safety net. During our
discussions in the Agriculture Com-
mittee, I worked with Chairwoman
STABENOW and other members of the
committee to make sure the bill pro-
vided for that safety net so the liveli-
hoods of our farmers cannot be swept
away in the blink of an eye by natural
disasters and market failures and be-
cause, you know what, we as a country
do not want to be dependent on foreign
food like we are dependent on foreign
oil.

The Sugar Program has played its
own key role in shielding farmers from
risk—albeit it is a different and more
predictable kind of risk they face. I am
talking about the risk of competing
against heavily subsidized sugar from
foreign countries.

Let’s put it this way: If you do not
like being dependent on foreign oil,
you are not going to love being depend-
ent on foreign sugar. Past U.S. trade
agreements have already opened our
domestic market to foreign sugar. Over
the last 3 years, the United States, on
average, has been the world’s largest
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sugar importer, supplying nearly one-
third of our total sugar needs.

Since 1985 we have had 54 sugar fac-
tories close due to sustained low prices.
Once these jobs are gone, they are gone
forever. This is why we need to con-
tinue the Sugar Program in the 2012
farm bill—one that supports American
sugar beet and sugar cane producers
while ensuring an abundant supply of
sugar for consumers and manufactur-
ers.

We must continue this program.
Look at what has happened. The aver-
age global retail price for sugar is 14
percent higher than it is in the United
States. In other developed countries,
the average price is 24 percent higher
than it is in the United States.

Some people have blamed farmers for
the high cost of sugar foods in the gro-
cery store. But look at the numbers.
For example, a $1 candy bar has about
2 cents’ worth of sugar in it. A $3.50
carton of ice cream has about 10 cents’
worth of sugar. So ending the Sugar
Program is not the solution that will
keep food prices competitive. It is the
opposite.

This is an important program for our
country. If changes are to be made to
it, the answer should not be to elimi-
nate it. That is why I ask my col-
leagues to join me in tabling this
amendment as we work together in the
future to make sure we preserve Amer-
ican jobs.

The sugar industry supplies Amer-
ican jobs. Just ask the people in the
Red River Valley in Minnesota and
North Dakota.

Thank you very much, Mr. President.
I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I thank my
colleague from Minnesota for her com-
ments. This is an amendment that has
come up on a regular basis—always
started from New Hampshire, always
defeated by the Senate.

I encourage my colleagues to table
Reid amendment No. 2393. This meas-
ure is known as Senator SHAHEEN’S
amendment to phase out the Federal
Sugar Program.

First, I would like to commend
Chairwoman STABENOW and Ranking
Member ROBERTS for their work on the
underlying bill. They proved that the
Agriculture Committee is able to take
a serious look at the farm bill pro-
grams and improve what is working
while cutting what is not.

The Sugar Program is an excellent
example of what works in the farm bill.
Since its early years, the Sugar Pro-
gram has evolved to ensure that beet
and cane growers can continue to pro-
vide the United States with a safe and
reliable source of sugar products. I un-
derscore ‘‘reliable’” because sugar is a
unique commodity. Not only are sugar
crops extremely limited in their sea-
sons, but an added component is that
both sugar beets and cane must be
processed immediately after harvest.
Processing involves what is essentially
a refinery.
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In Wyoming we have three facilities
that process sugar, all of which are
grower owned and operated. People can
always tell its October back home
when the large piles of sugar beets
begin to appear outside the sugar
plants. Workers race to produce raw
sugar before the beets go bad. Any
number of complications can spoil the
crop and put the sugar refineries out of
business.

Such unique conditions produce risk
that is not common with other agricul-
tural commodities. Because much of
the year’s sugar is produced in such a
small window, a sugar program is need-
ed to stabilize the price of sugar
through the entire year. This policy
benefits the very people who opponents
of the Sugar Program wish to protect.

With stability in the sugar markets
confectioners, food manufacturers, and
beveragemakers have a steady supply
of quality sugar without wild price
swings. Not only are U.S. sugar prices
stable under the program, but the
United States offers sugar users some
of the lowest prices in the developed
world.

I also wish to add that the U.S. Sugar
Program works to ensure that other
nations have access to sugar markets.
Some claim the U.S. Sugar Program is
a protectionist policy. This could not
be more false. Mr. President, 17 of the
largest sugar exporting countries in Af-
rica, Asia, the Caribbean, Central
America, and South America have all
expressed support for the U.S. Sugar
Program.

As a matter of fact, the United
States is the second largest net im-
porter of sugar behind only Russia. The
program is operated to ensure that we
fulfill our trade obligations, especially
within the WTO, and continues to pro-
vide a sugar market for developing na-
tions wishing to export their product.

Finally, the U.S. Sugar Program has
been run for the past 10 years at zero
cost to the U.S. taxpayers, and the U.S.
Department of Agriculture predicts it
will remain that way in its current
form for at least 10 more. As other col-
leagues have mentioned, this is all
while the U.S. sugar industry has
helped to generate nearly $20 billion in
annual economic activity in our coun-
try.

Wyoming offers just a few examples
of how much of an economic impact
the sugar industry has on rural com-
munities across our Nation. As I men-
tioned, the growers and local commu-
nities in my State own the plants that
refine the raw sugar we use every day.
Those plants produce jobs and keep
economic activity local. With all the
inherent risks in sugar production,
these communities are able to continue
providing the United States with a safe
and reliable supply of sugar for the
United States.

The U.S. sugar policy not only helps
growers but keeps prices low for con-
sumers. Some American food manufac-
turers will claim that it is the price of
sugar causing them to shed jobs or
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move overseas. However, sugar rep-
resents only a small portion of the
input costs that go into food produc-
tion. Instead, it is the cost of labor, en-
vironmental standards, and regulatory
burdens that play the biggest role in
whether U.S. firms can compete with
food markets overseas. In recent years,
U.S. candy production has actually
gone up, and the U.S. Sugar Program
has played its role by Kkeeping prices
stable.

With that, I ask my colleagues to
table amendment No. 2393 and keep the
programs that work in this farm bill.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I rise
today to support and underscore the
points just made by Senator ENZI in
support of the U.S. Sugar Program,
which, as he indicated, has operated
successfully at no cost to the American
taxpayers, consumers, or food manu-
facturers.

As you know, the sugar beet industry
is very important to my State of Idaho,
bringing in approximately $1.1 billion
in revenue every year. History has
shown that grocers and food manufac-
turers do not pass their savings from
lower ingredient prices along to con-
sumers.

For example, from the summer of
2010 until now, producer prices for
sugar have dropped nearly 20 percent.
In fact, the U.S. Sugar Program re-
mains crucial because other nations
are implementing trade-distorting sub-
sidies for their otherwise uncompeti-
tive sugar industries. The world sugar
price, as is so often debated in these
Halls, suffers from government-backed
dumping that protects sugar producers
overseas to the detriment of American
sugar producers—hence, the need for
the U.S. Sugar Program.

Consumers in the rest of the world
pay, on average, 14 percent more for
sugar—in the developed world, 24 per-
cent more—than American consumers
pay. In America, sugar is a readily
available and affordable product.

Critics of U.S. sugar policy make the
argument that the program causes dis-
astrous shortages in U.S. sugar supply,
which flies in the face of reality. U.S.
farmers and producers have proven
themselves, time and again, to be the
most efficient in the world, but they
cannot be left alone to face a trade
market undermined by foreign govern-
ment manipulation.

Nothing could be further from the
truth, and the latest numbers released
by the U.S. Department of Agriculture
underline that. The USDA now esti-
mates that there is enough sugar sur-
plus to give every man, woman, and
child in this country nearly 12 pounds
of sugar on top of what they already
consume. This is enough surplus sugar
to fill the Capitol Dome 55 times.

I strongly encourage my colleagues
to oppose any attempts at repealing
this program. At risk would be 142,000
American jobs generated by the U.S.
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sugar-producing industry. Many of
these jobs would be lost to subsidized
foreign producers who are generally
less efficient and less reliable and
produce sugar far less safely and re-
sponsibly than American sugar pro-
ducers.

I support Idaho’s sugar beet growers
as well as sugar growers throughout
the country. I am committed to ensur-
ing that they have access to the tools
they need to produce an affordable and
abundant sugar supply.

The bottom line is not only is this
program not a cost to the U.S. tax-
payer, it generates revenue to help us
reduce our deficit. These are the kinds
of programs we need to protect Amer-
ican producers.

I encourage all of my colleagues to
oppose the Shaheen amendment.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I oppose
the amendment offered by Senator
SHAHEEN and others which would phase
out the Federal Sugar Program. I
would like to share some of my per-
sonal history with my colleagues. My
grandfather and grandmother emi-
grated from Japan to work at McBryde
Sugar Company on the island of Kauai
in 1899. In my office here in Wash-
ington, I have a framed copy of the
contract on which my grandfather,
Asakichi Inouye, placed his “X.” The
contract includes a photograph of this
brave young man and his wife and a lit-
tle baby boy they are holding, my fa-
ther.

Nearly a century later, Asakichi
Inouye’s grandson is proud to be rep-
resenting the State of Hawaii in the
United States Senate. With exception
of one, all of Hawaii’s sugar planta-
tions are now closed. The Hawaiian
Commercial and Sugar Company,
HC&S, remains operational on the is-
land of Maui and employs nearly 800
employees. HC&S is Hawaii’s largest
provider of raw sugar, producing ap-
proximately 200,000 tons each year. In
addition to the growing and milling of
sugarcane, HC&S produces raw sugar,
specialty sugar, molasses, and the gen-
eration and sale of electricity to help
provide power across the island.

I am proud to represent the men and
women in Hawaii who still work di-
rectly or indirectly for the sugar indus-
try, and their families. These agricul-
tural workers, who are among the
world’s most productive, have enjoyed
collective bargaining for decades and
are rewarded for their productivity
with good wages, with some of the best
health care benefits in the country,
and with generous benefits for insur-
ance and retirement. Their safety and
their health are bolstered by some of
the strictest worker protection rules
and highest environmental standards
in the Nation, and possibly in the
world.

These workers, many of whose fami-
lies have been in sugar for three or four
generations, lead comfortable, but by
no means extravagant lives. They can
put their children through college and
can look forward to a decent retire-
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ment, but they are far from wealthy in
the monetary sense.

The U.S. sugar policy has ensured
American consumers with dependable
supplies of reasonably priced sugar, ad-
hering to U.S. standards for food safety
and quality. Consumers in other devel-
oped countries pay on average 24 per-
cent more for their sugar than Amer-
ican consumers. The U.S. Sugar Pro-
gram provides no subsidies to Amer-
ican sugar producers. For the past 10
years, the policy has operated at zero
cost to taxpayers, and the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture predicts it will re-
main at zero cost for the next 10 years,
to 2022. In the absence of a U.S. sugar
policy, it would eliminate or severely
damage the no-taxpayer-cost U.S.
sugar policy, and, among other things,
shift American jobs overseas. Hawaii’s
existing sugar producer could poten-
tially close, forcing my constituents to
lose their livelihood.

If the U.S. sugar policy were elimi-
nated, our U.S. market would be flood-
ed with subsidized sugar from the
world dump market that is less reliable
and less safe. The U.S. market would
collapse, and efficient American sugar
farmers would be driven out of busi-
ness. Job and incomes losses would
devastate rural economies where sugar
is grown and harm urban economies
where sugar is processed.

Further, if the U.S. sugar policy were
eliminated Americans would have to
cope with less reliable, less safe, more
costly, foreign sugar. American con-
sumers demand consistent quantity
and quality. In other words, when con-
sumers go to the grocery store to pur-
chase sugar, they expect a high-quality
product that is safe and contaminant
free and identical with every purchase.
They also expect to find such products
on the shelf whenever they want to buy
them. This is exactly what the Amer-
ican consumer gets from the U.S. sugar
industry—so much so that we take it
for granted. Further, in many of these
countries, producers operate with
labor, environmental, and food safety
standards or enforcement that is much
less than what American producers
routinely meet. Accordingly, I urge my
colleagues to table Shaheen amend-
ment.

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FRANKEN.) Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I now with-
draw my motion to proceed to S. 1940.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion is withdrawn.

e —

AGRICULTURE REFORM, FOOD,

AND JOBS ACT OF 2012

Mr. REID. Mr. President, it is my un-
derstanding that we are now on S. 3240,

The

June 13, 2012

and the motion to recommit with a
second-degree amendment numbered
2339 is now pending. Is that right?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

The clerk will report the bill by title.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 3240) to reauthorize agricultural
programs through 2017, and for other pur-
poses.

Pending:

Reid (for Stabenow/Roberts) amendment
No. 2389, of a perfecting nature.

Reid amendment No. 2390 (to amendment
No. 2389), to change the enactment date.

Reid motion to recommit the bill to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry, with instructions.

Reid amendment No. 2391, of a perfecting
nature.

Reid amendment No. 2392 (to (the instruc-
tions) amendment No. 2391), to empower
States with programmatic flexibility and
predictability to administer a supplemental
nutrition assistance block grant program
under which, at the request of a State agen-
cy, eligible households within the State may
receive an adequate, or more nutritious,
diet.

Reid amendment No. 2393 (to amendment
No. 2392), to phase out the Federal Sugar
Program.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
table amendment No. 2393. I ask for the
yeas and nays on that motion to table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Missouri (Mrs. McCCAS-
KILL), the Senator from West Virginia
(Mr. ROCKEFELLER), and the Senator
from Virginia (Mr. WARNER) are nec-
essarily absent.

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 50,
nays 46, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 119 Leg.]

YEAS—50
Akaka Gillibrand Nelson (NE)
Barrasso Harkin Nelson (FL)
Baucus Hoeven Pryor
Begich Inouye Reid
Bennet Isakson Risch
Bingaman Johanns Roberts
glunt %ohnson (SD) Rubio
oxer erry

Cantwell Klobuchar ganders N

X : chumer
Cardin Landrieu

. Stabenow
Chambliss Leahy
Cochran Levin Tester
Conrad Lieberman Thune
Crapo Menendez Udall (CO)
Enzi Mikulski Udall (NM)
Feinstein Moran Vitter
Franken Murray Wicker
NAYS—46

Alexander Carper Cornyn
Ayotte Casey DeMint
Blumenthal Coats Durbin
Boozman Coburn Graham
Brown (MA) Collins Grassley
Brown (OH) Coons Hagan
Burr Corker Hatch
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Heller Manchin Shaheen
Hutchison McCain Shelby
Inhofe McConnell Snowe
Johnson (WI) Merkley Toomey
Kohl Murkowski Webb
Kyl Paul Whitehouse
Lautenberg Portman Wyden
Lee Reed
Lugar Sessions

NOT VOTING—4
Kirk Rockefeller
McCaskill Warner

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
table amendment No. 2392, and I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that there be 4 minutes
of debate equally divided prior to the
vote, and that the time be controlled
by Senator STABENOW and Senator
PAUL.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, our system
of helping ensure that no one in our
country goes hungry is a noble one. We
are now asking to spend $750 billion on
food stamps. When we ask this, we need
to remember that recently a woman in
Chicago faked the birth of triplets in
order to receive $21,000 in food stamps.
We need to remember that million-
aires, including Larry Fick, who won $2
million, is still receiving food stamps
because he says he has no income. He
has $2 million but no income. Amanda
Clayton won $1 million recently in the
lottery and she was aghast she lost a
third of it to taxes. She now has two
homes and mortgage payments and
doesn’t know how can she make it
without food stamps. So we are paying
millionaires food stamps. Thirty per-
cent of Polk County inmates are get-
ting food stamps.

There has to be some reason. Should
you be able to buy junk food on food
stamps? Should you get to go to
McDonald’s on food stamps? This is out
of control. It is not about helping those
in need, it is about being wise with tax-
payer dollars and not giving people
$20,000 a year in food stamps. We need
to give only to those who cannot work,
those who are infirm, those who are
diseased and are not able-bodied. But
we are giving to millionaires, and we
are paying for junk food and giving to
those who go to McDonald’s, and it has
to stop.

This program has doubled in the last
10 years. We do not have an endless
supply of money. I think Americans
would be flabbergasted at the amount
of money and that some of these pro-
grams are duplicative. People getting
food stamps for a meal are also getting
a free lunch at school. Some of these
programs are actually advertising for
applicants. In my hometown they ad-
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vertise to try to promote people com-
ing in and getting the free lunch during
the summertime.

It is not that we won’t help people, it
is that we need to be conscious of how
much money we have and that we help
only those who cannot help them-
selves. I would ask for some reason.
The food stamp program is exploding,
and I recommend we vote for this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, first
of all, I strongly oppose this amend-
ment and urge my colleagues to vote to
table it.

I would agree with the Senator from
Kentucky that nobody who wins the
lottery should get food assistance, and
we outright ban it in this bill. We out-
right ban a number of areas where
there has been waste, fraud, and abuse.
This bill does more on accountability
on food assistance than we have seen in
many years. But it also doesn’t do
what this amendment does, which is
block grant funding, cut it, send it
back to the States with no requirement
it be used for people who truly need it.

I can tell you, coming from Michi-
gan, I have people who have never be-
fore in their lives needed help with food
assistance. They are mortified; they
have paid taxes their whole life and
they have never asked for help, but
now that the plant has closed, they
need some temporary help. Those folks
are, on average, getting help for 10
months or less, and they deserve every
dollar we can help them with.

I want to make sure that every single
dollar goes where it should go. Waste,
fraud, and abuse we tackle. But for
somebody in this great country who
has paid their taxes all their lives and
worked all their lives and now needs
help to put food on the table for the
balance of the month, they need to
know we are going to provide a little
bit of temporary help.

This amendment is outrageous and
would go completely against the com-
mitment we as a country have made to
help those who truly need it. I urge we
vote yes to table this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.
The yeas and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk called the
roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Virginia (Mr. WARNER) is
necessarily absent.

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 65,
nays 33, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 120 Leg.]

YEAS—65
Akaka Baucus Bennet
Alexander Begich Bingaman
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Blumenthal Hoeven Nelson (NE)
Boozman Inouye Nelson (FL)
Boxer Johanns Portman
Brown (MA) Johnson (SD) Pryor
Brown (OH) Kerry Reed
Cantyvell Klobuchar Reid
Cardin Kohl ) Roberts
Carper Landrieu Rockefeller
Casey Lautenberg Sanders
Cochran Leahy
Collins Levin Schumer
Conrad Lieberman Shaheen
Coons Lugar Snowe
Corker Manchin Stabenow
Durbin McCaskill Tester
Feinstein Menendez Udall (CO)
Franken Merkley Udall (NM)
Gillibrand Mikulski Webb
Hagan Murkowski Whitehouse
Harkin Murray Wyden
NAYS—33
Ayotte Graham McConnell
Barrasso Grassley Moran
Blunt Hatch Paul
Burr Heller Risch
Chambliss Hutchison Rubio
Coats Inhofe Sessions
Coburn Isakson Shelby
Cornyn Johnson (WI) Thune
Crapo Kyl Toomey
DeMint Lee Vitter
Enzi McCain Wicker
NOT VOTING—2
Kirk Warner

The motion was agreed to.
VOTE EXPLANATION
e Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I was
unable to vote on the motion to table
the Paul amendment No. 2182 this
morning due to a family commitment,
but should I have been present, I would
have voted yea on the motion to table
the amendment.

SNAP was effective in helping over
786,157 individuals in my own Common-
wealth of Virginia—including children
and the elderly—have the resources
necessary to purchase healthy food this
past year. I believe that turning this
program into a State block grant, as
Senator PAUL’s amendment would have
done, would not allow this program to
continue to be as effective. SNAP is
the bedrock of our national nutrition
safety net, serving as a first line of de-
fense against hunger, and during this
last economic downturn has made sure
that low-income families across the
Commonwealth and the country are
helped in putting food on the table
each night.e

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. REID. MR. President, I now ask
unanimous consent the pending motion
to recommit be withdrawn; that
amendment No. 2390 be withdrawn;
that the Stabenow-Roberts amend-
ment, No. 2389, be agreed to; the bill, as
amended, be considered original text
for the purpose of further amendment;
that the following four amendments be
the first amendments in order to the
bill with no other first-degree amend-
ments in order until these amendments
are disposed of: Coburn, No. 2353;
Hagan, No. 2366; DeMint, No. 2385;
McCaskill, No. 2222; that there be up to
60 minutes of debate equally divided
between the two leaders or their des-
ignees on each of these amendments;
that upon the use or yielding back of
this time on all four amendments the
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Senate proceed to votes in relation to
the amendments in the order listed;
that there be no amendments or mo-
tions in order to the amendments prior
to the votes other than on motions to
waive points of order and motions to
table; that upon disposition of these
amendments, I be recognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. COBURN. Reserving the right to
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. I wonder if I might ask
the leader a question through the
Chair. It would seem to me the process
we are planning now is that the leader
is deciding what amendments we will
vote on and what we will not. I wonder
if he would be open to the consider-
ation of us sending up 40 amendments
over the next 4 days and coming to an
agreement on this, because what we
are playing now is a game of low pri-
ority amendments versus high priority
amendments in the name of saying we
are doing something rather than hav-
ing an open amendment process, which
is the tradition of the Senate. My ques-
tion to him is would he be amenable to
have a discussion on a much larger
number of amendments so we don’t
continue to get out of order? This is
the first time I remember seeing this
list, and this is a very low priority
amendment for many.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I wish my
friend was near as exercised over the
year, 18 months, on getting on a bill. It
takes us a week to get on a bill because
we have to file motions to invoke clo-
ture every time we proceed to a bill.
We could save a lot of time if we could
get on a bill. One reason there used to
be so much, as he said, tradition—tra-
dition has been spilled into the spill-
ways—is that it was a rare occasion
you had to do anything to invoke clo-
ture on a motion to proceed. Now it is
what we do every time because the Re-
publicans demand that.

In direct answer to the question, I
have worked with Senator ROBERTS
and Senator STABENOW. We are trying
to get some amendments up. They may
be low priority on his part, my friend
from Oklahoma, but some people think
these are important amendments. The
two we just finished, no one can con-
sider those low priority amendments,
dealing with foodstamps and with
sugar. These are always big deals on
this farm bill.

So I say to my friend, Senator ROB-
ERTS and Senator STABENOW are trying
to come up with a list. The Repub-
licans are having some kind of a steer-
ing meeting or whatever it is now.
Maybe the Senator can go and visit
with them and try to help us get a list.

I am not going to talk out here about
a number, but as we did on the highway
bill, we have done it on the FDA bill,
come up with some amendments. There
is plenty of dead time around here, and
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we don’t have to spend a lot of time on
the amendments themselves. Once we
agree to them, we Kkeep on talking
about them forever.

To answer the Senator’s question,
yves, I would be happy if we could get,
as we have been trying to get for a long
time, an agreed-upon group of amend-
ments. I want to finish the farm bill. I
think it is extremely important to our
country.

So, I say to my friend, I hope we can
work something out. I have told my
friend, the junior Senator from Michi-
gan and the chairman of this com-
mittee, I would like something so we
can enter into an agreement today and
start voting on some of these amend-
ments tomorrow.

Ms. STABENOW. Would the leader be
willing to yield for a question?

Mr. REID. Yes.

Ms. STABENOW. Thank you very
much. To emphasize what the leader
indicated earlier, isn’t it true that
while we are moving forward step by
step—before we get a larger universal
agreement—as he has said, the leader
is open to work with me, Senator ROB-
ERTS, and Members on both sides of the
aisle to get a larger list in the range in
which the distinguished Senator from
Oklahoma has talked about and cer-
tainly a list which we would begin to
move through?

But while we are doing that, rather
than just biding time on the floor, this
gives Members an opportunity to de-
bate on issues they care deeply about
and continue to move forward.

In fact, is it the leader’s desire that
we do this and that we are in the proc-
ess of putting together that larger uni-
verse of amendments?

Mr. REID. In response to my friend’s
question, the reason we had these two
votes this morning is while we are
working on coming up with a finite list
of amendments, why sit around and
twiddle our thumbs? At least through
this process, we have gotten two major
amendments out of the way. They are
gone.

If my friend continues his objection,
I am going to set up some more votes
this way. Listen, this is not my pref-
erence for doing these bills. But I say
to my friend, I would hope with the
concern the Senator has for the fi-
nances of this country and how he
cares about our country, care a little
bit about these motions to proceed
which are such a waste of our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I take
the leader at his word. I will go back to
my caucus and explain that I object to
this group of bills, but I would also
note we did get two amendments out of
the way. The one amendment on sugar
that had the potential to pass wasn’t
the one we chose.

So I come back to the point, never in
the history of the Senate, with the rate
at which we see now, did we give up our
rights to allow the majority leader to
decide what amendments will be voted
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on or offered. In fact, for the last 3
days, we could have had a great open
process of having the floor open for
amendments and moved 8 or 10 amend-
ments a day. I understand the conflict.
I understand what he is trying to do,
and I understand the political rami-
fications of that.

I will go and seek the counsel and
guidance of my caucus and return and
give the leader’s message.

With that, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. REID. Before my friend leaves
the floor, I also look back at the days,
as is recounted in Caro’s book and as
we have heard here, to the days when
the majority leader truly did some
things. During the days of Lyndon
Johnson, we couldn’t even have a vote
on anything unless he gave the nod. I
don’t have that power anymore. That
has changed over the years, but I would
love to be able to have a bill brought to
the floor. If we were able to get rid of
these senseless motions to proceed that
I have to file cloture on, we could
spend a lot of time debating and
amending these bills, and that is what
we need to get to.

Mr. COBURN. If the majority leader
would yield, I think the leader could
eliminate motions to proceed very eas-
ily by saying that every bill that
comes to the floor will have an open
and honest debate determined by what
colleagues and Members would like to
debate, but we have not seen that. That
is not just the Democratic control of
the Senate; we have seen some with the
Republican control of the Senate as
well.

We are not going to solve that prob-
lem now. I will take counsel with my
caucus, and I will get back to the lead-
er.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
UDALL of New Mexico). The majority
leader.

AMENDMENT NO. 2406

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 2406 to the instruc-
tions, which is at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-
poses amendment numbered 2406 to the in-
structions of the motion to recommit S. 3240.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To eliminate certain working

lands conservation programs)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. . ELIMINATION OF CERTAIN WORK-
ING LANDS CONSERVATION PRO-
GRAMS.
(a) CONSERVATION STEWARDSHIP PRO-

GRAM.—Subchapter B of chapter 2 of subtitle
D of title XII of the Food Security Act of
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3838d et seq.) is repealed.

(b) ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INCENTIVES
PROGRAM.—Chapter 4 of subtitle D of title
XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16
U.S.C. 3839aa et seq.) is repealed.

Mr. REID. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?
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There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2407 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2406

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I now call
up amendment No. 2407, a second-de-
gree amendment, which is at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2407 to
amendment No. 2406.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To convert all mandatory spending
to discretionary spending subject to an-
nual appropriations)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 12 . FUNDING.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act or any amendment made by this
Act, each amount made available by this Act
or an amendment made by this Act that is
funded through direct spending (as defined in
section 250(c) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985(2
U.S.C. 900(c))) shall be considered to be an
authorization of appropriations for that
amount and purpose.

———————

FLOOD INSURANCE REFORM AND
MODERNIZATION ACT—MOTION
TO PROCEED—Continued

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
proceed to Calendar No. 250, S. 1940.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion is pending.

The Senator from Montana.

AGRICULTURE REFORM

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I rise to
talk about the farm bill and recognize
the fine work the Senate Agriculture
Committee did in bringing this bill for-
ward.

I am disappointed, to say the least,
that this bill is bogged down in legisla-
tive games. This bill is too important
for folks to play politics. If we want to
talk about a lack of predictability, this
is a prime example. We should be pass-
ing a bill and instead games are being

played.
Agriculture is the largest industry in
Montana. Montana’s farmers and

ranchers produce the food that powers
the Nation. Providing an effective safe-
ty net for those of us in production ag-
riculture is important, and it is poten-
tially very costly. It would have been
easy for the Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee to write a bill that keeps spend-
ing at the levels of the last farm bill,
but they did not.

This bill recognizes the fiscal chal-
lenges we face. It cuts more than $23
billion, more than double the amount
proposed by the Simpson-Bowles Com-
mission.

Due to the good work of the Senate
Agriculture Committee, this bill pro-
duces meaningful savings and reduces
the number of programs at the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. At the same time
the bill preserves a strong safety net
for farmers, invests in conservation
and nutrition and institutes much
needed reforms.
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I have offered amendments to address
the issues that still face farmers and
ranchers around the country. The first
is my provision to ensure that farmers
will be able to buy public varieties of
seeds. My amendment will make sure
the Department of Agriculture follows
through on the government’s commit-
ment to public seed varieties. It en-
sures that the USDA will devote the re-
sources necessary to support a strong
public breeding program and develop
public plant and animal varieties. For
too long the Agriculture Department
has failed to promote public seed vari-
eties. The USDA must support diverse
seed research that farmers can adapt to
various growing conditions.

My amendment will not solve the
problem, but it is a necessary first step
to ensure that farmers have a choice of
what kind of seeds to purchase.

I have also introduced an amendment
that takes a proactive approach to pro-
tect our country’s livestock producers.
Back in 2009, Senator BARRASSO and I
wrote a new law to help livestock pro-
ducers get compensation for losses re-
lated to wolves. Any producer will tell
us they would rather prevent predation
than get compensated for a loss, but
losses do happen. A number of States
receive some assistance from that pro-
gram. That is why I have introduced an
amendment to help producers protect
their livestock from the threat of pre-
dation. It is a commonsense solution to
support livestock producers who live
near protected populations of preda-
tors.

Speaking of commonsense amend-
ments, I am also offering what some
have called the biggest package of
sportsmen’s bills in a generation. My
sportsmen’s act combines over 20 dif-
ferent sportsmen bills. It comes in re-
sponse to the concerns I have heard as
a chairman of the Congressional
Sportsmen’s Caucus.

What I hear most often from sports-
men is the importance of access to pub-
lic lands. That is why this bill dedi-
cates funding to ensure sportsmen’s ac-
cess to some of the best places to hunt
and fish in this country.

Some folks might ask why is this im-
portant, but hunting and fishing is a
way of life in places such as Montana.
In fact, one in three Montanans hunts
big game and over 50 percent fish. For
us, it is not just recreation, it is a crit-
ical part of our economy. It drives and
sustains jobs.

So Senator THUNE and I, as cochairs
of the Congressional Sportsmen’s Cau-
cus, have combined the best bills and
ideas from Republicans and Democrats.
In addition to preserving access to pub-
lic lands, it reauthorizes several vital
conservation programs and preserves
our shooting heritage. That is why it
has the support in a wide variety of
sportsmen and conservation groups.
Neither party has a monopoly on good
ideas.

My sportsman’s act takes the best
from the House bill and the best from
both sides of the aisle in the Senate to
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move the ball forward for sportsmen
and sportswomen in Montana and the
Nation. By adding this sportsmen’s
package to the farm bill, we will con-
serve some of our most productive
habitat, passing on hunting and fishing
traditions to future generations and
entrusting them to those who care
about them the most.

(The further remarks of Mr. TESTER
are printed in today’s RECORD under
““Morning Business.’’)

Mr. TESTER. I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi-
dent, earlier this week I came to the
Senate floor to speak about the impor-
tance of the forestry title in what is a
bipartisan farm bill we are considering
right now as I speak.

In my previous remarks, I spoke
about a growing emergency in our Na-
tion’s forests caused by the largest
bark beetle outbreak in our recorded
history—an outbreak that is projected
to Kkill nearly every lodgepole pine in
Colorado.

I know the Presiding Officer from the
neighboring State of New Mexico is ex-
periencing these same conditions in his
State. The Forest Service has esti-
mated that 100,000 dead trees are fall-
ing in our forests every day. Hard to
imagine, but their estimates are such:
100,000 trees every day. That means our
landscapes are littered with tinder
ready to burn, which, combined with
the hot dry summer we are already ex-
periencing, is a recipe for a disastrous
fire season.

Mother Nature bats last, which
means much of what we face is out of
our control. But we can act, and we
must act, in order to manage the mag-
nitude of the crisis in our home States.

In some ways—I know the Presiding
Officer sees this the same way I do—
the forests in Colorado are the canaries
in the coal mine that tie us into and
identify the effects of a changing cli-
mate. Warmer temperatures and
drought conditions have exacerbated
beetle infestations in our forests, and
we are now dealing with an unprece-
dented combination of explosive fire
season events.

There is a raging Colorado wildfire
today, as I stand here, in Larimer
County—the High Park Fire—and it
continues to grow. It has consumed
over 46,000 acres. It has claimed the life
of a local homeowner, and it is causing
devastating effects in the surrounding
communities. As of first thing this
morning, only 10 percent of the fire had
been contained. We have made sure,
though, that all available resources are
dedicated to this effort. I am told we
now have over 1,000 firefighters on site,
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which is good news. We will not know
the true costs of the fire for some time,
but it, undoubtedly, will have a lasting
effect on my State.

I want to assure Coloradans that I
will continue to closely monitor the
High Park Fire to ensure that fire-
fighters on the ground have all the re-
sources they need to beat back this
devastating blaze. I also urge my fellow
Coloradans to heed the warnings and
follow the evacuation guidance of the
firefighters who are tasked with keep-
ing us safe. Most importantly, I ask
that we keep these brave public serv-
ants in mind as they work to protect
lives and personal property—especially
as what is a very unpredictable fire
progresses.

Again, I know the Presiding Officer
has had a series of fires in his State,
and he knows the capricious nature of
wildfire. I want to also, in giving a lit-
tle more background, point out that
the High Park Fire is burning predomi-
nantly on private land. But it is mov-
ing rapidly into a beetle-infested na-
tional forest. This is a reminder of ex-
actly why we need flexibility to treat
hazardous beetle-killed trees and to en-
gage the public in the active and col-
laborative management of our Nation’s
forests.

We cannot reverse the tragic loss of
life and property that the High Park
Fire and many other fires have caused,
but it is essential that we take steps to
understand what can be done in the fu-
ture to better prevent, prepare, and re-
spond to wildfires. We must learn more
about the conditions that make those
fires catastrophic.

Let me start by talking about home-
owners.

Homeowners can create what we
know in our States is called defensible
space, depth space. That involves clear-
ing brush, moving woodpiles, and look-
ing at other actions through which we
can protect structures. Those actions
have been proven to be the hallmark of
what has saved such properties in past
fires.

These are important takeaways we
have learned in my State of Colorado
in the wake of catastrophic fires, and
they are also the result of subsequent
stories and studies that I have called
for to inform the public about what
they can do to protect their homes and
property.

The same studies have also taught us
that Federal forest management poli-
cies must prioritize tree removal
around communities to protect homes,
roads, and infrastructure—something I
have fought to provide resources for
over the last decade. The added benefit
to these efforts is that they create
local jobs and support the critically
important timber industry in our
States.

But that is not all. We must also ad-
vance new policies that will actually
help prepare our firefighters to combat
these raging fires. A recent example of
this is action the Senate took to pass a
bill I cosponsored to expedite the pur-
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chase of much needed air tankers to
fight wildfires. Our Nation’s tanker
fleet has aged and dwindled dramati-
cally in recent years. Without suffi-
cient air tankers, we are ill-prepared to
respond to catastrophic fires—espe-
cially multiple fires at once. I am
pleased the Congress passed this bill,
and I understand the President is pre-
pared to act quickly to sign the air
tanker legislation into law. Still, we
need to and we can do more.

We need more flexibility to treat for-
ests more comprehensively. I believe,
as I mentioned at the beginning of my
remarks, the forestry title of the farm
bill is a good start. However, I believe
it does not go far enough to authorize
adequate resources to treat forests
that have been affected by bark beetle
infestations.

The Forest Service’s bark beetle
strategy calls for doubling the number
of acres it has been able to treat in
past years. In other words, the Forest
Service is saying: Look, we want to
double what we have been doing. We
believe we have the expertise to do
that. What else do they need, though?
They need money.

In fiscal year 2011, the Forest Service
allocated $110 million to treating acres
affected by bark beetles in the Western
United States. But if we are going to
double that acreage, we are going to
need more Federal support.

A year ago I fought to increase the
amount of funding the Forest Service
had available to treat hazardous trees.
I worked with the administration and
strongly supported a reprogramming
request that would have allowed the
Forest Service to use extra money to
treat problem areas in the West.

The Senate supported this common-
sense request. But, I have to tell you,
unfortunately, the House Appropria-
tions Committee stood in the way of
getting these critical funds into the
forests where it was and is still needed
most. So that inaction meant that
thousands of acres of beetle-killed
trees were not treated—areas that are
potentially now worsening the High
Park Fire as we speak.

In the new farm bill, the Agriculture
Committee has authorized $100 million
for designated treatment areas affected
by beetle infestation, which is less
money than last year, and certainly
not enough to double the number of
acres that were targeted for fire pre-
vention and tree removal.

At the current authorization level of
$100 million, the Forest Service simply
will be unable to meet its goal. To help
remedy this, I have filed a bipartisan
amendment, No. 2295, with Senator
THUNE of South Dakota, which would
increase the authorization for funding
to $200 million to authorize adequate
resources in order for the Forest Serv-
ice to address these looming and imme-
diate emergencies.

I have been a strong advocate for
finding ways to ensure we are prudent
in how we spend taxpayer dollars, but
the need to address this crisis is imme-
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diate and the threat to public health,
safety, and our economy will only get
worse, causing us to pay more later.
Another way to put it is it is less ex-
pensive to prevent fires, to prepare for
fires, than it is to fight fires and then
be involved in the rehabilitation of
those landscapes after those dev-
astating fires are finally put out.

In addition to the amendment I have
filed with Senator THUNE that would
provide increased authorization for the
funding of tree removal, I have also
filed amendment No. 2294 that would
extend Colorado’s good neighbor au-
thority.

Good neighbor authority gives the
U.S. Forest Service and the Bureau of
Land Management the capability and
the power to enter into cooperative
agreements with State foresters to
plan and implement forest health
projects on more acres more effi-
ciently. This would give my State and
other States the opportunity to col-
laborate with Federal agencies to per-
form forest, rangeland, and watershed
restoration services—actions that a
study I requested after the Fourmile
Canyon Fire in Boulder County, CO,
found firsthand helps agencies and
homeowners better prepare to reduce
the risk of damage and loss of life from
wildfires.

Lest viewers and those who are inter-
ested in wildfires think they are an ab-
erration, wildfires are actually a fact
of life in the West and in forests in gen-
eral, and they will continue to occur
over and over again in Colorado. But I
am committed to doing everything pos-
sible to learn from every fire and take
whatever precautionary measures we
can, with the hope of saving more lives,
property, and communities in the fu-
ture.

As I have said before—and we all
know—wildfires can easily become a
multimillion-dollar effort affecting
every level of government. As the bark
beetle epidemic continues to present a
significant threat to our economy, crit-
ical infrastructure, and important nat-
ural resources, we must allocate re-
sources to address this epidemic up
front in a commonsense way.

Again, I know the Presiding Officer
has faced these challenges head on in
his State. Some may see this as just
solely a western problem, but I urge
my colleagues to support bipartisan ef-
forts to ensure that we manage our for-
ests to reduce fire risk, protect water
supplies, and bolster our economy.

Forests all over our country are sus-
ceptible and vulnerable to fires. We can
work together in the Senate to ensure
that we have the tools to protect our
forests and protect the communities
and the people who live in those com-
munities.

I look forward to the Senate taking
up these two important amendments in
the near future as we hopefully move
the farm bill to passage in the Senate
and to the President’s desk.

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The remarks of Mr. UDALL of Colo-
rado are printed in today’s RECORD
under ‘“‘Morning Business.”’)

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

(The remarks of Ms. MURKOWSKI are
printed in today’s RECORD under
“Morning Business.”’)

Ms. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair
and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming is recognized.

A SECOND OPINION

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I
come to the floor today, as I do week
after week, and have since the health
care bill was signed into law, with a
doctor’s second opinion about the
health care law. I do that as someone
who practiced medicine, taking care of
families all around Wyoming for about
a quarter century.

I continue to hear great concerns
from folks back home and across the
country about the health care law. So
often people ask the question: Does the
President understand the health care
law?

Well, last week President Obama
shocked a lot of Americans when he
made a statement—not on the tele-
prompter but off script—that the ‘‘pri-
vate sector was doing fine.”” He said the
private sector was doing fine. He said
the weaknesses in our economy had to
do with State and local government.

The words made it very clear to peo-
ple in this country that the President
is not in touch with what is happening
in this country—specifically with the
economy.

But then on Monday, the President
said something else about the health
care law that made it once again look
as though he doesn’t understand what
is happening all across America. Dur-
ing an interview the President was
doing with a local news reporter from
Sioux City, IA, he actually was sur-
prised to learn that his health care law
is hurting small businesses—certainly
hurting small businesses all across the
country. He was surprised to learn of
that.

While the news doesn’t come as a
shock to most Americans, it definitely
caught President Obama off guard.
Here is what happened. The Iowa re-
porter told the President that one busi-
ness in Iowa needed to ‘‘close up shop
and move the jobs back to Wisconsin”’
because of the President’s health care
law. The President’s response to the re-
porter I found troubling. President
Obama said:

Yeah, that would be kind of hard to ex-
plain, because the only folks that have been

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

impacted in terms of the health care bill are
insurance companies.

The President said that the only
folks—only folks—who have been im-
pacted in terms of the health care bill
are insurance companies.

That is why I continue to come to
the floor with a doctor’s second opin-
ion, ever since NANCY PELOSI made the
famous statement that ‘‘first you have
to pass it before you get to find out
what is in it.”

I had hoped that by now the Presi-
dent would actually know what is in
the health care law. By his statements
to this reporter in Iowa, it certainly
seems to me the President does not
know what is in the health care law,
does not know how it is impacting jobs
and the economy in the United States.
How on Earth can President Obama be-
lieve insurance companies are the only
people impacted by the health care
law? Small businesses all across the
country are being slammed by the
law’s expensive mandates—the man-
dates that people have to have govern-
ment-approved insurance, which is
much more expensive than what they
had before. The insurance premiums
that he promised would drop by $2,500
per family have actually gone up high-
er and faster than if the law had never
been passed. The President said if you
like what you have, you can keep it.
We know that millions of Americans
who had insurance they liked are not
able to keep it.

The fact is that colleges are dropping
their insurance plans for students be-
cause, under the President’s law, those
insurance plans were going to go up
anywhere from 4 to 10 times more as a
result of the mandates that those stu-
dents buy government-approved levels
of insurance, which was a lot more in-
surance than the students mneeded,
wanted, or could afford. So the colleges
are saying we cannot pass this expense
on to students, so we are going to drop
it entirely.

It is astonishing that the President
doesn’t realize how many people are
impacted in a bad way by his own
health care law. He thinks it is only
the insurance companies, but small
business owners are forced now, be-
cause of this law, to choose between
bad choices. One is that they can offer
very high-cost government-approved
insurance, making it much more ex-
pensive for them to try to run their
business and hire workers in this time
of significant uncertainty in the econ-
omy, or they won’t offer any health
coverage at all because they cannot af-
ford the law’s out-of-touch and expen-
sive insurance mandates. The choice is
completely unacceptable, and the
President should know that.

Someone in the White House ought
to be informing the President. They
ought to clearly be leveling with the
President about the impact of his bill,
his law, and his understanding of it,
and what the impacts are on American
families and the American economy.
The private sector is not doing fine.
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This health care law negatively im-
pacts people across the country, in-
cluding many small business owners.

The President also deserves to know
from his advisers that his health care
law is having a significant impact on
American seniors.

Earlier this week, Senator COBURN
and I joined the rest of the Republican
health care providers in Congress, in
the House and Senate, and released a
“Doctor’s Note on Medicare.”” This new
report details how the President’s
health care law specifically makes it
harder for America’s seniors to get the
care they need from a doctor they
choose at a lower price.

I want to walk you through this re-
port. There is a section called ‘10
Facts Seniors Need to Know About
Medicare’s Future.”” I will focus on five
of those.

One, to control Medicare spending,
instead of trusting seniors, the Presi-
dent empowered 15 unelected bureau-
crats. That is right, the President set
up the Independent Payment Advisory
Board, people who would be politically
appointed—not elected by the voters
but unelected bureaucrats. They will
be the ones in charge of deciding and
controlling Medicare spending.

Another is that doctors overwhelm-
ingly believe the Independent Payment
Advisory Board will hurt seniors’ ac-
cess to care. This is under the facts
that seniors need to know about Medi-
care’s future as a result of the Presi-
dent’s health care law.

In a recent survey, 80 percent of doc-
tors said this Independent Payment
Advisory Board, which the President
liked and put in his health care law,
will cut reimbursement rates to doc-
tors, which will harm seniors’ access to
care.

Now let’s go to a third. Without con-
gressional action, Medicare reimburse-
ment rates will drop about 30 percent
at the end of the year, which would
harm seniors’ access to care. That is in
the law as it stands now. If the law
isn’t changed, that cut will automati-
cally go into place, and it is going to be
that much harder for seniors to get
doctors. Seniors are very concerned
right now about being able to find a
doctor. If their doctor retires, they
may have a hard time finding a new
doctor. If the senior moves locations,
they may have a hard time finding a
doctor in that location. This is an in-
creasing problem that is made worse by
the health care law.

I think the President deserves to
hear that and to know that and to real-
ize the impact his law has had on peo-
ple way beyond, as he says, just insur-
ance companies. The President also
needs to know—because seniors know—
that the President’s health care law
took $530 billion from Medicare—not to
save Medicare, not to strengthen Medi-
care, but to spend on other programs
not for seniors. The health care law cut
more than $¥% trillion from the Medi-
care Program to fund new government
programs. Seniors realize this, and it is
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time the President of the United States
understood the impact of the decisions
he made when he signed this health
care bill into law.

Many seniors on Medicare Advantage
will lose their plan. More than one in
four seniors are currently on Medicare
Advantage. It is a choice they make.
They know they are on Medicare Ad-
vantage. Over 11 million seniors are on
Medicare Advantage. Yet, according to
the Actuary of Medicare alone, by 2017,
when the Medicare Advantage cuts in
the President’s health care law are
fully implemented, roughly half—
half—of seniors who like the Medicare
Advantage plan they have will lose it.

The President said: If you like what
you have, you can keep it. Perhaps he
should have realized the bill he signed
into law would cause him to break a
number of the promises he made to the
American people. That is another one
of those broken promises. So the Presi-
dent promised: If you like what you
have, you can keep it. But we find out
many more people are not able to keep
what they have. And the President said
his plan would lower insurance costs by
$2,500 per family. Yet we see insurance
rates have gone up, and they are going
up faster than if the law had never
been passed in the first place.

So the reality is from the time I gave
my second opinion speech last week
until today, the President needs to re-
alize the private sector is not fine and
his health care law hurts small busi-
nesses, hurts seniors, and hurts pa-
tients all across this country. If the
President wants to do something to
help the private sector, he should work
with Congress to repeal his health care
law and to replace it with better re-
forms that would actually be better for
patients and providers and taxpayers.

This health care law, as I see it, is
bad for patients, it is bad for pro-
viders—the nurses and the doctors who
take care of those patients—and it is
terrible for the American taxpayer.
What we need is health care reform
that actually provides the care for peo-
ple they need from a doctor they
choose at a lower cost.

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CARDIN). The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUGAR PROGRAM

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise in
strong opposition to multiple amend-
ments to the farm bill that would un-
dermine critical support for American
sugar producers and the American jobs
they create. These amendments would
pull the rug out from underneath sugar
beet producers in my home State of
Montana. It would leave farmers and
other sugar industry workers in Mon-
tana and across the country vulnerable
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to job loss. In these tough economic
times, this is a step backwards in job
creation, and that is a step we can’t af-
ford to take.

Montana is the fifth largest sugar
beet-producing State in the Nation. In
2010, our cash receipts totaled more
than $66 million, and those dollars
mean good-paying American jobs. That
is why the farm bill continues the vital
support that helps America’s sugar
producers sustain more than 140,000
jobs and nearly $20 billion in economic
activity every year.

Our sugar policy is a proven invest-
ment in American jobs at no cost to
the taxpayer. That is right. Let me re-
peat that. The U.S. sugar policy
doesn’t cost American taxpayers a sin-
gle cent. So why in the world would we
want to get rid of this proven job cre-
ator at a time when jobs should be our
No. 1 priority?

The policy does not restrict access to
lower sugar prices for manufacturers,
but it allows sugar producers from
Montana and the rest of the United
States to compete in the world market
with access to less quality sugar,
cheaper labor, and fewer regulations.
Other countries very strongly protect
their sugar industry.

Some argue our Sugar Program,
while not costing the American tax-
payer directly, costs them indirectly at
the grocery store. But let me be very
clear: For every $1 candy bar bought at
a grocery store, only 2 cents of that
total cost is sugar. For every $1, only 2
cents of the cost of that candy bar is
sugar.

With no cost to the American people
and proven benefits extending from
rural farmers through the entire econ-
omy, this policy works. It is a lifeline
to Montana’s sugar beet farmers and
the rural communities in which they
live. I would not let us get rid of a pol-
icy that supports proven job creators
at a time when we need jobs more than
ever.

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Kansas is recognized.

FOOD FOR PEACE

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I come
to the floor this afternoon to address
an issue related to hunger, a topic that
is a significant component of the farm
bill we are debating, and particularly
to raise the topic associated with an
amendment I have offered. It is amend-
ment No. 2403.

Most of us have heard the expression,
since it is an old saying, that goes like
this: Give a man a fish and he eats for
a day; teach a man to fish and he will
eat for the rest of his life.

By teaching someone how to fish or
how to grow crops, we help them pro-
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vide food for themselves and for their
families. The bill we are considering
has funds set aside for a program called
Food for Peace, title II. They are in-
tended to do just that, to help combat
world hunger and malnutrition. We
have a long history in Kansas, Senator
Dole being a prime example of someone
who has cared greatly about hunger
not only in the United States but
around the world. The funds used here
in Food for Peace are very important
to us, certainly as a matter of humani-
tarian issues, but also to the security
of our country and its future.

There are funds designated within
that title II, some to be used for emer-
gency aid and some to be used for de-
velopmental aid, the difference being
the ability to respond to an immediate
crisis or disaster, and other funds, the
developmental aid, to be used to im-
prove the chances that crisis never oc-
curs.

The question I want to raise with my
colleagues here in the Senate is how do
we allocate the amount between emer-
gency food aid and the amount of
money we use to teach folks the skills
necessary to help them survive when
disaster strikes? We are not talking
about any new spending, any new
money; we are simply trying to address
the issue how do we allocate what
amount has already been decided upon
by the committee.

I have been to Darfur, for example,
spent time in Sudan, and saw the ef-
forts by many to keep people from
starving. Those are very important. I
am thankful for the generosity of
Americans, both as charitable organi-
zations and as taxpayers, who provide
emergency food assistance to these
people. We never want to have the kind
of suffering we see there and other
places around the world.

But I am concerned about the alloca-
tion that is included in this bill and I
have introduced an amendment to en-
sure that at least 20 percent of Food for
Peace, the title II funds, is available
each year for prevention-based pro-
grams that reduce hunger in poor, cri-
sis-prone communities. If we can pre-
vent the need for emergency food as-
sistance and help more people gain the
skills needed for their lifetime, then we
should do that. That is what this
amendment is intended to do.

The legislation we are considering
significantly reduces the minimum
amount of funding for developmental
programs that equip vulnerable people
around the world to feed themselves.
The farm bill, this farm bill we are de-
bating, reduces by nearly 40 percent
the amount of funds that would be used
for the important work of development
aid. Instead, it directs those dollars to
emergency food aid. The amendment I
am offering would raise the minimum
amount that would be spent on devel-
opmental programs by 5 percent so we
can prevent circumstances where peo-
ple are starving and need that emer-
gency aid.

This has been an issue we have
worked on for a long period of time.
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This is my third farm bill as a Member
of Congress. In the 2008 farm bill, we
created a lockbox, an amendment I of-
fered that was included in the 2008 farm
bill, that set aside about $450 million
for purposes of developmental aid,
again trying to make certain we have
the resources in place to reduce the
chances we are going to need emer-
gency aid. It is true that many coun-
tries have a high concentration of mal-
nourished children, and subsistence
farming usually goes hand in hand in
those circumstances.

Affected by droughts and crop fail-
ures, eroding soils, lack of sustainable
income, these populations are short of
food several months of the year and
they oftentimes need emergency food
aid as a result. As a consequence of
that circumstance, even though title II
emergency food aid programs are in-
tended to be short-lived, lasting be-
tween a few months maybe up to a
year, usually most emergency food aid
is directed to the same areas, year
after year, because of the continuing
need. It is a reoccurring need, in fact,
so year after year we are trying to pro-
vide emergency food aid to the same
populations and the same areas and the
same countries.

My point is we would be wiser in
spending our dollars by trying to re-
duce that reoccurring starvation, that
recurring need, that lack of food, be-
cause of the amount and length of a
food crisis and the need to stretch our
taxpayer dollars as far as possible. Be-
cause using food aid more effectively is
the key to success, the 2008 farm bill
assured that a portion of that food aid
would be combined with technical as-
sistance, training, and business devel-
opment to boost agricultural produc-
tivity, conserve natural resources, link
farmers to markets, and improve child
nutrition, incomes, and diets.

That lockbox set aside about $450
million. It is expected, if this bill were
fully funded, that these millions are
nearly now $100 million less. So we are
moving in the direction of providing a
lot less developmental aid. In fact, in
the 1970s when this program was
amended and altered, 75 percent of title
II money, of Food for Peace money,
was set aside for developmental aid.
Over time, that amount has been re-
duced, time and time again. Through
economic empowerment, improved in-
frastructure, watershed innovations,
these programs in developmental aid
help protect and safeguard against the
need for emergency aid. Providing a
consistent and adequate level of fund-
ing for prevention-based programs has
been proven to work.

For example, in Haiti, World Vision
has been implementing a 5-year multi-
year assistance program, supported by
developmental aid funding. The central
plateau region of Haiti has historically
suffered from lack of adequate food,
causing extremely high levels of pov-
erty and stunting among children
under 2 years of age. World Vision has
worked with clinic and community
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health workers through a mobile clinic
strategy to provide nutritional and pri-
mary health care support to mothers
and children. During their last na-
tional nutrition survey, large parts of
that central plateau moved from red
and yellow, crisis and severe insecurity
areas, to green, indicating the invest-
ment in preventing malnutrition using
the nonemergency programs is an ef-
fective and worthwhile investment in
fighting ongoing hunger and pre-
venting additional use of emergency
funds down the road.

In Haiti we see the example of using
the prevention dollars to reduce the
need for disaster or crisis dollars. Title
II prevention-based programs are im-
plemented by private, voluntary orga-
nizations and co-ops. They are sup-
ported, begun, by the American people.
They have regular audits and over-
sight. We are talking about organiza-
tions such as World Vision, as I men-
tioned, Catholic Relief Services, Food
for Hunger, Mercy Corps, Congressional
Hunger, the United Methodist Com-
mittee. These are folks who are en-
gaged day in, day out, year in, year
out, in trying to prevent hunger from
occurring or the circumstances which
create hunger in a community from oc-
curring. The inability to plan and pre-
dict the uncertainty of the amount of
money that would be available by what
we do each year in appropriations and
what we do every few years in a farm
bill makes their job much more dif-
ficult. So the consistency of having the
resources available to fight and the
need to fight the circumstances that
create the need for crisis intervention
is something that is important, as is
the certainty that can come from
knowing there will always be this cer-
tain amount of money available for
prevention.

Reasonable levels of food aid are im-
portant in both the urgent needs. There
are going to be crises. Certain things
happen—floods, natural disasters
occur. We know we need to be able to
respond quickly. But we also know we
need to be able to reduce the incidence
of hunger occurring time and time
again in certain areas of the world.
With this amendment, title IT will still
largely be used for emergencies but
will increase by a modest amount the
funding for developmental programs
that helps eliminate the need for that
emergency assistance down the road. I
encourage my colleagues in the Senate
to support this amendment.

I know this has been a significant
issue within the Senate Committee on
Agriculture and I appreciate their con-
sideration of this topic. I commend the
chairperson, Senator STABENOW, and
the ranking member, my colleague
from Kansas, Senator ROBERTS, for
their tremendous efforts trying to
bring to the Senate a farm bill that
meets both the needs of agricultural
producers and the people they feed. I
offer my sincere appreciation to both
those Senators and other members of
the Senate Agriculture Committee for
their work.
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I particularly wish to express my
gratitude for the Senator from Kansas,
Mr. ROBERTS, for his continuing in-
volvement in agriculture throughout
his time as a Member of the House,
chairman of the House Agriculture
Committee, now the ranking member
of the Senate Agriculture Committee.
His efforts on behalf of the folks back
home as well as around the world are
greatly appreciated by me.

Again I ask my colleagues in the
Senate to support an adequate portion
of the Food for Peace resources being
used to stave off reoccurring food cri-
ses, rather than just reacting to them.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MERKLEY). The Senator from Alabama
is recognized.

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, as we
deal with the farm bill we have to ac-
knowledge that 80 percent of that bill
now is the SNAP program, or the Food
Stamp Program. I will repeat that—80
percent of this bill. So we need to not
call it the farm bill anymore. It needs
to be considered primarily the Food
Stamp bill as that’s what it is.

When we look at the bill, our spon-
sors are rightly pleased that they have
tightened the belt of the farmers, they
reduced some of the subsidies and pro-
grams, they created a little better pol-
icy, I believe, and they deserve some
credit for that. But of the $800 billion
that will be spent in the next 10 years,
under current law—3$800 billion com-
pared to $200 billion in the rest of the
farm program—for the $800 billion they
are only claiming a $4 billion savings.

It is quite true that we in America do
not want to have people hungry. We do
not want to have people malnourished.
What we want is to run a Food Stamp
Program that has integrity, that cre-
ates an incentive for responsible per-
sonal behavior and that helps America
to be a healthy nation.

I do not think we are there yet. In
fact, we have Members on the Demo-
cratic side who are opposing even this
$4 billion reduction in projected spend-
ing. This is less than half of 1 percent.
And some of them don’t even want to
have that. Cut the farmers, all right,
whack them 10 percent; but don’t make
real cuts to anything else or deal with
any other programs. So our challenge
simply is to make sure that people who
are truly in need get the benefits. My
Republican colleagues and I see this as
a program that is temporary, helping
people through tough times and cre-
ating an incentive for them to move
on, be successful, find work and take
care of themselves and their depend-
ents.

I believe this chart will give some in-
dication of the situation that we are in
today. It is an accurate illustration of
spending in this bill, the 2013 bill,
which begins October 1 of this year.
The Food Stamp Program will make up
$82 billion out of the spending in this
legislation that we are dealing with. In
the bill, $6 billion will go to conserva-
tion programs—which is not really a
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farmer’s program, and they may get
some benefits from it—another $6 bil-
lion for commodities, which is the or-
ange in the chart, and $8 billion for
crop insurance, which is the new funda-
mental basis of farm policy. I am not
complaining that farmers are being
squeezed. Hopefully, this has been done
in a smart way that will also make
those programs better. However, what I
am suggesting is that there is virtually
no change in the 80 percent of spending
in this bill. We don’t have the money
to waste especially if it can be done
better and smarter.

The main farm provisions in the bill
experience a $14.7 billion reduction.
That is a reduction of nearly 10 percent
of spending relative to the baseline. To
add some context, if the food stamp
portion were to be reduced by 10 per-
cent, it would save the U.S. Treasury
$75 billion. Food stamp spending has
quadrupled since 2001. It doubled be-
tween 2001 and 2006. Some people say
the reason food stamp use is up is due
to unemployment and recession. Well,
that is not the entire story. For exam-
ple, from 2001 to 2006, under President
Bush’s time when the economy had a
small recession but was moving along
very strongly in 2006, it still doubled
from 2001 to 2006. At that time unem-
ployment remained at about 5 percent.
It is now 8 percent. When food stamps
were first expanded nationally, 1 in 50
Americans were on the program. Today
that number has increased to 1in 7.

Are we confident that each of those
seven Americans need this kind of sub-
sidy? Are we sure that is needed? I be-
lieve we need to examine the program.
If they need this benefit, let’s get it for
them. If not, let’s not.

There are nearly 80 welfare programs
provided by the U.S. Government, and
17 are for food and nutrition support. I
repeat, 17 programs are for food and
nutrition support. The costs now ex-
ceed $700 billion annually for all of
these Federal programs, food and oth-
ers too, plus $200 billion in State con-
tributions. So that is almost $1 trillion
a year, which is so much money it is
difficult to express.

For example, an individual on food
stamps may have a household that is
eligible to receive and may receive
$25,000 a year in total welfare support.
We have a host of programs for which
people can qualify, so we need to keep
that in mind as we go forward. There is
a patchwork quilt of Federal and State
programs that help people in need. This
is in addition to charitable and reli-
gious support that people can access.

The farm bill proposes to perma-
nently elevate food stamps far above
prerecession levels. In 2008 we spent
less than $40 billion on food stamps. I
repeat, in 2008—just a few years ago—
less than $40 billion a year. Food stamp
spending over the next 10 years is esti-
mated to average almost $80 billion.
This is double the prerecession
amount.

This chart shows how we have grown
from a little under $20 billion in 2001 to
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over $70 billion in 2022. We can see a lit-
tle decline there between 2013 and 2022.
That chart is based on projections from
the Congressional Budget Office and as-
sume that the unemployment will
begin to drop in the future—we hope
this is correct. Even though unemploy-
ment is expected to fall below 8 per-
cent, they are not showing that we are
going to have a major dropoff in food
stamp spending in the future. Hope-
fully, unemployment will be falling.
Hopefully, we will get this economy on
the right track.

I would suggest the point that is re-
vealed in this chart is that unemploy-
ment is not what is driving the food
stamp increases. The increases far ex-
ceed the unemployment rate increases,
and the decline from a projected reduc-
tion in unemployment is not very
much either.

Were food stamp spending returned
to prerecession levels those, say, in
2007, and then they were indexed for in-
flation, it would produce for the U.S.
Treasury a $340 billion savings. So I
don’t think in 2007 the numbers that
were spent are totally disproportionate
to what we would need today, and I be-
lieve if properly managed we could do
better.

The amendments I have filed—and
there are four—address some of the
perverse incentives for States to in-
crease food stamp registration rather
than an incentive to increase the integ-
rity of the program.

For example, one of the things we
need to do is to deal with the Federal
provision that provides bonuses to
States that increase the number of peo-
ple who are registered. States cur-
rently receive bonuses for increasing
enrollment and running the Food
Stamp Program. They don’t get bo-
nuses for efficiently managing the pro-
gram to reduce fraud, they don’t get
bonuses for finding people who are on
the program illegitimately and selling
their benefits in the marketplace or
otherwise abusing the program, they
get bonuses for seeing how many peo-
ple they can sign up. That is not a
sound policy.

The next amendment I have is Re-
storing the Asset Test for Food
Stamps. You would think it is pretty
well accepted that if a person has a cer-
tain amount of assets, they shouldn’t
have the government pay for their
food. But through a system known as
categorical eligibility, 43 States have
now provided benefits to individuals
whose assets exceed the statutory limit
for them. Only 11 States did that in
2007.

Why? There are a couple of reasons. I
guess one of them is they help get the
incentive bonus for signing up more
people. If they get around the asset
test and sign up more people, maybe
they get a bonus.

What incentive does the State have
to reduce the amount of dollars from
Washington? They don’t match a dime
of it. What incentive do they have to
reduce the amount of money—free
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money in their minds—from Wash-
ington going to the State? Not much
really.

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, if passed, this amendment
would save $11 billion, and all it would
do is to say that SNAP beneficiaries
would have to comply with the require-
ments of the program before they get
the food stamps. It is called categorical
eligibility. If people qualify for any
other welfare program, the States have
been given the power to say they qual-
ify for food stamps even though they
don’t meet the formal qualifications
for the food stamp program. Let me
say that again—if they qualify for
these others, under categorical eligi-
bility they are categorically entitled
to food stamps. That is not a good pol-
icy. It does not appropriately target
the correct population, and we should
fix that.

Another issue is what has been re-
ferred to as the LIHEAP loophole. This
reform—and the amendment I have of-
fered, and I hope we get a vote on it—
requires households that receive larger
food stamp payments on the basis of
home energy expense actually provide
proof of that expense. This is a real
problem. States have been part of this,
frankly. They have learned how to ma-
nipulate the Low-Income Home Energy
Assistance Program money, and it cre-
ates an opportunity to have more peo-
ple qualify for higher food stamp bene-
fits than they are entitled to. It is not
good policy and this abuse should be
dealt with. The CBO says if that abuse
were eliminated, it would save $9.5 bil-
lion over 10 years in addition to the
other savings in this bill.

Then another amendment, called the
SAVE amendment, would simply re-
quire that the Federal Government use
a program called SAVE—similar to the
E-Verify program—to ensure that
those adults receiving benefits are, in
fact, lawfully in the country. If they
are not lawfully here, they should not
be getting welfare support from the
U.S. government. How basic is that?
They just should not.

One of the most important things we
can do to restore integrity in our im-
migration system is to quit providing
economic benefits for people who vio-
late the law. This is the first thing we
need to do. It is an important thing to
do. So I think that would be an amend-
ment we should include.

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, Federal spending is set to in-
crease 50 percent over the next 10
years. I repeat: Federal spending is pro-
jected to increase 50 percent over the
next 10 years, and this creates a prob-
lem for us. Our per-person debt is worse
than that of Portugal, Greece, Spain,
or Italy.

This is a chart that shows that. We
didn’t make up these numbers, and it is
perfectly established that they are ac-
curate.

This raises a good question. What is
the per capita debt of the TUnited
States per person? In other words, what
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does the U.S. government owe? It is
$49,800 per person—man, woman, and
child in America. In Spain it is $20,000,
in Portugal it is $22,000, in France it is
$35,000, in Greece it is $40,000, in Italy it
is $40,000, and in Ireland it is $46,000.

This level of debt is not healthy for
us. So the idea that we have an unlim-
ited ability to throw money at every
problem we have and that we don’t
have to make sure every single dollar
we appropriate helps the people truly
in need, and is wisely spent, is over. We
have to end that concept. This govern-
ment, this Congress, this administra-
tion has been far too blase about man-
aging the people’s money.

It is like we just want to leave the
money out there and maybe it will cre-
ate a stimulus and somehow it will
help the economy and we will give
more than we need to give and not
worry about it. We don’t want to inves-
tigate anybody who rightfully qualifies
for these benefits. We don’t want to cut
off anybody who truly deserves these
benefits. That would be unkind. How-
ever, it is not unkind to insist that
people meet the qualifications of the
program. The people who don’t meet
the qualifications don’t get the money.
That is only common sense, and that is
justice as Americans know it.

It is amazing that 40 cents of every
dollar we spend in our country today is
borrowed. The United States is headed
for what has been called the most pre-
dictable economic crisis in its history.
The debt course we are on is
unsustainable. We are headed to a debt
crisis if we don’t change where we are
going, as every witness before the
Budget Committee, of which I am
ranking member, has told us. Yet
many Senators in this body are not
only unwilling to achieve more than $4
billion in savings from the $800 billion
program, but some even consider $4 bil-
lion too much to reduce from the pro-
gram.

The junior Senator from New York
proposes to increase food stamp spend-
ing even more than the current growth
we have seen, explaining that ‘‘food
stamps are an extraordinary invest-
ment because for every dollar that you
put into the SNAP program [the food
stamp program] you get out $1.71.” I
won’t repeat that because this is what
the director of the program said, or the
Secretary of Agriculture, I believe. He
said that for every dollar spent on food
stamps, you get out $1.71. Under this
reasoning, we ought to just increase
the food stamp program 10 times. Why
not? Under this reasoning we are going
to get even more money back. Some-
how, it is going to create a stimulus
and it is going to bring more money in
for the Treasury and make the econ-
omy grow. Why don’t we just pay for
clothes, shoes, and housing? Why not?
It is precisely this kind of thinking
that has bled our Treasury of money
that we need to pay for the demands
this country has.

I also think it is a moral issue. What
is our policy objective? Is it our na-
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tional goal to place as many people on
welfare, food stamp support, as we can
possibly put on that program? Is that
our goal? Is that a moral vision for the
United States of America, just to see
how many people we can place in a sit-
uation where they are dependent on
the Federal Government for their food?
I just ask that. I think we should wres-
tle with that question.

Under the current proposal, no fewer
than one in nine Americans will be on
food stamps at any point during the
next 10 years. Which is the better
goal—to permanently have one in nine
Americans on food stamps or to have
as many Americans as possible achiev-
ing financial independence?

Left unattended, the safety net real-
ly can become a restraint, a trap. Wel-
fare reform is guided by the moral
principle that welfare support can be-
come damaging not only to the Treas-
ury of the United States but to the re-
cipient. Over time, the trillions of dol-
lars we spend on welfare programs—
with the greatest of intentions, with
the greatest desire to do good—can re-
place the normal support role of pri-
vate family, church, and community. It
can become a barrier to self-sufficiency
and an incentive not to be engaged in
the tough, real world of work and com-
petition. So I think it is not compas-
sionate to increase without limit the
size and reach of the Federal Govern-
ment. The central premise of the
American society is that the empower-
ment of the individual is always pref-
erable to the empowerment of the
state.

The amendments we have spent a lot
of time working on—each one of them
is crafted to improve the program.
None of them represent major cuts in
the amount of spending that is in-
volved in the food stamp program. For
each one of them the biggest savings
would be about $10 billion, but in each
case it is $10 billion that would be
saved, that would make the program
more efficient, that would improve the
integrity of the program, and not re-
duce any of the benefits that will go to
those who would qualify for food
stamps under existing law. It would
not reduce that.

I am concerned that the majority
leader has filled the tree on this bill.
Senator REID has basically taken con-
trol of the amendment process. So we
have a bill moving through the Senate
that will spend about $1 trillion over
the next 10 years, and 80 percent of the
spending in this bill will deal with food
nutrition programs, with SNAP pro-
grams—380 percent of it—and we have
only had one amendment that deals
with that program—only one.

We have been here for days without
voting on anything.

Senator ROBERTS is trying to get
amendments from the Republican side
to be voted on.

The majority leader says: Well, I
don’t think I will approve that one. No,
we don’t want to vote on that. We have
already voted on something like that.
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We are not going to vote on that. You
have already had a food stamp amend-
ment. We are not going to have any
more food stamp amendments.

That is the kind of talk that is going
on here.

This is the U.S. Senate, the greatest
deliberative body in the history of the
world—something we are exceedingly
proud of—where we can have debate,
vast, continuous, intense debate. It is
part of the glory of this body. So now
we have one person—the majority lead-
er—using a parliamentary technique
called filling the tree and basically
saying I don’t get a vote on any of
those amendments I just mentioned.

I believe they are responsible amend-
ments. I believe all four should be
adopted. I believe it would make the
food stamp program better. It would
help ensure we have enough money to
make sure the people who are in need
get help. If we don’t get off the debt
course we are on, we are going to be in
a crisis and all the programs are going
to be cut—maybe more than we really
need to cut them—because we have to
get on the right course.

So I am objecting to this. I am not
happy about it. I don’t think it is
healthy. I do believe the majority lead-
er has utilized this technique of filling
the tree more than any majority leader
in history—far more than any majority
leader in history—and it is not a
healthy trend for the Senate.

We have always had a lot of amend-
ments on the farm bill, and we need to
have these amendments. So I hope and
believe that—I hope we will get votes
on these amendments. I hope that we
will be able to debate these amend-
ments and that we will be able to help
improve the food stamp program.

I want to mention one more thing.
Senator RAND PAUL offered an amend-
ment earlier that did not pass that
would have block-granted the money to
the States. I am not sure—different
people can disagree on exactly how he
would go about that and whether he did
it the right way and whether the spend-
ing level he chose was appropriate, but
let me say this: A system in which the
Federal Government gives an unlim-
ited amount of money to the States
creates a perverse incentive for the
States to make sure they achieve every
possible dollar from Washington. This
system creates no incentive for the
States to enhance the integrity of the
program and to stop those who are
abusing it, because when we spend
State money to investigate and pros-
ecute and stop abuse, we have reduced
the treasury of the State. When we re-
duce the amount of food stamps pour-
ing into the State, we reduce the
amount of Federal money coming into
a State—an additional adverse con-
sequence economically for that State.

So we need to create a situation in
which the State is given a certain
amount of money—a fair formula—and
then they have the responsibility of
making sure it goes to the right people.
If poor people aren’t getting enough



S4134

money, they will then have an incen-
tive to identify those who are improp-
erly getting the money, cut them off,
and direct the money to people in need.
We don’t have that incentive today.
That is one reason the food stamp pro-
gram is not operating effectively.

So I think Senator PAUL was correct
fundamentally in his approach that
block-granting the food stamp program
to the States would create the right in-
centive to make the program more ef-
fective, to create more integrity, and
to make sure people most in need re-
ceive the benefits.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

THE ECONOMY

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, first, I
wish to thank the Senator from Ala-
bama for calling this body’s attention
once again to the debt crisis we face as
a country. I was with some people just
a little while ago, and I was telling
them a story about a conversation I
had in Colorado about our debt and our
deficit and the moral obligation we
have to our kids to actually deal with
this problem and face up to the fact.
My then-10-year-old daughter was with
me, Caroline.

We walked out on the front stoop of
this place, and she said to me: Daddy.

I said: What.

She said: Just to be clear—she was
making fun of me because I say that
sometimes—she said: Just to be clear, I
am not paying that back.

That is the right attitude she ought
to have and the right attitude children
all across the country ought to have
and the right attitude we ought to
have. I look forward, when we get into
this discussion this summer, to finding
out how to find a bipartisan path
through this morass so that Caroline
Bennet doesn’t have to pay back a debt
she didn’t accrue.

I wanted to come to the floor today
to talk about the economy because I
think one thing we can agree on in this
body for sure is that the best deficit re-
duction program we can find would be
to get this economy moving again. I
wanted to talk about one sector in par-
ticular that has created tremendous
economic growth in Colorado; that is,
the wind energy sector. I know my col-
league from Colorado, MARK UDALL,
came down earlier today to discuss the
same issue, and I so much appreciate
his continued efforts in fighting for
these jobs.

Just a piece of context here. We face
very significant structural issues in
this economy today. I have brought
this chart down here before, but what
it shows is that our gross domestic
product—our economic output—is ac-
tually higher today than it was when
we went into the worst recession since
the Great Depression. Our productivity
is off the charts. That is the blue line,
the second line. It has been going that
way since the early 1990s because of our
response to competition from China
and India and other places, because of
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our use of technology, and because of
the recession itself, which drove pro-
ductivity straight up as firms all
across the United States tried to figure
out how to get through this tough time
with fewer people. But median house-
hold income continues to fall in this
country, and we have 23 or 24 million
people who are unemployed or under-
employed, even though we are gener-
ating this economic output.

I think there are two fundamental
answers to this. One is education. The
worst the unemployment rate ever got
for people with a college degree in the
worst recession since the Great Depres-
sion was 4.5 percent. But the other is
innovation. Jobs are going to be cre-
ated tomorrow and next week and the
week after that that have rising wages,
not lowering ones, not falling ones.
And this economic recovery, like the
last economic recovery—those two to-
gether are the first recoveries we have
had as a nation in our history where
economic growth decoupled from job
growth and wage growth. I don’t know
about the Presiding Officer, but that is
what I hear about most in my townhall
meetings at home.

The wind production tax credit, it
seems to me, cuts right to the core of
whether and how we want to compete
in this global and changing economy.

Let me show another picture here.
This is it. This is a factory in Brighton,
CO—bricks and mortar, made in Amer-
ica. It is a wind production facility. We
are not talking about some fly-by-
night experimental industry here.

This credit has triggered tremendous
economic growth in Colorado and all
across the country—good-paying jobs,
manufacturing jobs here in the United
States. As Representative STEVE KING,
a Republican from Iowa, said recently
in an op-ed he published, the produc-
tion tax credit has driven as much as
$20 billion in private investment. This
is not some Bolshevik scheme. That is
$20 billion in private investment sup-
porting jobs here in the United States,
manufacturing jobs here in the United
States.

Wind power accounts for more than
one-third of all new U.S. electric gen-
eration in recent years. In Colorado
alone, it has created 6,000 jobs. It has
moved our State toward a more diver-
sified and cleaner energy portfolio. But
because they can’t get any certainty
out of Washington, like everybody else,
developers and manufacturers are al-
ready starting layoffs. They are laying
off employees today in anticipation of
the credit expiring at the end of the
year.

Vestas, which has a huge manufac-
turing footprint in Colorado, from
Windsor all the way south to Pueblo, is
poised to lay off 1,600 workers if we fail
to act. It is hard for me to understand,
when our concerns about the deficit
and our concerns about economic
growth are ones that we hear about
every day on the floor, why laying off
1,600 workers in Colorado is a good
idea. Iberdrola Renewables, also doing
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business in Colorado, has already laid
off 50 employees. Nationally, 37,000 jobs
are at risk, not to mention the ones we
could have created after 2012 but won’t
if we let this credit expire.

I know sometimes I sound like a bro-
ken record, but the world is not going
to wait for us. Our largest single export
today 1is energy, actually—interest-
ingly enough. That is a very recent oc-
currence that we became a net exporter
of energy. Before that, our single larg-
est export was aircraft. We build the
best aircraft in the world. Mr. Presi-
dent, $30 billion a year is what that ex-
port is to the United States.

China’s export of solar panels last
year was $15 billion—half our largest
single export. They did not export 1
solar panel 10 years ago, and we in-
vented the technology in the United
States. In fact, some of us claim we in-
vented it right at home in Colorado.

I am sure China would love to have
this business as well or we can get out
of our own way and extend the PTC,
extend the tax credit, save those jobs,
and grow our own clean energy econ-
omy.

This is not a partisan issue. I led a
letter several months ago, where Re-
publicans and Democrats from the Col-
orado delegation came together to urge
a quick extension as part of the payroll
deal. That effort, unfortunately, was
not successful, nor were the others we
have tried to take in the interim.

Shortly after our letter I filed an
amendment—a bipartisan amend-
ment—with the Senator from Kansas, a
fully paid-for 1-year extension of the
credit. This place has become the land
of flickering lights. We extend one
thing for a month, we extend another
thing for 2 months.

I am very proud of the work we are
doing on FDA right now, which is a 5-
year reauthorization. But, my good-
ness, couldn’t we extend this for a year
to give people some degree of cer-
tainty, particularly when it is paid for?

I thank Senator MORAN, Republican
from Kansas, for joining me—or for let-
ting me join him—to lead that amend-
ment.

Following that, several colleagues
and I have partnered with Senator
GRASSLEY and others to write a bill
that would extend the credit for 2
years. There is clearly plenty of bipar-
tisan support out there, and I know the
people in my State—whether Repub-
licans or Democrats or Independents or
not even thinking about that—I know
they want us to get this done.

Nearly 7,600 Coloradans have already
signed a petition on my Web site sup-
porting the wind production tax credit.
I urge others today who are watching
this to visit my Web site and please
add their name.

I conclude by asking why, when the
economic stakes are as high as they
are, the Congress cannot get its act to-
gether. We need to extend the wind
production tax credit, and we need to
do it now.
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EQIP AND CSP
Mr. President, I rise to speak on
Coburn amendment No. 2353, and I
want to be the first to say how much I
appreciate the efforts of my colleague
from Oklahoma at deficit reduction. In
fact, we are currently working to-
gether to promote a comprehensive ap-
proach to deficit reduction, and I deep-
ly appreciate his leadership, which in
many ways has been unparalleled on
this issue. However, I have to oppose
this particular amendment. I under-
stand we are likely to consider the
amendment this afternoon. I urge my
colleagues to oppose the amendment by
supporting the motion to table.

This amendment will repeal the pop-
ular Environmental Quality Incentives
Program, EQIP, and the Conservation
Stewardship Program, CSP. Both are
critical programs authorized under the
conservation title of the farm bill.

In Colorado, I have heard time and
time again from our farmers and our
ranchers how critical these programs
are to holding on to their family farm.

EQIP, for example, is on the front
lines of agricultural production. It
helps farmers ensure that their oper-
ations contribute to clean water and
clean air in our rural communities. It
proactively and successfully addresses
new and emerging resource issues to
avert the need for regulation—to put
our farmers and ranchers in a place
where they have less regulation, not
more, because of the work they are
doing on the ground to conserve their
lands.

Let me give you one example from
Colorado. EQIP resources have been
used to ensure that the sage grouse
stays off the endangered species list—a
listing that would threaten ranchers
all across the West. That is the result
of the great work that has been done
by farmers and ranchers in Colorado
with EQIP.

By providing resources to mark
barbed wired fences—making them
more visible to the threatened bird—
EQIP is working for farmers and ranch-
ers, and it is working well. It is the
flagship of voluntary, incentive-based
conservation programs, which is a di-
rection I think we should be heading,
and a direction we head in this farm
bill.

Both EQIP and CSP provide quantifi-
able benefits that are reflective of the
varied conservation challenges all
across our country. So I strongly sup-
port this new conservation title as we
reported it out of the committee in a
bipartisan vote.

As I have mentioned, and has been
discussed on this bill, this bill is also
remarkable for the cuts it makes: $23.6
billion. To my knowledge, there is not
any other committee in the Senate or
any committee in the House of Rep-
resentatives that has actually reached
bipartisan agreement and, in this case,
bipartisan consensus on budget cuts,
which is the way we should be doing
business around here because it is what
the American people and the people in
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Colorado expect from us, particularly
on these difficult questions around our
deficit and our debt. And $6.4 billion of
those cuts—$6.4 billion of that $23 bil-
lion—came from the conservation title,
not all of which I liked, but we made
difficult compromises at the com-
mittee level, and we ought not make
further cuts on the floor, especially to
programs that make smart and effec-
tive investments in our rural commu-
nities.

So I will oppose, for those reasons,
amendment No. 2353 and support the
motion to table, and I urge my col-
leagues from both sides of the aisle to
do the same.

Finally, I wish to say thank you to
the chairwoman of this committee and
the ranking member, DEBBIE STABENOW
and PAT ROBERTS, for their extraor-
dinary bipartisan work in getting the
bill this far. It is my fervent hope that
leadership on both sides reaches an
agreement on these amendments so we
can move forward and do the right
thing for our farmers and ranchers
back home in Colorado.

With that, I see my colleague from
Connecticut, Senator LIEBERMAN, on
the floor. I thank the Presiding Officer
for his patience and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Pre-
siding Officer and my friend from Colo-
rado.

Mr. President, I rise to speak as in
morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

CYBERSECURITY

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
rise to speak about the urgent need for
the Senate to adopt cybersecurity leg-
islation.

I begin by recalling a recent story in
the Washington Post that detailed how
a young man living an ocean away
from us was able to use his computer
to hack into the cyber control system
of a local water utility here in the
United States. It took him just 10 min-
utes and required no special tools or no
special training.

While the hacker could have taken
over the water company’s operations
and caused real damage, instead he
posted screen shots of his hack on the
Internet to show that he had been
there and prove his point that our Na-
tion’s Internet security is woefully lax.
And it took very little in the way of re-
sources or skill to penetrate it.

This kind of story is but one piece of
what I would call an avalanche of evi-
dence showing that there is an urgent
need to pass comprehensive cybersecu-
rity legislation that will safeguard our
critical cyber infrastructure.

The fact is, as this 22-year-old’s ac-
tivities showed, and as authorities in
the area, such as ADM Mike McCon-
nell, the former Director of National
Intelligence, have said, the cyber infra-
structure which is owned by private en-
tities is simply not adequately de-
fended. And when it is not adequately
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defended—and here I am talking about
vital national systems: The electric
power grid, water companies, transpor-
tation systems, pipelines, et cetera, et
cetera—when the cyber systems that
control them now are not adequately
protected, it means our Nation is not
adequately protected because a cyber-
attack can incapacitate vital national
entities that we all depend on every
day and, in fact, cause enormous harm
and loss of life, as much as a conven-
tional attack by air in earlier con-
frontations and conflicts.

Yesterday the majority leader came
to the floor of the Senate and spoke, I
thought, eloquently about the urgency
of the Senate adopting cybersecurity
legislation. I wanted to come to the
floor today to thank Senator REID for
that statement and to say, as chairman
of the Senate Homeland Security Com-
mittee, how strongly I agree with him.
Of course, we are not alone.

A few days ago six of our Nation’s
most experienced national security
leaders, spanning the last two-plus ad-
ministrations, transcending any lines
of partisanship, wrote a letter to Sen-
ator REID urging him to bring up cy-
bersecurity legislation ‘‘as soon as pos-
sible.”” That is a quote: ‘‘as soon as pos-
sible.”

In that letter to both—not just to
Senator REID, but to Senator McCON-
NELL, the Republican leader, as well—
former Department of Homeland Secu-
rity Secretary Mike Chertoff from the
Bush administration; former Director
of National Intelligence, ADM Mike
McConnell, whom I referred to, from
the Bush administration; former Dep-
uty Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz,
also from the previous administration;
former NSA and CIA Director Mike
Hayden, also from the previous admin-
istration; former Vice Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, GEN James Cart-
wright, and former Deputy Defense
Secretary Bill Lynn sent this letter—
incidentally, to say what is already a
matter of public record. In doing so,
they express opinions that are quite
similar to what we have heard from all
the leaders of the current administra-
tion when it comes to security—Sec-
retary of Defense Panetta, Director of
National Intelligence Clapper, Director
of the CIA Petraeus, and so on, and, of
course, Secretary Napolitano at the
Department of Homeland Security.

I want to read from this letter from
these national security leaders because
it sums up where we are. I quote now:

Given the time left in this legislative ses-
sion and the upcoming election this fall, we
are concerned that the window of oppor-
tunity to pass legislation that is in our view
critically necessary to protect our national
and economic security is quickly dis-
appearing.

In the letter they went on to say—
and I quote again

We—

The signers of the letter—
carry the burden of knowing—

Along with a lot of the rest of us—
that 9/11 might have been averted with the
intelligence that existed at the time. We do
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not want to be in the same position again
when ‘‘cyber 9/11”° hits—it is not a question
of whether this will happen; it is a question
of when.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this letter be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

JUNE 6, 2012.

DEAR SENATORS REID AND MCCONNELL: We
write to urge you to bring cyber security leg-
islation to the floor as soon as possible.
Given the time left in this legislative session
and the upcoming election this fall, we are
concerned that the window of opportunity to
pass legislation that is in our view critically
necessary to protect our national and eco-
nomic security is quickly disappearing.

We have spoken a number of times in re-
cent months on the cyber threat—that it is
imminent, and that it represents one of the
most serious challenges to our national secu-
rity since the onset of the nuclear age sixty
years ago. It appears that this message has
been received by many in Congress—and yet
we still await conclusive legislative action.

We support the areas that have been ad-
dressed so far, most recently in the House:
the importance of strengthening the security
of the federal government’s computer net-
works, investing in cyber research and devel-
opment, and fostering information sharing
about cyber threats and vulnerabilities
across government agencies and with the pri-
vate sector. We urge the Senate to now keep
the ball moving forward in these areas by
bringing legislation to the floor as soon as
possible.

In addition, we also feel that protection of
our critical infrastructure is essential in
order to effectively protect our nation, and
economic security from the growing cyber
threat. Infrastructure that controls our elec-
tricity, water and sewer, nuclear plants,
communications backbone, energy pipelines
and financial networks must be required to
meet appropriate cyber security standards.
Where market forces and existing regula-
tions have failed to drive appropriate secu-
rity, we believe that our government must
do what it can to ensure the protection of
our critical infrastructure. Performance
standards in some cases will be necessary—
these standards should be technology neu-
tral, and risk and outcome based. We do not
believe that this requires the imposition of
detailed security regimes in every instance,
but some standards must be minimally re-
quired or promoted through the offer of posi-
tive incentives such as liability protection
and availability of clearances.

Various drafts of legislation have at-
tempted to address this important area—the
Lieberman/Collins bill having received the
most traction until recently. We will not ad-
vocate one approach over another—however,
we do feel strongly that critical infrastruc-
ture protection needs to be addressed in any
cyber security legislation. The risk is simply
too great considering the reality of our
interconnected and interdependent world,
and the impact that can result from the fail-
ure of even one part of the network across a
wide range of physical, economic and social
systems.

Finally, we have commented previously
about the important role that the National
Security Agency (NSA) can and does play in
the protection of our country against cyber
threats. A piece of malware sent from Asia
to the United States could take as little as
30 milliseconds to traverse such distance.
Preventing and defending against such at-
tacks requires the ability to respond to them
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in real-time. NSA is the only agency dedi-
cated to breaking the codes and under-
standing the capabilities and intentions of
potential enemies, even before they hit
‘“‘send.” Any legislation passed by Congress
should allow the public and private sectors
to harness the capabilities of the NSA to
protect our critical infrastructure from ma-
licious actors.

We carry the burden of knowing that 9/11
might have been averted with the intel-
ligence that existed at the time. We do not
want to be in the same position again when
‘cyber 9/11° hits—it is not a question of
‘whether’ this will happen; it is a question of
‘when.’

Therefore we urge you to bring cyber secu-
rity legislation to the floor as soon as pos-
sible.

Sincerely,
HON. MICHAEL CHERTOFF,
HON. J. MIKE MCCONNELL,
HON. PAUL WOLFOWITZ,
GEN. MICHAEL HAYDEN,
GEN. JAMES CARTWRIGHT
(RET),

HON. WILLIAM LYNN III.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. The majority lead-
er came to the floor yesterday, as I
have said, echoing these sentiments in
his floor speech, when he said:

When virtually every intelligence expert
says we need to secure the systems that
make the lights come on, inaction is not an
option.

I could not agree more with Senator
REID.

The fact is, the House of Representa-
tives, the so-called other body of Con-
gress, has passed a cybersecurity bill—
a package that I think takes some sig-
nificant initial good steps. I thank the
House for that. But I believe the bipar-
tisan Senate Cybersecurity Act of 2012,
S. 2105, which is sponsored by Senators
COLLINS, FEINSTEIN, ROCKEFELLER, and
me, takes the additional necessary
steps to secure our cyber systems and,
therefore, is preferable.

It is preferable, in large part, because
it addresses the need to secure our Na-
tion’s critical cyber infrastructure;
that is, the computers that control the
systems that, if commandeered, at-
tacked or intruded upon, could allow
an attacker to open and close key
valves and switches in pipelines for gas
and oil and refineries and factories and
water and sewer systems and electric
plants and banks and along transpor-
tation nodes without detection by their
operators.

We need to pass this bill or some-
thing very much like it so we can go to
conference with the House and iron out
whatever differences we have this year
so we can get legislation to the Presi-
dent’s desk. He has endorsed, I am
grateful to say, S. 2105—certainly en-
dorsed the principles that are in it.

We have to do that so we raise our
defenses before we are victims of a
cyber 9/11. The time remaining to do so
in this session is obviously growing
shorter. We know the lameduck session
will be almost exclusively taken up
with difficult questions about the
budget, debt, sequester, the expiration
of the so-called Bush tax cuts and
much more. So we have to act.

I am encouraged by Senator REID’s
statement yesterday and my own belief
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after conversations with him that the
leader is intent on bringing this legis-
lation to the floor in July. The truth
is, if we do not take it up in July and
see whether we have the votes—and I
am confident we will when it comes to
the floor—we are not going to be able
to pass this legislation that is timely
and allows us to go to conference,
reach an agreement, and send the bill
to the President of the United States
for his signature.

When talking about cybersecurity,
the biggest threats we all know come
from other nations, nation states, also
nonstate actors such as terrorists and
organized crime syndicates. But this
young man I referred to at the begin-
ning of my statement and his ability to
quite easily penetrate the cyber con-
trol system of a local water company
in the United States shows us that an
attack can come from just about any-
one and from just about anywhere.

According to the Washington Post
story, ‘““This individual who goes by the
name prOf is a bright unemployed 22
year old who favors hoodie sweatshirts
and lives in his parent’s home some-
where overseas.”’

But this good guy, white-hat hacker,
knows the risks our Nation is facing.
He told the Post:

Eventually, somebody will get access to a
major system and people will be hurt. It is
just a matter of time.

That is the truth. Six of our Nation’s
premier equity security experts are in
agreement with this 22-year-old hacker
as they said in their letter: It is just a
matter of time. We have to act before
that time comes. To my colleagues who
have concerns about the Cyber Secu-
rity Act of 2011, the Collins-Feinstein-
Rockefeller-Lieberman legislation, I
say: Come on and work with us. We can
and must resolve our differences. In
fact, around some of the major areas of
discussion, controversy, the section of
our bill that has performance require-
ments for private sector entities that
own the most critical infrastructure
which, if attacked, could cause mass
deaths, casualties, catastrophic eco-
nomic loss, and a denigration of our
national security, those are—and then
the other section being the informa-
tion-sharing section, where some peo-
ple have civil liberties or privacy con-
cerns, there is a good-faith effort going
on to resolve those differences because,
I think increasingly, Members of the
Senate on both sides, just reacting to
the facts, are worried this is a real and
present danger to our security.

Perhaps the most real and present
immediate danger of a massive attack
on our homeland that exists today is
by cyber attack. I do not think any of
us wants to look back and say: Why did
we not act before we were attacked?
Therefore, I am encouraged by these
deliberations. But I say to anybody
else who has concerns about our bill,
Members of the Senate, please be in
touch with Senators COLLINS, FEIN-
STEIN, ROCKEFELLER or myself.
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If we cannot resolve our differences,
then draft amendments and let’s de-
bate them on the floor and have up-or-
down votes and let the Senate work its
will. As Senator REID said in his re-
marks yesterday:

Everybody knows this Congress cannot
pass laws that do not have broad bipartisan
support. So we are going to need to work to-
gether on a bill that addresses the concerns
of lawmakers on both sides of the aisle.

That time is coming soon, I am con-
fident to say, based on my conversa-
tions with the majority leader. That
time is coming soon on the floor of the
Senate, but we have to start now to
make sure we are ready when the bill
comes to the Senate floor. I guarantee
that one day in the near future, if we
do not pass comprehensive cybersecu-
rity legislation, and there is a serious
and significant cyberspace attack on
us, we will rush to pass it and that will
be too late and we will not do it in a
thoughtful way.

Time grows short while the threat
keeps swelling. What if the next 22-
year-old who decides to take over a
water plant or an oil or gas pipeline or
an electric powerplant decides to make
a more convincing demonstration than
just posting screen pictures online? If a
22-year-old can do this, think what an
enemy nation with a significant
amount of money and personnel and
training behind it could do to us if we
are not adequately defended?

I say to my colleagues on both sides
of the aisle, because this is not a par-
tisan issue at all, this is a national se-
curity-homeland security issue: Let’s
get to work. Let’s get ready for the
floor debate on cybersecurity that I am
confident is coming soon. Then let’s
pass this urgently needed legislation
for the sake of both our national and
economic security.

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. KLO-
BUCHAR). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business for up to 20 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

STRENGTHENING AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION

Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, I am
going to take a few minutes to outline
the amendments I plan to offer on the
farm bill. In beginning, I particularly
want to commend the chair of the com-
mittee, Senator STABENOW, and Sen-
ator ROBERTS. I think we all under-
stand that if you want to tackle a big
issue, an important issue, you have to
find a way to come to something re-
sembling common ground.

This bill is especially important.
This is a jobs bill at a time when our
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country needs good-paying jobs. It is
an extraordinarily important health
bill, particularly one with great impli-
cations for how America tackles the
issue of obesity. It is an environmental
bill because it has great implications
for conservation. And, of course, it has
extraordinary impact on rural commu-
nities—rural communities that are
hurting right now.

The amendments I am going to be of-
fering on the farm bill address those
major concerns, and those concerns are
particularly important to my State.
My State does a lot of things well, but
what we do best is we grow things. We
grow things, add value to them, and
ship them somewhere. We grow lots
and lots of things—hundreds of crops,
wonderful fruit and vegetables. We
want to have a chance to grow this
part of our economy. It is a $5 billion
economy for the State of Oregon, and
one we want to strengthen in the days
ahead.

The first amendment I will be offer-
ing on the farm bill addresses the Farm
to School Program. Schools all across
the country purchase produce—pears,
cherries, tomatoes, and lettuce—from
Department of Agriculture warehouses.
In some cases, the warehouses may be
hundreds and hundreds of miles away.
There are schools, however, that wish
to source their fruits and vegetables lo-
cally. There are producers who wish to
sell their goods to local schools.

You don’t have to be a fancy econo-
mist, but that sounds like a market to
me. The Congress ought to enable this
market, not make it more difficult for
this market to function. I spent a lot of
time in rural Oregon over the last few
months. As I have previously indicated,
Harry & David, a producer in my home
State—and a lot of Senators have got-
ten their wonderful products over the
years as holiday gifts—wants to sell
their wonderful pears to the school
down the street. In attempting to do
so, Harry & David has been met with a
real maze, a welter of odd Federal
rules, that has prevented them from
doing so.

It should not be bureaucratic water
torture for a local producer to sell to a
nearby school. It is getting at that
kind of bureaucracy and redtape that
my Farm to School amendment seeks
to address. As of now, Federal agri-
culture policy seems to be dishing out
a diet of paperwork, process, and lim-
ited options, when we ought to be pro-
moting innovation and getting away
from this sort of one-size-fits-all ap-
proach.

My Farm to School amendment
would allow for at least five Farm to
School projects across the country,
where States like mine that are inno-
vative, have established and proven
Farm to School programs in place,
would be able to source healthy, qual-
ity produce rather than buy it from
one of these faraway Federal ware-
houses.

Under this kind of approach, with
this crucial program, the schools are
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going to win, our farmers are going to
win, and our kids will be able to enjoy
delicious local produce every day with
this particular amendment.

The second amendment I plan to
offer also encourages healthier eating.
This one deals with the SNAP pro-
gram—the program formerly known as
Food Stamps. As the occupant of the
chair knows, this program represents a
substantial amount of the funding for
the farm bill—over $70 billion. There
are 700,000 SNAP recipients in my
home State of Oregon. For too many
Oregonians, this program is the only
thing that stands between them and
hunger.

I have said it on this floor before, and
I want to say it again: I am not in
favor of cutting these benefits; quite
the contrary. I think Senator GILLI-
BRAND has an excellent amendment to
ensure that that doesn’t take place. I
hope she will win support in the Senate
for it. We should not have, in a country
as rich and strong as ours, this many
Americans going to bed at night hun-
gry and trying to dig themselves out of
the great recession at the same time.
So I am not in favor of cutting SNAP
benefits, but I am in favor of
incentivizing this program to make it
possible for those of modest incomes to
get healthier, more nutritious foods,
especially in light of the growing obe-
sity epidemic our country faces.

What troubles me is that, in one
sense, the Food Stamp Program, the
SNAP program, is something of a con-
veyor belt for calories. It essentially
says all of the various food products
are equal. At a time when we see such
extraordinary rates of obesity, particu-
larly for low-income children and low-
income women, I only hope we can look
at ways to create incentives for
healthier eating.

I am not in favor of setting up some
kind of Federal policy that starts dic-
tating from Washington, DC, what
folks who are using the SNAP program
can eat. I am not interested in some
kind of national nanny program, or
something that says you can’t eat this
or that. What I am proposing is that
here in the Senate, we look at ways,
particularly when you are talking
about $70 billion of Federal nutrition
spending, to at least promote healthier
eating wherever possible, and the in-
creased consumption of healthy fruits
and vegetables.

Studies by the Centers for Disease
Control show that low-income women
and children—those most likely to re-
ceive SNAP benefits—are more likely
to be obese than higher income women
and children. What I am proposing with
this amendment is giving the States
some flexibility to try out ways to
make SNAP benefits a launch pad for
better nutrition, rather than, as I char-
acterized it earlier, a conveyor belt for
calories.

What I wish—and I know the Chair
hails from a State with a substantial
amount of agriculture—is to see farm-
ers, retailers, health specialists, and
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those who rely on the SNAP program,
to get together and find a consensus—
some common ground—on a way to
wring more nutritional value out of
those SNAP benefits.

In Oregon, we have tried this idea
out. Those in the retail community,
farmers and anti-hunger groups got to-
gether, and this group thinks they can
do more to improve nutritional out-
comes under this very large program.

The amendment makes clear that
you could not get a waiver to reduce
eligibility, or reduce the amount of
benefits that someone on the SNAP
program receives. But you could, for
example, try various approaches to
promote nutritional eating. A State
could encourage SNAP recipients to
purchase more fruits and vegetables by
partnering with grocery stores or other
food sellers to provide coupons to en-
able SNAP recipients to purchase extra
or discounted fruits and vegetables.
There are now programs that allow
SNAP benefits to be exchanged at
farmers markets for coupons that
produce $2 worth of produce for $1 of
SNAP benefits. The cost of the extra
produce is paid for using non-federal
funds. A State waiver could enable this
type of program, for example, to be ex-
panded beyond farmers markets.

There is a host of innovative pro-
posals, in my view, that could improve
public health and increase the con-
sumption of healthy food. I hope as we
go forward toward the conclusion of
this legislation in the Senate, we can
look at ways to accept the proposition
that not all of the wisdom resides in
Washington, DC, particularly when we
are seeing these skyrocketing rates of
obesity, tragically with special impli-
cations for low-income women and
children. I think there are better ways
to proceed. This amendment empowers
States to have that opportunity.

The third amendment I am going to
offer, I have not spoken about on the
floor to date, and I wish to take just a
minute to describe what this amend-
ment deals with. It is an amendment I
plan to offer that addresses the issue of
industrial hemp farming. It is cospon-
sored by Senator RAND PAUL and is
identical to legislation in the House,
which has 33 bipartisan cosponsors.

This is, in my view, a textbook exam-
ple of a regulation that flunks the com-
monsense test. There is government
regulation on the books that prevents
America’s farmers from growing indus-
trial hemp. What is worse, this regula-
tion is hurting job creation in rural
America and increasing our trade def-
icit. When my colleagues get more in-
formation about this outlandish, out-
rageous restriction on free enterprise, 1
think most of them are going to agree
the restriction on industrial hemp is
the poster child for dumb regulations.
The only thing standing in the way of
taking advantage of this profitable
crop is a lingering misunderstanding
about its use. The amendment I have
filed on this issue will end a ridiculous
regulation once and for all.
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Right now, the United States is im-
porting over ten-million of dollars of
hemp products to use in paper prod-
ucts, construction materials, textiles,
and a variety of other goods. We are
importing a crop that U.S. farmers
could be profitably growing right here
at home if not for government rules
prohibiting it.

Our neighbors to the north can see
the potential for this product. In 2010,
the Canadian Government injected
over $700,000 into their blossoming
hemp industry to increase the size of
their hemp crop and fortify the inroads
they’re making in U.S. markets, at the
expense of our farmers. It was a very
good bet. U.S. imports of hemp prod-
ucts have consistently grown over the
past decade, increasing by 300 percent
in 10 years. From 2009 to 2010, they
grew 35 percent. The number of acres in
Canada devoted to growing industrial
hemp nearly doubled from 2011 to 2012.

I know there are going to be Mem-
bers of Congress, and others who are
listening to this, who are going to say
all this talk about hemp is basically
talk about marijuana. The fact is,
while they come from the same species
of plant, there are major differences
between them. They have different har-
vest times, they’re different heights,
and the cultivation techniques are
markedly different. And when we rec-
ognize those differences, we’ll be able
to focus on the benefits from producing
domestically the hemp we already use.

Under this amendment, the produc-
tion of hemp would still be regulated,
but it would be done by the States
through permitting programs, not the
Federal Government. Nine States have
already put legislation in place to pro-
vide for a permitting system that en-
forces the prohibition on marijuana
and ensures that industrial hemp main-
tains a very low THC level—under 0.3
percent. The lowest-grade marijuana
typically has 5 percent THC content.
The bottom line is no one is going to
get high on industrial hemp.

Hemp has been a profitable com-
modity in a number of countries. In ad-
dition to Canada, Australia also per-
mits hemp production, and the growth
in that sector helped their agricultural
base survive when the tobacco industry
dried up. Over 30 countries in Europe,
Asia and North and South America
currently permit farmers to grow
hemp, and China is the world’s largest
producer. In fact, our country is the
only industrialized nation that pro-
hibits farmers from growing hemp.

Oregon is home to some of the major
manufacturers of hemp products, in-
cluding Living Harvest, one of the larg-
est hemp food producers in our coun-
try. Business has been so brisk there
that the Portland Business Journal re-
cently rated them as one of the fastest
growing local companies.

There are similar success stories in
other States. One company in North
Carolina has been incorporating hemp
into Dbuilding materials, reportedly
making them both stronger and more
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environmentally friendly. Another
company in California produces hemp-
based fiberboard.

No country is better than ours at de-
veloping, perfecting, and expanding
markets for our products. As the mar-
ket grows, it ought to be domestically
produced hemp that supplies that
growth.

I would like to close on this topic
with a couple statements by one of the
leading newspapers in my State, The
Bulletin. I think it would be fair to say
The Bulletin would not cite itself as
one of the first places one ought to
look for left-wing thinking, and here is
what they had to say with respect to
my amendment, which they encour-
aged support for:

producers of hemp products in the
United States are forced to import it. That
denies American farmers the opportunity to
compete in the market. It’s like surren-
dering the competitive edge to China and
Canada, where it can be grown legally.

The editorial then goes on to say:

Legalizing industrial hemp does not have
to be a slippery slope towards legalizing
marijuana. It can be a step toward removing
regulatory burdens limiting Oregon farmers
from competing in the world market.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD a copy of the
editorial from The Bulletin.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Bulletin Staff, June 9, 2012]
U.S. SHOULD LEGALIZE INDUSTRIAL HEMP
(Editorial)

U.S. Sen. Ron Wyden, D-Ore., has intro-
duced a change to the farm bill to remove
the federal prohibition on growing industrial
hemp. Wyden’s change would put an end to
an unnecessary ban.

The Oregon Legislature authorized the
growing of industrial hemp in 2009, but fed-
eral law still blocks hemp as an illegal crop.

Why? Federal policy does not distinguish
between the varieties of cannabis. Some are
good for oilseed and fiber. Some are better
for smoking to get high.

Yes, both do contain the hallucinogenic
compound delta-9 tetrahydrocannabinol
(THC). Industrial hemp is low in it Mari-
juana is high in it.

That doesn’t mean the country should ban
growing all of it.

Industrial hemp is versatile and can grow
like crazy. It can be used for paper, clothes,
rope. The seed oil can be used for a variety
of things: food, paint, pharmaceuticals and
more.

It’s already used in Oregon and across the
country. But producers of hemp products in
the United States are forced to import it.
That denies American farmers the oppor-
tunity to compete in the market. It’s like
surrendering the competitive edge to China
and Canada, where it can be grown legally.

There are concerns about what legalizing
hemp would mean. Would it be another head-
ache for law enforcement?

One way to solve that, if it’s a problem, is
to require industrial hemp fields to be 1li-
censed and require random testing to ensure
the crop is low in THC. Oregon’s law said the
state could seize crops that had a THC level
higher than 0.3 percent.

Legalizing industrial hemp does not have
to be a slippery slope toward legalizing mari-
juana. It can be a start toward removing reg-
ulatory burdens limiting Oregon farmers
from competing in the world market.
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Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, if
this farm bill is about empowering
farmers and increasing rural jobs, let’s
give them the tools they need to get
the job done. Let’s boost revenue for
farmers and reduce the overhead costs
for the businesses around the country
that use this product. And let’s put
more people to work growing and proc-
essing an environmentally friendly
crop with a ready market in the United
States.

For all the reasons I have described,
I will be urging my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment so the law can be
changed and farmers are not prevented
from growing a profitable crop in the
future.

Even though my amendment is about
growing a crop and should be clearly
relevant to the farm bill, it may be
blocked from getting a vote because of
the Senate rules on what amendments
are allowed to be offered once cloture
is invoked on the bill. If I get the op-
portunity, I am going to bring this
amendment up through the regular
order. But if cloture is invoked and my
amendment is not allowed, I want col-
leagues to know I will be back at this
again until there are smarter regula-
tions in place for industrial hemp.

In closing, let me say I don’t think
we can overstate the importance of the
best possible farm bill. Senator STABE-
NOW and Senator ROBERTS have, in my
view, done yeomen’s work in trying to
build a bipartisan approach. The ques-
tion now is can we use the amendment
process to improve on the kind of bi-
partisan effort they brought to the
floor.

BEach of the areas I have described
this afternoon—improving the Farm to
School program, wringing more value
and better nutritional outcomes from
the SNAP program, and helping a
promising hemp industry—give us a
chance to attain the objectives of what
I have described as the best possible
farm bill, and we can do this all with-
out spending one single dime of addi-
tional taxpayer money—not a dime of
additional taxpayer money. It is my
hope we can take the good work that
has already been done by Senators STA-
BENOW and ROBERTS and build on that.
I hope the Senate will support the
three amendments I have described
this afternoon.

With that, I yield the floor, and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President,
first, let me thank all of our colleagues
who are working with us as we move
forward in putting together a package
of amendments to be voted on here in
the Senate. I want to thank everyone—
of course my ranking member, Senator
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ROBERTS, but also people on both sides
who are working together in good faith
as we move through this process.

This morning, we did have two votes,
and in the next little while we will
have two more. And I do want to speak
to one of those but also to just indicate
again to all of our colleagues how im-
portant it is to farmers and ranchers,
families, and rural communities across
America that we come together and
pass this farm bill.

Sixteen million people have jobs re-
lated to agriculture. I am not sure
there is any one single piece of legisla-
tion we have had in front of us that ac-
tually impacted 16 million people like
this one. Of course, we are very proud
of the way we have come together in a
bipartisan way to propose something
that actually cuts the deficit by over
$23 billion and creates real reforms
that taxpayers and farmers have asked
for, while strengthening our risk-man-
agement tools for agriculture, con-
servation, other jobs efforts, certainly
rural development, alternative energy,
and certainly our support for families
with their own personal disaster when
it comes to putting food on the table
during an economic downturn for
them.

I want to specifically take a moment,
though, to speak and urge my col-
leagues to vote yes on a motion to
table Coburn amendment No. 2353,
which would repeal two of the most
successful conservation programs in
the history of our country, the Envi-
ronmental Quality Incentives Program,
which we all call EQIP, and the Con-
servation Stewardship Program.

EQIP is on the front lines of produc-
tion agriculture, helping farmers com-
ply with regulatory pressures, and it
has been very effective. It is the cor-
nerstone of our country’s commitment
to voluntary, incentive-based conserva-
tion—voluntary—working with farm-
ers, working with ranchers in a vol-
untary way, to partner with them to be
able to provide ways to tackle environ-
mental issues we all care about.

I would underscore the fact that
what we call the farm bill is actually
the largest investment we as a country
make in conservation of land, air, and
water on working lands—Ilands that are
owned by the private sector,
partnering, because we all have a stake
in runoff and clean water issues and
erosion issues and all of the other
things that relate to protecting our
wildlife and our wetlands for not only
habitats but also for our hunters and
fishermen and all of the other issues
around which we celebrate what we
have been able to do around conserva-
tion in this country.

EQIP really is a cornerstone of our
commitment to a voluntary incentive-
based conservation program. It pro-
vides a cost share to farmers to imple-
ment practices that have been abso-
lutely proven to work to benefit our
country’s soil, air, and water resources.

This last year the Environmental
Quality Incentive Program entered
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into 38,000 contracts with farmers and
ranchers all across America, covering
13 million acres of land. EQIP has a
number of incredible stories across the
country—in Louisiana, helping farmers
recover from Hurricane Katrina; in
Oklahoma, helping producers imple-
ment best management practices to re-
duce sediment in the Mission Creek,
improving water quality, helping re-
store fish populations. In Michigan,
they have helped farmers struggling
with bovine TB protect their herds and
livelihoods.

So this is one of two critical con-
servation programs that would be re-
pealed by this amendment. The other
one is the Conservation Stewardship
Program. This encourages higher levels
of conservation across agricultural op-
erations as well as the adoption of new
and emerging conservation practices.
CSP encourages producers to address
resource concerns by undertaking addi-
tional conservation activities and im-
proving and maintaining their current
activities. And they focus on seven re-
source concerns as well as energy—soil
quality, soil erosion, water quality,
water quantity, air quality, plant re-
sources, and animal resources—all
things important not only for our
farmers and ranchers but to all of us—
every community, every State, all of
us in the country.

This program is extremely popular.
It has been very successful. This year
producers enrolled 12 million acres in
the program, and this brings the total
to 49 million acres across the country
that now have conservation practices
as a result of the CSP. It provides con-
servation bankers with more acres
than any other conservation program
in the country. I strongly urge we table
this amendment. I ask for a ‘‘yes” vote
in tabling the amendment.

I would like to talk a little bit more
about what we have done in a positive
way in the conservation title. One of
the areas of this bill I am most proud
of is the work that has been done with
conservation and environmental groups
all across the country—in fact, we have
643 conservation and environmental
groups that have said this is the right
approach.

In tough economic times, when we
know we do not have additional dol-
lars, we took a look at every single
page, every single program. There are
23 different programs in conservation.
Every time somebody had a good idea,
a program got added rather than look-
ing at duplication, redundancy, how we
can streamline and make it better for
farmers, communities, better for
ranchers, make it simpler and more un-
derstandable. So we decided to go back
and do what every taxpayer and every
citizen has asked us to do; that is,
streamline, make more accountability,
cut the paperwork, make things work
better.

We do support flexibility. We support
locally led ground-up voluntary efforts.
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We increase transparency and account-
ability, we streamline, consolidate pro-
grams, help farmers comply with regu-
latory pressures, and we basically have
come together. We have taken 23 dif-
ferent programs down to 13 and put
them in three different areas and cre-
ated a lot of flexibility. We want to
stretch the dollars even further in four
areas: working lands, easements, con-
servation reserve programs, and re-
gional partnerships, which are so im-
portant to so many of us.

All across the country family farms
are passed down to children, grand-
children, and great-grandchildren. Our
rapidly growing population demands
our farmers and ranchers double their
production over the next few decades
and use fewer acres to do it, so innova-
tion in farming is absolutely critical.
But no amount of technology can make
up for degraded soil or polluted water.

The farm bill’s conservation pro-
grams help our producers meet their
challenges and the country’s chal-
lenges, ensuring that we have a safe,
abundant food supply, clean water, and
thriving wildlife populations for many
generations to come.

It is wonderful to see the partner-
ships that are going on all across
Michigan, all across the country. Many
farmers take advantage of these vol-
untary, incentive-based conservation
programs. In our Great Lakes region
alone—I would say not only Michigan
but our Presiding Officer from Min-
nesota certainly cares as well. We
championed together so many times on
the Great Lakes initiative. But in the
Great Lakes region alone farmers use
one form of conservation on 95 percent
of the acres. On 95 percent of the acres
we have conservation going on.

As we look at streamlining from 23 to
13 programs, making them more flexi-
ble and so on, we actually have been
able to achieve savings of $6 billion
while maintaining conservation func-
tions, and I would argue strengthening
their effectiveness as well while cut-
ting the dollars. Nationally, there are
357 million acres of cropland, 406 mil-
lion acres of forest land, 119 million
acres of pasture land, and 409 million
acres of rangeland under private own-
ership in the United States. That is a
lot of land, and all of that is impacted
by what we do in the conservation title
of the farm bill.

We also know the challenges my
farmers face in Michigan are different
than those in Kansas or Oklahoma or
Minnesota or Montana. We have built
in enough flexibility in this new title,
modernizing it, reforming it, creating
flexibility to be able to meet very dif-
ferent needs across the country. I will
briefly go through each area. We are fo-
cusing, as I said, on four different
areas.

Working lands, where we have two
programs that are proposed to be elimi-
nated right now, the Environmental
Quality Incentives Program, which I
spoke about, and CSP is in the working
lands title. We also include the con-
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servation innovation grants, which are
geared to projects that offer new ap-
proaches to providing producers envi-
ronmental and production benefits.
Again, we look for ways to support ef-
forts that have not been receiving on-
going funding through the past bill to
be able to continue and have greater
flexibility in a number of different pro-
grams.

One is critical, I believe, for Amer-
ica’s sportsmen and sportswomen; that
is, access to good recreational land. I
know that is very important to my
State of Michigan, very important to
my family.

The Voluntary Public Access and
Wildlife Incentives Program encour-
ages farmers to open their land for rec-
reational uses—hunting, fishing, bird-
watching. Right now, 26 States are tak-
ing advantage of the program, and we
continue that in the bill, which is very
important.

Our second area is on easements.
There are three existing conservation
easement programs. We are putting
them into one to protect our lands
from development and keep them de-
voted to agricultural use as well as to
keep the land for grazing. Wetland
easements restore, protect, and en-
hance wetlands which are important to
water quality, quantity, and wildlife
habitat in many areas also.

We are focusing on long-term land
protection. Over the last 20 years the
Wetlands Reserve Program helped
more than 11,000 private landowners
voluntarily restore, protect, and en-
hance wetlands and wildlife habitat. So
we are very pleased all of this is in the
bill as well.

The Conservation Reserve Program
has been very successful. From 2006 to
2010 the USDA estimates the Conserva-
tion Reserve Program was responsible
for reducing 1.09 billion tons of sedi-
ment, 3.1 billion metric tons of nitro-
gen, and 613 million pounds of phos-
phorus from going into our waters—
that is an accomplishment—from going
into our Great Lakes, into our oceans,
into our rivers, into our streams. These
are the main contributors to many of
the water quality issues we face as a
country.

During the same time period, USDA
estimates the Conservation Reserve
Program contributed 284 million met-
ric tons of greenhouse gas reduction. It
is reducing CO,. I would say it is equiv-
alent to taking 55 million cars off the
road for a year. Coming from the car
State, I appreciate CRP doing that. We
want to be able to continue to drive
our automobiles, and we are proud of
what we are doing around automobiles,
but can you imagine that this program
alone has taken enough CO, out of the
atmosphere to equate to 55 million cars
being taken off the roads?

As of 2011, CRP was enrolling just
under the acreage cap of 32 million.
Over the next couple of years, over 15
million acres are set to expire. We rec-
ognize not all of those will be re-
enrolled, but we want to make sure
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there is adequate room to reenroll the
most sensitive acres.

As an example of the effectiveness of
CRP, last year parts of Oklahoma—I
have a special affinity for Oklahoma.
My mother was born in Oklahoma. My
grandparents’ family has lived there all
their lives. I am very familiar with
that State. Parts of Oklahoma experi-
enced drought worse than the Dust
Bowl era of the 1930s. But we did not
see dust storms like the 1930s because
the voluntary conservation efforts—of
the CRP in particular—worked to re-
duce soil erosion and keep the soil
where it was supposed to be, which is
on the ground.

There are huge successes we have
seen because our country has made an
investment in protecting our precious
land and water and air. We also have
established a new program called the
Regional Conservation Partnerships
Program which consolidates four very
effective regional partnerships into
one. I am very pleased we have been
able to do this. There is great signifi-
cance for Members in all parts of the
country. We consolidate the Coopera-
tive Conservation Partnership Initia-
tive, the Agricultural Water Enhance-
ment Program, the Chesapeake Bay
Watershed Initiative, and the Great
Lakes Water Erosion Sediment Pro-
gram. This exemplifies many of the
principles of this title.

We focus on conservation efforts that
are locally led, that are voluntary, and
we create more flexibility and trans-
parency for reporting as well as mak-
ing sure we have adequate resources.
When we were talking to producers and
a variety of partner organizations, non-
profits—again, hunters, fishermen,
other organizations—they were very
excited about this new regional part-
nership title as a section. We appre-
ciate all of the input and the support
we have received to be able to make
this effective.

Let me just say in conclusion that we
have a conservation title that is sup-
ported in terms of its approach by al-
most 650 different conservation and en-
vironmental groups all across America
in every 1 of the 50 States. They have
sent a strong message. They worked
with us. They know times are tight.
They knew we had to create savings,
we had to reduce dollars, but we had to
make sure we had enough flexibility to
do the job people across our country
want to see done in protecting our
lands, our water, and our air.

This has been achieved with a tre-
mendous amount of hard work on the
part of many people. I am grateful for
the work of our committee and many
others. I appreciate our subcommittee
chairman MICHAEL BENNET, who has
been deeply involved in this as well,
and the Presiding Officer from Min-
nesota as well. We have many people
who feel very strongly. Our chairman
of the Finance Committee who was on
the Senate floor earlier speaking about
this is another true champion around
conservation. There were so many peo-
ple in our committee.
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I could go on and on about this, and
on both sides of the aisle I might add,
but if I start naming people I will prob-
ably get in trouble for missing some-
one. But we have strong people, strong
advocates on both sides of the aisle.

I thank everybody for their wonder-
ful work on this conservation title. I
think it is an example of the great
work that has been done in putting the
bill together. Again, I urge colleagues
to vote yes to table the Coburn amend-
ment and the additional amendment I
will talk about at another point that
will be coming before us, and continue
to work with us as we bring together
the path forward to completing this
very important bill that affects 16 mil-
lion American jobs.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent
that the order for the quorum call be
rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NET). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

SEXUAL ASSAULT IN THE MILITARY

Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, I rise to speak about some-
thing very serious, which is the issue of
sexual assault in the military, and in
support of the Shaheen amendment
which I cosponsored in the Senate
Armed Services Committee markup.
Today, I wrote a letter to the House
majority leadership expressing my con-
cern for this issue and asking that it be
addressed immediately.

The Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee recently considered and passed
the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2013, and it awaits
full consideration of the Senate.

As we all know, our troops need the
tools and resources to complete their
mission. It is imperative that it gets
brought up right away.

As a member of the committee, I
joined with members of both sides of
the aisle in supporting this amendment
which would ensure that women who
serve in our Armed Forces and their
families are provided access to abor-
tion services in cases of rape or incest.

Sadly, sexual assault of women serv-
icemembers has been recently exposed
as far more prevalent than anyone pre-
viously thought. As a matter of fact,
the Pentagon believes such crimes are
vastly underreported. There is evidence
that there are as many as 19,000 as-
saults that are committed every year.
That is as many as 50 each day.

Furthermore, women are serving in
harm’s way—we know that—and they
are often in dangerous locations with-
out access to safe, nonmilitary health
services. Given their courageous serv-
ice, they deserve our care and protec-
tion, put quite simply.

The language of the amendment is
consistent with the longstanding Hyde
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amendment, which prevents Federal
funding for abortions, except for the
victims of rape or incest or when the
life of the mother is at stake.

It is a simple issue: Those who are
serving in harm’s way who are victims
of such horrific crimes should be af-
forded the same rights as citizens they
protect and who rely on Federal fund-
ing for their health care.

Our amendment passed 16 to 10 on a
bipartisan basis, as I referenced earlier,
in committee, and I will continue to
work with my colleagues to ensure it
remains included in the version that
passes the full Senate.

As I said, unfortunately, the House
Armed Services Committee did not in-
clude a similar provision in their
version of the bill, and I am not quite
sure why.

I urge the House Members to think
about the real-world implications of
their actions and not block this legisla-
tion. I hope we can work together, in a
truly bipartisan and bicameral basis,
to ensure that our amendment lan-
guage becomes law so the President
may sign it as such.

Extending these provisions to our
military servicewomen is the right
thing to do.

I thank the Presiding Officer and
yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

DREAM ACT

Mr. DURBIN. On June 15, 1982, 30
years ago, the U.S. Supreme Court
handed down a landmark decision,
Plyler v. Doe. In 1975, the State of
Texas had passed a law that allowed
public schools to refuse admission to
children who were undocumented. The
law also withheld State funds from
local school districts if they were to be
used for education of undocumented
kids.

In the Plyler case, the Court struck
down the Texas law and held that it is
unconstitutional to deny public edu-
cation to children on the basis of their
immigration status. Justice William
Brennan, who authored the opinion,
wrote: ‘“‘By denying these children a
basic education, we deny them the abil-
ity to live within the structure of our
civic institutions and foreclose any re-
alistic possibility that they will con-
tribute in even the smallest way to the
progress of our nation.”

The year was 1982. In the 30 years
since Plyler v. Doe was decided, mil-
lions of immigrant children have re-
ceived an education and become con-
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tributing members to America and so-
ciety. They are today’s doctors, sol-
diers, teachers, engineers, and they
make us a better nation.

But since it was decided, Plyler has
been under attack from anti-immigra-
tion forces. On the very day the deci-
sion was announced, there was a law-
yer at the Justice Department who
wrote a memo criticizing his superiors
for not arguing support of this Texas
law that was stricken by the Court.

Keep in mind at the time Plyler was
decided, the Justice Department was
not under the control of a Democratic
President; Ronald Reagan was Presi-
dent. Who was the Justice Department
lawyer criticizing the Reagan adminis-
tration for not being tough enough on
immigrant children? His name was
John Roberts.

Twenty-three years later, in 2005, he
was nominated to be Chief Justice of
the Supreme Court. During his con-
firmation hearing, Chief Justice Rob-
erts said he would not vote to overturn
cases that are ‘“‘well-settled law.”’” For
example, he said Brown v. Board of
Education, the Supreme Court decision
that ordered desegregation of schools,
was also well-settled law.

Plyler v. Doe is often called the
Brown v. Board of Education of the im-
migrants in America. But when I asked
John Roberts whether he considered
Plyler to be well-settled law, he refused
to answer my question. Over the years,
there have been attempts to pass Fed-
eral legislation overturning this Su-
preme Court decision.

In 1996, Congress was considering a
bill to restrict illegal immigrants. Rep-
resentative ELTON GALLEGLY, a Repub-
lican from California, offered an
amendment to overturn Plyler v. Doe
and permit States to bar undocu-
mented children from public schools.
At the time, I was in the House. I voted
against the Gallegly amendment and so
did most of the Democrats.

But most Republicans voted for it
and it passed. President Clinton threat-
ened a veto if the Gallegly amendment
was included in the final version of the
immigration bill. The amendment was
also opposed by a bipartisan group of
Senators, including the late great Sen-
ator Ted Kennedy and our colleague,
Senator KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON of
Texas.

As a result of this opposition, the
Gallegly amendment was dropped from
the final version of the bill. The latest
threat to Plyler v. Doe is a spate of
State laws targeting legal and illegal
immigrants. On June 9, 2011, 1 year ago
this week, Alabama Gov. Robert Bent-
ley signed into law H.B. 56, the strict-
est immigration law in the country.

Under Alabama law H.B. 56, it is a
crime for a legal immigrant to fail to
carry documents proving his or her
legal status at all times. Police officers
in Alabama are required to check the
immigration status of any individual if
they have ‘‘reasonable suspicion that
he or she is undocumented.”
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I am especially concerned about the
provisions of the Alabama law that in-
volve schools in enforcing immigration
laws. For example, in Alabama, schools
must check the immigration status of
every student and report that informa-
tion to the State. Schools are author-
ized to report students and parents
they believe to be undocumented to the
Federal Government.

Last year, the U.S. Justice Depart-
ment and the U.S. Department of Edu-
cation sent a letter to every school dis-
trict in the country warning that en-
rollment practices that discourage stu-
dents from attending school could vio-
late Federal civil rights law. The letter
reminded school districts of their obli-
gation to provide access to undocu-
mented students under the Supreme
Court’s decision in Plyler v. Doe.

Supporters of the Alabama law argue
it does not prohibit immigrant children
from attending public schools. But in-
volving schools in enforcing immigra-
tion laws will clearly discourage immi-
grant children from attending. Last
month, Tom Perez, the head of the Jus-
tice Department’s Civil Rights Divi-
sion, sent a letter to the Alabama Su-
perintendent of Education about their
department’s investigation of Ala-
bama’s H.B. 56.

Mr. Perez said the Justice Depart-
ment has concluded that ‘“‘in the imme-
diate aftermath of [H.B. 56’s] imple-
mentation, Hispanic student absence
rates tripled, while absence rates for
other groups of students remained vir-
tually flat” and ‘‘the rate of total
withdrawals of Hispanic children sub-
stantially increased’ to 13.4 percent of
all Hispanic students in Alabama
schools.

Mr. Perez also said: ‘‘Hispanic chil-
dren reported increased anxiety, dimin-
ished concentration in school, deterio-
rating grades, and increased hostility,
bullying, and intimidation.”

The author of the education provi-
sion of the Alabama law has made it
clear his real goal is to overturn Plyler
v. Doe. If this challenge should make it
to the Supreme Court, it could find a
receptive audience in the Chief Justice,
who criticized Plyler v. Doe when it
was decided and refused to say it was
well-settled law when he appeared be-
fore the Senate Judiciary Committee.

I think this is the wrong approach for
America. Instead of challenging Plyler
vs. Doe, we should be building on its
legacy. Eleven years ago, I introduced
the DREAM Act—11 years. The
DREAM Act is a bill that would give a
select group of immigrant students
who grew up in America the chance to
earn their way to legal status if they
do one of two things: serve in Amer-
ica’s military or at least complete 2
years of college in good standing.

These young people were brought to
the United States as children. I am
sure the Presiding Officer knows many
of them in his home State. They grew
up in this country and, thanks to
Plyler v. Doe, they got a chance to go
to school here. They are the valedic-
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torians and ROTC leaders in many
schools.

It wasn’t their decision to come to
this country. They were kids when the
decision was made, and their parents
made the decision. The fundamental
premise of the DREAM Act is that we
should not punish kids for any wrong-
doing by their parents. That isn’t the
American way. As Senator MARCO
RUBIO has said, just because the par-
ents got it wrong, we should not hold it
against the kids.

As Justice Brennan said in Plyler v.
Doe, ‘‘legislation directing the onus of
a parent’s misconduct against his chil-
dren does not comport with funda-
mental conceptions of justice.”

The DREAM Act isn’t just the right
thing to do, it is the right thing to do
for America. It would help our econ-
omy by giving these talented immi-
grants a chance to become tomorrow’s
engineers, entrepreneurs, small busi-
ness owners, teachers, and doctors.

The DREAM Act would strengthen
America’s national security by giving
thousands of highly qualified, well-edu-
cated young people a chance to serve in
America’s Armed Forces. It is one of
the greatest levelers in America. When
we decided to integrate the Armed
Forces under President Harry Truman,
we set the stage for the civil rights rev-
olution in this country. When men and
women in the military were recognized
for their inherent worth and commit-
ment to this Nation rather than the
color of their skin, it set a standard
that now guides our Nation.

Almost every week I do my best to
come to the floor to tell a story of one
of these young people who would qual-
ify for the DREAM Act. Today I will
tell you about Al Okere. Al was born in
Nigeria in 1990. In 1991, Al’s father was
killed by the Nigerian police after he
wrote newspaper columns criticizing
the Nigerian Government. The Kkilling
of Al’'s father was documented in the
State Department’s annual human
rights report.

In 1995, Al’s mother fled Nigeria and
brought her 5-year-old boy Al to the
United States. Al’s mother, because of
the murder or Killing of her husband,
applied for asylum, but her application
was denied and she was deported in
2005, when Al was 15—after 10 years in
the United States.

Today Al is 21 years of age. He lived
in the State of Washington. His moth-
er’s sister, who is a U.S. citizen, is Al’s
legal guardian and has raised him since
Al’s mother was deported.

Al graduated from Rogers High
School, near Tacoma, WA. He is cur-
rently attending Central Washington
University, where he is an honors stu-
dent with a 3.5 grade point average. He
is an avid basketball and football play-
er. He is an active volunteer in his
community. For example, he recently
headed up a fundraising drive for the
Hope Children’s Hospital.

I ask a lot of these ‘‘dreamers’ to
send me letters about their view of the
United States and their hope for the fu-
ture. He wrote this:
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I have been in accelerated academic pro-
grams most of my educational life and hope
to be a medical doctor some day, to con-
tribute to the well-being of fellow humans. I
hope to continue to emulate and walk in the
great academic shoes of my late father, who
earned a Ph.D degree from a university in
Paris, France. My family and community
support has been enormous and it gives me
zeal to work hard in my studies, to be able to
lend a hand to others in need, to realize a
bright future.

Unfortunately, Al has been placed in
deportation proceedings. Under our im-
migration law, his aunt, who is a U.S.
citizen and his legal guardian, can’t
sponsor him for citizenship.

Al Okere grew up in America. He has
never committed a crime. We have al-
ready invested in him. He has received
his entire education, from Kkinder-
garten through college, in the United
States. He didn’t get any financial help
in going to college from the Federal
Government. He borrowed for that be-
cause he is undocumented. He had to
find other sources and work his way
through college. But he made it. He has
a great potential to contribute to
America. He doesn’t remember a thing
about Nigeria, and he doesn’t speak
their native language. Despite all that,
the laws of America say that Al should
be deported.

Here is what Al said about that possi-
bility:

I don’t remember anything about my
mother’s country of Nigeria. I cannot even
speak the language. Every experience I have
had in life that I can remember has been in
the United States of America. Everyone I
know and care about are all here, except for
my mother, who was sadly removed and re-
mains in hiding in fear of her life.

Fortunately, the Department of
Homeland Security has decided to put
Al’s deportation on hold. I support this
decision, but I know it is only tem-
porary, it doesn’t give Al permanent
legal status of any kind, and there is
still a risk of deportation in the future.
The only way for Al to become a cit-
izen is for the DREAM Act to become
the law of the land.

Would America be a better Nation if
Al Okere were deported? Of course not.
Al is not an isolated example. There
are thousands of others like him, who
are only asking for a chance, asking for
justice.

Plyler v. Doe gave Al Okere and
other bright, accomplished, and ambi-
tious young people like him the oppor-
tunity to obtain an education in Amer-
ica. The DREAM Act would give them
a chance to fulfill their God-given po-
tential and become our future doctors,
engineers, teachers, and soldiers.

A couple of weeks ago—a lot of these
DREAM Act students keep in touch
with us—one student contacted our of-
fice saying he had given up. He lived in
America all his life and had been edu-
cated here. He made his way through
college and was looking forward to
being an engineer. He waited 11 years
for passage of the DREAM Act, and it
hasn’t happened. He decided he had no
choice but to move to Canada. So now
his talents will go to Canada. I have
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nothing against Canada; it is a great
nation and neighbor. But why would we
give up someone we have educated and
trained to be a part of America?

On the 30th anniversary of Plyler v.
Doe, I again ask my colleagues in both
parties to support the DREAM Act.
Let’s give Al Okere and so many other
young people like him a chance to con-
tribute more fully to the only country
they have called home. It is the right
thing to do, and it will make America
a stronger Nation.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWN of Ohio). The clerk will call the
roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

CHILDHOOD OBESITY

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
rise today because there is an epidemic
hovering over America, and we ought
not to stand by and let it continue.

A staggering one-third of Americans
are obese a condition that can endan-
ger health and shorten lifespan. Among
our children, the situation is becoming
a plague and leaving too many young
people unable to participate in phys-
ical activities, such as sports or games.

I salute the First Lady, Michelle
Obama, for bringing attention to this
crisis by educating parents, teachers,
and kids about the need to be more ac-
tive and eat nutritious food, but it is
going to take the involvement of this
Congress. We need to protect our chil-
dren, our economy, and our national
security.

Our Nation’s childhood obesity rate
is one of the highest in the world. Here
we see it, childhood obesity rates dis-
played worldwide: Obesity epidemic as
seen among American youth. And if we
look at the other major countries in
the world, going from the lowest, China
is at 5.2 percent, upwards to France at
14.1 percent, and then we get to Amer-
ica, and 31.7 percent of our children are
obese or overweight. That is discour-
aging, very sad for the individual and
for the country at large.

People who are obese are at a higher
risk for heart disease, stroke, diabetes,
and even certain types of cancer. Obe-
sity-related conditions kill more than
110,000 Americans every year. We do
not want to see more children with dia-
betes. We don’t want our children to be
burdened with a lifetime of disease and
disability.

Public health advocates have been
sounding the alarm for years, but this
problem has only gotten worse and this
Congress and the Federal Government
have largely ignored the problem. Over
the last few decades, the rate of chil-
dren who are obese or overweight has
doubled. In 1973, we were looking at
15.4 percent. That was the percentage
of obese and overweight American chil-
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dren. But if we look ahead only 40
years, we see the rate has gone from
15.4 percent to 31.7 percent. That is al-
most one-third of our childhood popu-
lation. This issue has even affected our
military and the statistics are shock-
ing; 256 percent of our young men and
women who want to join the military
are too overweight to serve.

We need to take bold action. This
farm bill is not just about making sure
businesses stay profitable, it should be
about keeping our citizens healthy too.
We owe it to our kids and our country
to learn what is causing this calamity.

That is why I filed an amendment to
focus in on a particular suspected con-
tributor to the problem. The Federal
Government can and should determine
whether sugary drinks are causing obe-
sity and causing the damage that goes
with it. Americans are drinking more
high-sugar drinks than ever before—
children and adults drink twice the
amount of sugary soda than they did
just three decades ago. These drinks
are cheap and available everywhere—in
restaurants, convenience stores, movie
theaters or vending machines.

We have seen children and teenagers
holding giant cups of soda or other sug-
ary drinks. Some of these sizes are so
big they look like a barrel. When a
child drinks 32 ounces, takes a 32-ounce
cup of soda, it is the equivalent of in-
gesting 41 sugar cubes. Can you imag-
ine anyone permitting their children to
devour 41 sugar cubes? Who in this
body would give their child or grand-
child 41 sugar cubes to eat?

The city of New York is taking a bold
course of action and other commu-
nities have done their own studies and
have decided to act. In Congress, we
need to step up and do our part. We
need to know what role sugary drinks
are playing in the childhood obesity
epidemic in America. My amendment
would initiate a study on the impact of
these drinks on obesity and human
health in the United States. It would
require an examination of public
health proposals regarding the cost and
the size of these drinks. The amend-
ment is endorsed by organizations such
as the American Academy of Pediat-
rics, the American Heart Association,
the American Diabetes Association,
the American Public Health Associa-
tion, and the Center For Science and
the Public Interest.

I reach out, I urge my colleagues to
support this amendment. I ask that,
once and for all, we work together to
do what we can to protect our chil-
dren—protect them, in this case, from
the obesity epidemic. I hope we will
join together to fight for the well-being
of our children.

I yield the floor and I suggest ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LAU-
TENBERG). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I ask unanimous
consent to speak as in morning busi-
ness for up to 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AGRICULTURE REFORM

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President,
the Agriculture Reform, Food, and
Jobs Act of 2012, which the Presiding
Officer from New Jersey just spoke of,
in my State called the farm bill, rep-
resents the most significant reform of
U.S. agriculture in decades. It is the
product of months of policy discussion
and late-night deliberations, guided by
Chairwoman STABENOW and Ranking
Member ROBERTS. It is the reason why
people across the country, farmers and
business owners and faith leaders and
county commissioners are paying at-
tention. The bill benefits all of us, all
Americans.

Today, one in seven jobs in Ohio is
related to the food and agriculture in-
dustry. To get the economy back on
track, the farm bill must remain a pri-
ority in Congress. The Agriculture
Committee has worked to craft a farm
bill that is forward-looking and real-
istic. The centerpiece of the bill’s def-
icit reduction efforts is based on a bill
I authored with my colleague JOHN
THUNE, a Republican from South Da-
kota, along with Senator DURBIN, a
Democrat from Illinois, and Senator
LUGAR, a Republican from Indiana. Our
Aggregate Risk and Revenue Manage-
ment Program proposed streamlining
the farm safety net and making it
more market oriented. The era of di-
rect payments—the billions of dollars
that newspaper editorial writers and
constituents alike complained about,
these huge farm subsidies that went
mostly to large corporate farmers—the
era of direct payments made annually
regardless of need under this bill is
over.

Instead, the new Ag Risk Coverage
Program will work hand in hand with
crop insurance to provide farmers the
tools needed to manage risk, making
payments only when farmers need
them most.

The program is market oriented. It
relies on market data instead of arbi-
trary numbers in statutes. It is more
responsive to farmers’ needs and more
responsible to taxpayers. The bill re-
forms a number of longstanding, un-
justifiable practices. For the first time,
this farm bill ends payments to land-
owners who have nothing to do with
farm management. It puts a firm cap
on how much support any farmer can
receive from the direct farm support
programs every year. There are com-
monsense reforms that ensure the tax-
payer dollars go only where they are
needed.

Is there more to be done to make
sure taxpayers get the most efficient,
effective, and affordable farm policy
possible? Of course there is. In the
coming years, we will continue to im-
prove our farm and food policy, but
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this is a good start. It is good for farm-
ers, good for taxpayers. It continues to
move our Nation’s food and agriculture
policy in a positive direction.

The farm bill is a jobs and innovation
bill. Every $1 billion in exports sup-
ports 8,400 American jobs that cannot
be shipped overseas, according to the
USDA. In 2011, U.S. agriculture enjoyed
a trade surplus of $42 billion, $42 billion
we sold more than we brought in from
abroad in farm products, the highest
annual surplus on record. Contrast that
with the billions and billions, tens of
billions, hundreds of billions of dollars
in trade deficit we have in manufac-
turing in other parts of our economy.

There is so much room for growth,
not only overseas but also at home.
Bio-based manufacturing and renew-
able energy are two examples of the po-
tential that American agriculture
holds for U.S. economic growth and for
job creation. Alongside food produc-
tion, farm-based and renewable energy
production, such as advanced biomass
energy, can serve as the engine of the
rural economy for decades to come. It
is investments in agriculture such as
this, such as the ones this bill main-
tains in research and energy and bio-
based products and food production,
that will enable continued creation of
good-paying jobs, again that will not,
that cannot be shipped overseas.

The farm bill provides economic re-
lief to millions of Americans. Alhough
we call it a farm bill, this bill is fun-
damentally an economic relief bill. For
farmers, the bill provides financial as-
sistance to weather tough times or
adopt conservation practices that pro-
tect clean water and healthy soils and
wildlife habitat. For millions of Ameri-
cans, this bill helps put dinner on the
table when wages are tight and fami-
lies are struggling to make ends meet
and keeps children from going hungry.
That is why this bill is so important. I
add, the Presiding Officer from New
Jersey has always been such a strong
advocate of these nutrition programs.
We both understand that more than
one-third of people who are getting
SNAP, who are receiving what we used
to call food stamps, are working fami-
lies, people who are only making $9,
$10, $11 an hour, sometimes working
two jobs, and still cannot make it
without some food assistance.

The bill includes resources for SNAP,
the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program, which is one of the Nation’s
most essential antipoverty programs.
In addition to supporting people who
are struggling to feed their families,
SNAP supports retailers and businesses
and the farmers and ranchers who grow
the food.

At a time of high unemployment,
SNAP participation now exceeds 44
million Americans, half of whom are
children. Many of these families are
working families. Half the people
served by SNAP are children.

SNAP participation is expected to
fall as the economy recovers. The bill
continues to support SNAP with mini-
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mal modifications. It continues and in-
creases support for commodity dis-
tribution to food banks at a time when
food pantry shelves in Ohio and across
the Nation are bare. But I want to be
clear. I have serious concerns with the
cuts, not large cuts such as the House
Agriculture Committee wants to do
and that Senator PAUL tried to do—
very unsuccessfully—and that Con-
gressman RYAN made with his budget
from the House of Representatives—
nothing even close to the tens and tens
of billions of dollars they want to cut
from nutrition. But I am concerned
about this $4 billion cut. When com-
pared to the $130 billion in cuts to
SNAP in the Ryan budget, the modi-
fication in this bill was done carefully.

The farm bill is a deficit reduction
bill, a jobs bill, an economic relief bill.
It affects every American every day. I
commend, again, Chairwoman STABE-
Now and Ranking Member ROBERTS.
Their joint effort to work across party
lines is to be commended.

These months of work and delibera-
tion are at risk because some insist on
debating dozens of unrelated amend-
ments and others seek to score polit-
ical points at the expense of American
families and at the expense of Amer-
ican farmers. This is not the time to
debate conceal-and-carry laws or
American aid to Pakistan or the future
of the Labor Relations Board. Not that
any of those are not debatable or any
of those aren’t a place where people
can have reasonable differences on pub-
lic policy. But conceal and carry,
American aid to Pakistan, the future
of the Labor Relations Board should
not be part of the farm bill.

I urge my colleagues to work to-
gether and halt the impasse that keeps
us from making progress on this bill.

I am the first Ohio Senator who is a
member of the Agriculture Committee
in 40 years. In my first month in the
Senate, I made a request to Senator
REID to join the Agriculture Com-
mittee, along with other duties, be-
cause of the importance of agriculture
in my State. One out of seven jobs in
Ohio is related to agriculture. It is the
largest business, largest industry in
my State. It matters so much to Ohio.

My position on the Agriculture Com-
mittee has helped as I have done
roundtables around Ohio and met with
literally hundreds of farmers, including
grain farmers, dairy farmers, specialty
crop farmers, nursery farmers, tree
farmers, experts at Ohio State in the
agriculture school, and I have come
prepared to help write this farm bill
both back in 2007 and this year. This is
a major step forward. It is something
of which we can be proud.

———

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to a period of morning
business with Senators permitted to
speak therein for up to 10 minutes
each.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BEGICH). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

————
TRIBUTE TO MARCIA HERZOG

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I rise today
to acknowledge a dedicated public
servant who will be retiring this month
after 37 years of service to the General
Services Administration. Marcia
Herzog started her career with GSA in
1973, working for the Federal Supply
Service. From 1982 to 1987, she moved
to GSA headquarters to work with the
Office of the Comptroller, then on to
the Public Buildings Service and then
to work for the Executive Secretariat.
In 1987, Marcia joined the Office of Con-
gressional and Intergovernmental Af-
fairs. In 1997, she assumed the role of
national director for the Congressional
Support Program, which she continues
to hold. For these last 16 years, Marcia
has worked in unison with the Senate
Sergeant at Arms, the Committee on
House Administration, and the House
Chief Administrative Officer to oversee
and ensure that district offices of both
Senate and House Members are located
and equipped to each Member’s speci-
fication and desire. Her poise, profes-
sionalism, wisdom, and support have
successfully guided the congressional
service representatives of GSA, who op-
erate in each of the 10 GSA regions of
the United States, to provide the high-
est level of customer service when re-
sponding to congressional office needs
in Member home State offices across
the country. We congratulate Marcia
on her diligent service to this body and
offer her our heartfelt well wishes as
she transitions to her next endeavor.

———

TRIBUTE TO McCREARY COUNTY,
KENTUCKY

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
rise today to pay tribute to a very spe-
cial part of my home State, the Com-
monwealth of Kentucky. I am speaking
of McCreary County, in the south-
eastern region of the State. This year,
McCreary County celebrates its cen-
tennial; according to the McCreary
County Museum located in the heart of
historic downtown Stearns, KY, the
county’s birthday was on March 12,
2012. One hundred years ago, Kentucky
Governor James B. McCreary signed
the legislation creating the county,
named after himself, as the 120th and
last county of the Bluegrass State,
formed out of portions of Wayne, Pu-
laski and Whitley counties.

The people of McCreary County
today have upheld the rich traditions
and legacy of the hardy Kentuckians
who were there for that county’s found-
ing 100 years ago. They have exempli-
fied the very best of what southeastern
Kentucky has to offer, they have kept
Kentucky’s history alive, and they rep-
resent the future of Kentucky and our
Nation. I ask my Senate colleagues to
join me in wishing the people of
McCreary County the very best as they
celebrate their centennial.
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An article published in the McCreary
County Record recently described the
events of McCreary County’s centen-
nial celebration. I ask unanimous con-
sent that said article appear in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to appear as follows:

[From the McCreary County Record, Mar. 15,
2012]

HAPPY BIRTHDAY! COUNTY MARKS 100 YEARS
WITH DAY-LONG CELEBRATION

(By Janie Slaven)

WHITLEY CITY.—The past, present, and fu-
ture converged Monday as McCreary County
celebrated its centennial.

Festivities centered around the local
courthouse, which attracted state and fed-
eral dignitaries.

Representatives for Governor Steve
Beshear and U.S. Senator MITCH MCCONNELL
read congratulatory letters while State Rep-
resentative Sara Beth Gregory presented
McCreary County Judge-Executive Doug
Stephens with a resolution passed by the
House on Friday.

Judge Stephens opened the ceremony with
a prayer. Quoting I Chronicles, he acknowl-
edged that McCreary County has suffered the
“‘curse of poverty and scourge of drugs’ but
asked God to heal our land. The judge went
on to praise the endurance and resilience of
our citizens, saying that McCreary County is
not just a spot on a map but a way of life.

“We have a rich history but we also have a
rich future,” Judge Stephens said.

To illustrate that history, the bulk of the
ceremony was devoted to ‘A Governor’s
Visit”’—the dramatization of namesake Gov-
ernor James B. McCreary’s 1914 visit to Ken-
tucky’s latest county—by local historian
Sam Perry. Through speeches from the gov-
ernor (as portrayed by Jimmy Waters), first
elected county judge Joseph Williams (Adam
Phillips), State Rep. William B. Creekmore
(Grady Wilson), and narration from former
judge-executive Jimmie W. Greene; the play
gave the crowd attending a lesson in who
settled the Big South Fork region and what
went into forging the new McCreary County
from portions of Wayne, Pulaski and Whitley
counties.

Following the play, Judge Stephens cere-
moniously cut the first piece of the county
birthday cake (prepared by Yummi Bak-
ery)—which he presented to the oldest cit-
izen in attendance, Fannie Morgan, who
turned 100 last November. The second piece
went to the youngest citizen, four-year-old
Bailey Gilreath.

The crowd then gathered into the fiscal
courtroom, where county officials debuted
the recently refurbished portraits of 14 of
McCreary County’s 19 judges and judge-ex-
ecutives. Centennial Commission member
Shane Gilreath noted that the elite group
came from all walks of life. They were attor-
neys, social workers, farmers, miners, teach-
ers and more.

Photographs of Mahan Renfro and Joseph
Williams, which had hung in the portrait
gallery and have been replaced by paintings,
were presented to family members. Maxine
Lawson, ‘‘Cookie’” Joe Williams and Debbie
Jo Peterson represented three generations of
the Williams family. Greene, Renfro’s neph-
ew by marriage, joked that he had lobbied
for a portrait to represent each of his four
terms.

Deputy Judge-Executive Andrew Powell
and McCreary County Museum director Amy
Combs recognized the artists in attendance—
including Dorothy Washam, Dale Crabtree,
and Nadine Heth—before unveiling two new
portraits honoring the last two judge-execu-
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tives. Judge Stephens’s portrait will be hung
at a later date, but Blaine Phillips’s portrait
was hung by his wife, Kathy, and twin broth-
er, Wayne.

Before breaking for a luncheon hosted by
the McCreary County Historical Society,
those attending had the opportunity to view
a number of exhibits displayed throughout
the courthouse’s ground floor.

If the morning was devoted to our county’s
past, the evening focused firmly on the fu-
ture. After signing a proclamation honoring
the county’s centennial during Monday’s
regular fiscal court meeting, Judge Stephens
signed another in honor of the Girl Scouts’
100th anniversary. Local troops—assisted by
representatives from the Daniel Boone Na-
tional Forest’s Stearns Ranger District
(which is celebrating its 75th anniversary)—
planted a sugar maple on the courthouse
lawn.

If you missed Monday’s celebration, you
have several opportunities to obtain centen-
nial keepsakes.

For a limited time, the U.S. Postal Service
is offering a postmark commemorating the
occasion. Mail order requests for the special
cancellations will be available for 30 days be-
ginning March 12.

Customers should allow at least a 2-inch-
by-4-inch space in the stamp area for the
postmark and have postage applied to cards
or letters before mailing them—inside an-
other envelope—to: Postmaster, McCreary
County Centennial Station, 1387 North High-
way 27, Whitley City, KY 42653.

The McCreary County Museum is offering
a set of 12 historic postcards as well as DVDs
of the day’s events for $10 each. Call 376-5730
for more information.

———
WORLD WAR II VETERANS

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, finally,
let me shift gears to another topic I
care deeply about; that is, taking care
of our veterans. This weekend a group
of World War II veterans from Montana
will be visiting our Nation’s capital.
With a great deal of honor and respect,
I extend a hearty Montana welcome to
each and every one of them.

Together, they will visit the World
War II Memorial and share stories
about their service. This journey will
no doubt bring about a lot of memo-
ries. I hope it will give them a deep
sense of pride also.

What they achieved together almost
70 years ago was remarkable. That me-
morial is a testament to the fact that
a grateful nation will never forget
what they did nor what they sacrificed.
To us, they were the greatest genera-
tion. They left the comforts of their
family and their communities to con-
front evil from Iwo Jima to Bastogne.
Together, they won the war in the Pa-
cific by conquering an empire and lib-
erated a continent by defeating Hitler
and the Nagzis.

To them, they were simply doing
their jobs. They enlisted in unprece-
dented numbers to defend our freedoms
and our values. They represented the
very best of us and made us proud.

From a young age I remember play-
ing the bugle at the memorial services
of veterans of the first two world wars.
It instilled in me a profound sense of
respect I will never forget.

Honoring the service of every genera-
tion of American veterans is a Mon-
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tana value. I deeply appreciate the
work of the Big Sky Honor Flight, a
nonprofit organization that made this
trip possible.

To the World War II veterans making
the trip this weekend, I salute you. We
will always be grateful, and we will
never forget your service or sacrifice.

———

TRIBUTE TO STAN SLOSS

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi-
dent, as every one of our colleagues
will attest, the work we do in this
Chamber is made possible by many ex-
ceptional people who do not carry an
election certificate. I am speaking of
the dedicated staffers who work on
committees and in our personal offices.

Many of the staff members we inter-
act with every day go on to build their
own careers in political life, while oth-
ers use the skills they developed here
to work in rewarding ways for the pri-
vate sector. Others continue in public
service with nonprofit organizations or
other kinds of government service. A
few will make their contribution to
public service by staying here as em-
ployees of the House of Representatives
or the Senate. A smaller and more dis-
tinct group will develop such broad ex-
pertise in the legislative branch that
they might as well carry an election
certificate of their own because of the
respect, esteem, and high regard in
which they are held. These are the men
and women whom other congressional
staffers seek for their wisdom and guid-
ance. These are the wise people whom
Senators and Congressmen look upon
as peers, not only because of their good
counsel and uniquely honed years of
experience but also because they often
know more about the legislative proc-
ess than legislators themselves.

Among this more and most distinct
group of staff members, there is a
standout, my friend Stan Sloss. I know
the Presiding Officer knows Stan Sloss.
Stan is marking his 14th year of serv-
ice in my office but also 37 total years
of work in Congress.

A native of Glenwood Springs, CO,
Stan is a graduate of Amherst College
and Harvard Law School. He came to
Washington, DC, in the late 1960s,
working first in the General Counsel’s
Office of the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion.

Stan’s congressional career started
in 1975 when he joined the staff of what
was then known as the Interior and In-
sular Affairs Committee in the House
of Representatives.

In 1977 Stan became a counsel to the
new Subcommittee on General Over-
sight and Alaska Lands chaired by
former Representative John Seiberling,
an iconic past Member of the House of
Representatives. In this capacity, Stan
worked with both Representative Sei-
berling and my father, Morris Udall,
who was chairman of the full Interior
Committee.

Stan has had many successes, but one
that I am most proud of is his work to
help draft legislation that became the
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Alaska National Interest Lands Con-
servation Act—Kkey legislation setting
aside more than 100 million acres of
Alaska’s most pristine public lands.
Stan staffed hearings throughout the
lower 48 States and Alaska and was one
of the many key professional staff who
helped shape the final legislation. The
law was a milestone in conservation,
protecting an area larger than the
State of California and more than dou-
bling the size of the Nation’s system of
national parks, wildlife refuges, wilder-
ness, and wild and scenic rivers.

When John Seiberling retired in 1987,
Stan remained on the Interior Com-
mittee staff, serving under former Rep-
resentative Bruce Vento, chairman of
the Subcommittee on National Parks
and Public Lands. Stan continued to
work on many other laws and regula-
tions affecting public lands and natural
resources, including the Arizona Desert
Wilderness Act sponsored by my father.

Stan’s expertise was simply indispen-
sable. In 1995 Stan left the Resources
Committee to become the legislative
director for David Skaggs, a House
Member from Colorado, who benefited
from Stan’s years of experience and ex-
pertise with public lands issues.

I have a letter from Congressman
Skaggs noting all of Stan’s accom-
plishments and service. I ask unani-
mous consent to have it printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

JUNE 13, 2012.
Hon. STAN SLOSS,
Congressional Staffer Extraordinaire, Office of
Senator Mark Udall, Washington, DC.

DEAR STAN: Yes, ‘“The Honorable.”” You are
entitled to that term of address more than
most on whom it is bestowed ex officio. For
you, it is has been earned per labores.

I am reluctant to contemplate your retire-
ment—or, more precisely, to think of the
Congress no longer subject to your knowl-
edgeable instruction and deft oversight. No
doubt the superlatives will flow from those
who will speak in person at your party. I
wish I could be there, and will count on the
good Senator to read this for me.

My vocabulary is barely adequate to ex-
press my admiration, respect and gratitude
for your service to Article I branch and to
me personally. You are simply without peer
in devotion to duty, in insistence on the
highest standards of intellect and integrity,
and in institutional loyalty. You have edu-
cated us with your insights into law and pol-
icy, you have inspired us by your courage
and steadfastness, and you have supported us
with your friendship and wry humor.

All who have had the privilege of working
with you, even as we pretended that you
worked for us, feel a poignant mix of deep af-
fection and some sadness at the occasion of
your retirement. To say that you will be pro-
foundly missed barely suffices. I pray that
you will draw enormous pride and satisfac-
tion in looking back on a career of excep-
tional service to your country. The United
States is a much better place on account of
Stan Sloss. The Honorable Stan Sloss.

Godspeed, dear friend.

With great respect and affection,
DAVID E. SKAGGS,
Former Member of Congress.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. While Stan

was working with Congressman

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Skaggs, he also dealt with contentious
issues related to Rocky Flats, a former
nuclear weapons site in Colorado, and
the other sites in the U.S. Department
of Energy nuclear weapons complex.

Stan was one of the first people I
hired following my election to the
House of Representatives in November
of 1998. It was one of the best decisions
I have ever made. I was fortunate to
have someone with Stan’s experience
who also understood issues important
to Colorado. While in my House office,
Stan was instrumental in developing a
number of land and environmental bills
that were signed into law, including
the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Ref-
uge Act, which converted this site and
a vast expanse of open space into a
wildlife habitat asset after it was
cleaned up and closed. He also steered
into law the James Peak Wilderness
and Protection Area Act, one of the
last unprotected areas along Colorado’s
Northern Front Range mountainous
backdrop. Stan has also been my ex-
pert on fire prevention, developing leg-
islation on forest health and wildfire
response and mitigation.

But Stan’s work has not just been
confined to the environmental arena.
His keen intellect, common sense, and
sharp legal analysis have been invalu-
able on a wide range of issues and top-
ics that face each and every one of us
every day. He has been especially effec-
tive in tutoring many of the younger
members of my staff on the inner
workings of Congress, helping them
learn the nuances of legislative draft-
ing, and serving as an example of the
highest standard of professionalism for
congressional staff.

Like any thoughtful and accom-
plished lawyer, Stan is often fond of
saying that he can ‘‘argue it flat or he
can argue it round,” and his objec-
tivity is legendary in our office. Having
said that, however, I also know that
beneath his always calm demeanor and
his capacity to see all sides of the ques-
tion, there beats the heart of a man
who is passionate about doing the right
thing.

Through many years of working on
behalf of the people of Colorado in my
House office and now my Senate office,
Stan has always been a voice of wis-
dom, reason, and, above all, integrity.
My colleagues in the Colorado congres-
sional delegation have often looked
upon Stan as their resource as well. I
have never minded sharing him because
his advice and guidance carry weight
that inevitably makes better whatever
bill or policy he has been asked to con-
sider. I think I daresay the Presiding
Officer has also had the opportunity to
work with Stan and take advantage of
his wisdom and insight.

Stan is a person of depth and accom-
plishment beyond his work in Con-
gress. He is one of the best read people
I have ever met. He is an expert on gar-
dening, on opera, on history, and the
list goes on and on. I have to say par-
enthetically, as a graduate of Williams
College, for me to say that about an
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Amherst graduate probably has double
weight.

Stan has an exceptional sense of
humor and a dry wit, as demonstrated
in the poems he often wrote making
wry observations on current events
which he would regularly circulate to
staff. In short, he has perfected what
seems to be the lost art of being polite
and courteous to other people even
when he disagrees with them. That, of
course, is a quality we could always
use a bit more of in Congress.

Stan is not only a good employee, he
is also a good human being. In the
rough-and-tumble world of politics,
that is perhaps the highest praise to
which any of us can aspire. His con-
tributions to my offices, the offices of
other Members, the House Resources
Committee, and the whole Congress
and ultimately the people of the United
States serve as an example of a profes-
sional life that commands both respect
and affection.

Just a few months ago, my staff and
I celebrated Stan’s 70th birthday with
him, as we had his 60th and 65th birth-
days in past years, and today we are
honored to celebrate his retirement.
My staff and I will miss Stan, it goes
without saying, and we will miss work-
ing with him.

As a point of personal privilege, I
want to make it clear that I know I
will continue to seek his advice even
after he leaves congressional service. I
am excited to see what the next chap-
ter will be for Stan. It will no doubt in-
volve some adventure, some noble pur-
suits, some deep thought, and some
new summits to ascend.

So please join me in thanking Stan
Sloss for 37 years of exceptional work
in the Congress and for his service to
our country that he loves so much. We
wish him well.

———————

TRIBUTE TO SHERRIE SLICK

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
am Dpleased to follow my colleague
from Colorado who has come to the
floor to recognize a very fine public
servant who has been with him and the
Senate for years. I, too, today rise to
speak of an Alaskan who has dedicated
a quarter century to service in the Sen-
ate, working as my staff person down
in Ketchikan, AK.

I would like to share a few comments
with my colleagues on this occasion. It
is a little bit of a happy occasion, a lit-
tle bit of a sad occasion. I think my
colleague from Colorado would agree
that when we have someone who has
dedicated so many years, we wish them
well as they move forward, but their
departure leaves a little bit of a hole
for those of us who carry on.

Today I rise to honor Sherrie Slick,
who on June 1 began her 25th year as a
Senate staffer in southeast Alaska
based in her hometown of Ketchikan.
Sherrie plans to retire from Federal
service on July 30, after, again, a quar-
ter century of service to her State.

For Sherrie, I think her retirement is
very likely a cause for joy. It is going
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to give her more time to spend with
her kids and her grandchildren, more
time to devote to the many volunteer
and civic efforts in which she is en-
gaged in southeast Alaska. But it is
going to be a sad time for myself and
for Congressman DON YOUNG.

Sherrie provided guidance to the
Alaska delegation in Ketchikan, Alas-
ka’s first city, through a very inter-
esting time. It has been somewhat of a
turbulent quarter century, one in
which the region’s former economic
mainstay, which is its timber industry,
has sharply contracted, during a period
in which the tourism industry has sig-
nificantly grown, and during a period
where its prospects of supporting major
mineral development I think have sub-
stantially brightened—that is a good
spot for us. It has been a period when
Ketchikan, which is the seventh larg-
est entity in our State, which is the
only large community that is sepa-
rated from its lifeline with its airport
on a neighboring island, has endured
somewhat unwelcome national atten-
tion solely because they seek depend-
able access by bridge.

Over the years, Sherrie has responded
to tens of thousands of public and
media inquiries and requests for help
over everything from Social Security
checks and visas to immigration docu-
ments. She has listened to thousands of
complaints over access to Alaska pub-
lic land and to objections to many,
many Federal regulations—far too
many to count here. Through it all, I
think it is fair to say that Sherrie has
been that proverbial energizer bunny.
She has more enthusiasm, more energy
than many people combined. She lis-
tens patiently, and she works tirelessly
to help all. She helps those southeast
residents and visitors deal with Federal
agencies, navigate the Federal redtape,
and then on top of it, all in that extra
time, she volunteers to help her com-
munity and help her State be a better
place in which to live and raise a fam-
ily.

Sherrie’s volunteer efforts were rec-
ognized by the community when she
was named Citizen of the Year back in
2005 by the Greater Ketchikan Chamber
of Commerce. But her accomplish-
ments go far beyond being named the
Federal Employee of the Year, the
Ketchikan Chamber of Commerce’s
Outstanding Chamber Emissary in 1991,
its outstanding board member in 1994
and its chairman in 1996. She has also
received the Ketchikan Rotary Club’s
Community Service Award in 1994, re-
ceived the Ketchikan Federal Execu-
tive Association’s Lifetime Community
Service Award in 2006, received the
Ketchikan Visitors Bureau Rainbird
Award in 1990 and gained its Out-
standing Service Award in 2006.

Ms. Slick, originally from Corvallis,
Oregon, has a degree in elementary
education from Oregon State Univer-
sity and also training in business and
accounting from Linn-Benton Commu-
nity College in Corvallis. She moved to
Ketchikan in 1975. A mother of two,
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Brian and Theresa, she first worked for
eight years as the office manager of the
Ketchikan Credit Bureau before mov-
ing to insurance underwriting for three
yvears. She later became the assistant
sales tax auditor for the Ketchikan
Gateway Borough for five years and
then spent a sixth year working as the
borough’s planning and zoning sec-
retary.

In June 1988, former Alaska Senator
Ted Stevens, with encouragement from
the state’s other Senator at the time,
my father, Frank Murkowski, stole
Sherrie away from local government to
head the Delegation’s unified southern
Panhandle constituent office. In addi-
tion to her legislative work, Sherrie
has performed a dizzying array of vol-
unteer services for her community and
state.

Since 2004 she has been a member of
the Ketchikan Pioneers Home Founda-
tion, the state’s main senior care pro-
vider. She was a board member of the
Alaska State Pioneer Homes Board
from 2007 to 2010, a board member of
the Ketchikan General Hospital Foun-
dation from 2008 to 2010, served as chair
person of the Ketchikan Chamber of
Commerce in 1996, as chairman of
Ketchikan Rotary in 2000 and as the
Secretary-Treasurer of the Ketchikan
Federal Executive Association. She
also was the Treasurer and Vice Chair-
man of Ketchikan Soroptimists, a
member of the Executive Board of the
Alaska Public Employees Association
and State Treasurer of the Ketchikan
Gateway Borough chapter of the State
Employees Political Information Com-
mittee.

While active in local and state poli-
tics, Sherrie also was the founding
board member of the Ketchikan Soccer
League, the vice president of the
Ketchikan Killer Whales Swim Club,
the Co-Leader and Day Camp director
of the local Campfire Girls program, a
Boy Scouts Co-Leader and Den mother,
a leader for the local junior and senior
high schools’ drill teams and for four
years was a board member, vice-chair
and chairman of the Ketchikan The-
ater Ballet. The latter posts allowed
her to express her musical loves which
include playing piano, organ, clarinet
and accordion.

Sherrie, in her ‘‘free’’ time, also oper-
ated a part-time catering company and
was a partner in the Alaska Cruise
Line Agency, which provides lecturers
to explain Alaska’s history, discuss its
scenery and wildlife and answer tourist
questions about the state during voy-
ages up the Inside Passage aboard com-
mercial cruise ships. In that role
Sherrie has provided factual informa-
tion to thousands of visitors to the 49th
State answering such questions as
whether visitors to Alaska can use
American stamps on their postcards.
She, in that post, has been a true am-
bassador for the state’s tourism indus-
try.

Through it all, including organizing
and staffing literally hundreds of fed-
eral official visits, congressional field
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hearings and volunteer fundraising
events, such as those to aid breast can-
cer detection and treatment, Sherrie
has maintained her calm, her poise and
her never failing sense of humor and
graciousness—not to mention her en-
ergy level. Her dedication to family,
community and career is universally
recognized by friends and associates.

I can’t thank her enough for her serv-
ice to me during my decade in the U.S.
Senate, and her service to her fellow
Alaskans over the past 25 years. Her in-
telligence, knowledge and people-pleas-
ing skills will be sorely missed in the
future. I hope that all members of the
U.S. Senate will join me in wishing her
well and godspeed in her retirement
pursuits. She has earned all of her ac-
colades and the true thanks of all Alas-
kans in the Panhandle for a job very
well done.

I am pleased and delighted to have
her here with her granddaughter enjoy-
ing some Washington, DC, hospitality.
Again, I cannot give thanks near
enough to her for all the years of serv-
ice Sherrie has provided to my State.

————
TRIBUTE TO LORY YUDIN

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, there is
a definition of ‘““United States Senator”
that I have always enjoyed: ‘A United
States Senator is a constitutional im-
pediment to the smooth functioning of
staff.” We may laugh. But we all know
that there is a lot of truth in that!

On the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions, which I
chair, I am blessed with one of the fin-
est staff teams on Capitol Hill. And on
that staff, Lory Yudin, our chief clerk,
has set the highest standard for profes-
sionalism, expertise, and work ethic.
So it is a sad day for the committee as
Lory retires this week.

Actually, this is Lory’s second retire-
ment from the Senate. She originally
came to work in the Senate in 1977, as
a staffer for the Banking Committee,
later moving to the Rules Committee,
and retiring in 2001.

She was coaxed to come back to the
Senate in 2009. It was a critical time
for the HELP Committee, just days be-
fore the committee was scheduled to
begin markup of the historic health re-
form bill. We were in sudden, urgent
need of a new chief clerk. And not just
any chief clerk. This was no time for
on-the-job training. We needed a sea-
soned veteran who could step right in
and take charge of a long and complex
markup process. Long-time staffers put
their heads together and came up with
the answer: We need to persuade Lory
Yudin to come back to the Senate.

Fortunately, Lory said yes. On her
first day, she walked into a scene of
disarray, with boxes, papers, and docu-
ments scattered across tables and lin-
ing hallways. Lory quickly took
charge, imposing order and discipline—
and, most importantly, projecting a
sense of calm and competence. In short

order, everything was sorted, orga-
nized, and under control. The com-
mittee was ready for one of the most
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important markups in its history. As
one senior staffer said about Lory’s
leadership at this time, ‘‘She really
rescued the committee.”

In the nearly 3 years since, Lory
Yudin has become a beloved and re-
spected chief clerk, looked up to by ev-
eryone as the quintessential Senate
professional. And, of course, she has
been a great friend to members and
staffers alike. For younger staffers, she
has been the perfect mix of mentor and
mom, someone they turn to for wisdom
and counsel.

Lory is very much a member of our
Senate family. This is where she met
her husband David, as well as so many
of her lifelong friends. And while Lory
has always been dedicated to her work
here in the Senate, there is no question
that her family has always come first,
especially her son Eli. As we know,
Lory is extraordinarily proud of Eli’s
graduation, just weeks ago, from the
University of Michigan.

Today, as Lory begins the next chap-
ter of her life, I join with the HELP
Committee’s Ranking Member, Sen-
ator ENzI, and all the committee’s
members and staffers in expressing our
respect and love for Lory, and our grat-
itude for a job done with enormous
skill and dedication. We wish Lory and
her family the very best in the years to
come.

——
HURWITZ NOMINATION

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, yes-
terday, all time was yielded back on
the Hurwitz nomination, post-cloture,
and the nominee was then confirmed
by voice vote. I was not aware we were
going to vote on the nomination by
voice. Had I known, I would have re-
quested the yeas and nays. The fol-
lowing Members have informed my
staff that if there had been a rollcall
vote, they would have voted ‘nay’ on
final confirmation on the nomination
of Andrew Hurwitz to the Ninth Circuit
Court of Appeals:

. Senator Chuck Grassley (R-IA)

. Senator Orrin Hatch (R-UT)
Senator Mike Lee (R-UT)

Senator Jeff Sessions (R-AL)
Senator Richard Shelby (R-AL)
Senator Lindsey Graham (R-SC)
Senator Jim DeMint (R-SC)

. Senator John Cornyn (R-TX)

. Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-TX)
10. Senator Tom Coburn (R-OK)

11. Senator James Inhofe (R-OK)

12. Senator Mitch McConnell (R-KY)
13. Senator Rand Paul (R-KY)

14. Senator John Barrasso (R-WY)
15. Senator Mike Enzi (R-WY)

16. Senator David Vitter (R-LA)

17. Senator Pat Toomey (R-PA)

18. Senator Roy Blunt (R-MO)

19. Senator Johnny Isakson (R-GA)
20. Senator Saxby Chambliss (R-GA)
21. Senator John Thune (R-SD)

22. Senator Pat Roberts (R-KS)

23. Senator Jerry Moran (R-KS)

24. Senator Dan Coats (R-IN)

25. Senator Thad Cochran (R-MS)
26. Senator Roger Wicker (R-MS)

27. Senator James Risch (R-ID)

28. Senator Mike Crapo (R-ID)

29. Senator John Hoeven (R-ND)
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30. Senator Mike Johanns (R-NE)

31. Senator Richard Burr (R-NC)

32. Senator Lamar Alexander (R-TN)
33. Senator Bob Corker (R-TN)

34. Senator John Boozman (R-AR)
35. Senator Marco Rubio (R-FL)

36. Senator Dean Heller (R-NV)

37. Senator Ron Johnson (R-WI)

38. Senator Kelly Ayotte (R-NH)

39. Senator Ron Portman (R-OH)

———

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

VETERANS’ HEALTH CARE

® Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, today I
wish to recognize a landmark moment
in health care for our veterans. Today
is the 25th anniversary of the ribbon
cutting ceremony for the Nation’s first
Veterans’ Community Based Out-
patient Clinic, CBOC. On June 13, 1987,
at the Cary Medical Center in Caribou,
ME, Governor John McKernan was
joined by Senators George Mitchell and
William Cohen, and then-Congress-
woman OLYMPIA SNOWE to cut the rib-
bon of the new clinic. As the first com-
munity based outpatient clinic of its
kind in the United States, the Caribou
clinic served as the proving ground
upon which the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, VA, has built a nation-
wide health care system that delivers
much improved access to care for
America’s rural veterans. Today nearly
3.5 million veterans, approximately 41
percent of those enrolled in the VA
health care system, live in rural areas,
many of whom receive care at more
than 800 community based outpatient
clinics.

The history of the CBOC in Caribou,
however, began long before the ribbon
cutting, when seven Aroostook County
veterans dedicated themselves to the
mission of improving access to critical
health care services to the veterans liv-
ing in their communities. To accom-
plish this goal, they established the
Aroostook County Veterans Medical
Facility Research and Development,
Inc. The initial members were Percy
Thibeault, Meo Bosse, John Rowe, Ray
Guerrette, Wesley Adams, Walter
Corey, and Leonard Woods, Sr.

Over a span of 8 years, they com-
mitted themselves to convincing the
VA to establish a veterans’ health clin-
ic in Caribou. They were joined along
the way by other concerned veterans,
community members, the Cary Medical
Center, and a number of Maine vet-
erans service organizations. Their ini-
tiative paid off 8 years later, and
today, on the 25th anniversary of their
historic accomplishment, they deserve
to be recognized. Our veterans in rural
areas throughout the United States
benefit today from the dedication of
this landmark work. CBOCs are a vital
part of veteran health services today.

These exemplary seven men battled
to ensure that health care services
were available to every veteran living
in rural areas. That battle, despite the
VA’s best efforts, goes on.

Rural areas are still underserved in
the types of medical treatment avail-
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able. In some cases CBOCs don’t even
have permanent physicians assigned.
The Iraq and Afghan wars have created
a new generation of combat veterans,
many of whom have new medical needs
including prosthetic medical treat-
ments, mental health care, and exten-
sive physical therapy needs.

I am encouraged by the VA’s renewed
commitment to rural health care, and
the $250 million that VA is allocating
for programs for rural communities.
But I would urge the VA to do more,
and expand one program in particular,
the Access Received Closer to Home,
ARCH, project. ARCH has been tremen-
dously popular in all five of the com-
munities where the pilot program was
established. Given Caribou’s history, it
is especially fitting that Caribou CBOC
was selected as one of the five loca-
tions.

Our veterans have sacrificed so much
for our country. We owe them all that
we can to ensure they receive the best
care possible. The seven men who
fought for the Caribou CBOC Kknew
that, and we honor their dedication to
their fellow veterans by carrying on
their work.e

————

TRIBUTE TO PAT BRUCE

e Mr. HELLER. Mr. President, I rise
today to congratulate Pat Bruce for
being presented with the Bureau of
Land Management’s, BLM, ‘“‘Making a
Difference’ National Volunteer Award.
Mr. Bruce, a volunteer with the BLM
Winnemucca District Black Rock Field
Office, has been awarded for his out-
standing volunteer service and leader-
ship to preserve and maintain the Sil-
ver State’s wilderness areas. I am
proud to honor a Nevadan who is dedi-
cated to giving back to our community
to create a better and brighter tomor-
row.

As the field project coordinator for
the Friends of Nevada Wilderness, Mr.
Bruce has dedicated 6 years to orga-
nizing volunteer projects within wil-
derness areas in the Black Rock
Desert, which span over 1 million acres
of BLM lands. Hiking in remote areas,
Mr. Bruce maps routes and boundaries
to create an assessment of current
ground conditions. He is also a volun-
teer supervisor for nonwilderness
projects which include the restoration
and protection of BLM’s Black Rock
Desert-High Rock Canyon Emigrant
Trails National Conservation Area.

The Silver State is home to vast
wildlands and wildlife, which are vital
to the character of our State. As a life
long Nevadan and an avid outdoors-
man, I was raised to respect and appre-
ciate our State’s natural surroundings
and abundant wildlife. I first enjoyed
these great Nevada treasures with my
father and have since passed that same
respect and appreciation along to my
children.

I understand the importance of good
stewardship and appreciate Mr. Bruce’s
dedication to protecting and maintain-
ing Nevada’s lands. I am proud to rep-
resent him in the Senate and applaud
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him for his efforts to provide future
generations of Nevadans the same rec-
reational opportunities we enjoy.
Today, I ask my colleagues to join me
in recognizing Mr. Bruce for his com-
mitment to Nevada.e

———

RECOGNIZING OAKHURST DAIRY

e Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, in honor
of June being National Dairy Month, I
rise today to recognize Oakhurst
Dairy, located in Portland, ME, for
supplying New England with essential
vitamins and nutrients. Through its
sale of refrigerated milk and dairy
products, Oakhurst is committed to
producing the highest quality goods
sourced from over 70 local farms
throughout Maine and northern New
England.

National Dairy Month began in 1937
in an effort to promote the immense
benefits derived from milk and to sta-
bilize the dairy demand during surplus
production. Calcium, potassium, pro-
tein, and vitamins A and D are just a
few of the indispensable nutrients
found in dairy products that help re-
duce the risk for hypertension,
osteoporosis, and certain cancers,
while also helping improve weight
management, muscle tissue repair, and
healthy skin. Although this national
campaign only lasts for the month of
June, the family-owned Oakhurst
Dairy is constantly working to in-
crease awareness of the necessity of
these nutrients through community in-
tegration and product innovation in
northern New England.

Stanley Bennett purchased the Port-
land dairy farm in 1921, naming the
company after a grove of Oak trees
found nearby. He promised to provide
only the freshest quality products to
all of his customers and established the
trend of supporting the local commu-
nity and the environment, practices
which still hold true today. Oakhurst
Dairy embodies the ideals of
entrepreneurialism and encourages this
spirit in others by resourcing products
from small local farms to create their
milks, dairy creams, cheeses, and
juices. These products are then distrib-
uted to a variety of retailers, including
chain grocery stores, and small inde-
pendent grocery stores, and to
foodservice outlets such as schools and
restaurants.

Oakhurst understands the impor-
tance of providing for its employees
and in the 1940s became one of the first
businesses in southern Maine to ini-
tiate company-paid medical insurance
and deferred profit-sharing plans. Since
that time, Oakhurst has been devoted
to providing for the community at all
levels. On the corporate level, every
year Oakhurst pledges 10 percent of
pretax profits to organizations sup-
porting healthy children and a healthy
environment. This company also in-
spires future generations by giving out
numerous scholarships for academic
achievements and even promotes the
future of the milk industry by spon-
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soring 4-H dairy program awards given
at agricultural fairs. On the individual
level, employees are encouraged to do-
nate their time to fundraising events
for nonprofit organizations and are
often found serving on local boards,
dedicating their leadership skills to in-
spire valuable changes.

The third generation of the Bennett
family has continued to keep Oakhurst
thriving, which now employs nearly 240
people. In addition to its headquarters
in Portland, there are three distribu-
tion facilities located in Maine, New
Hampshire, and Massachusetts, each
operating to guarantee healthy lives in
the communities they serve. Oakhurst
Dairy—continuously seeking to im-
prove the dairy industry—has recently
began fortifying their products with
beneficial additives such as probiotics
and Omega-3, which improve digestion,
cardiovascular health, and boost im-
munity. In addition to product innova-
tion, Oakhurst Dairy has made several
truly outstanding achievements, in-
cluding perfect scores from Federal
quality and sanitation inspections, and
State awards such as the 2011 Maine
Restaurant Association’s Allied Mem-
ber of the Year and the 2010 Maine Gro-
cers Association’s Vendor of the Year.

In addition, Oakhurst Dairy insists
on making green initiatives a top pri-
ority in an effort to minimize their im-
pact on the environment. Within the
last decade, the company has largely
reduced carbon dioxide emissions and
offset fuel oil usage by transforming
nearly the entire shipping fleet into
biodiesel fuel trucks and installing
solar panels in several of its facilities.
As a means to ensure product safety
and customer satisfaction, Oakhurst
became one of the first companies in
the U.S. to offer financial incentives to
partnering farms for abstaining from
treating their cows with artificial
growth hormones. Oakhurst continues
this practice of avoiding growth hor-

mone additives through their
trademarked America’s First Farmer’s
Pledge.

Oakhurst Dairy continues to flour-
ish, even in difficult economic times,
thanks to its commitment to innova-
tion and service. Year after year,
Oakhurst Dairy has cultivated a win-
ning strategy through its tradition of
public service, safeguarding the envi-
ronment, and keeping New England
healthy. As a strong advocate for dairy
farm protection, I am proud to extend
my best wishes to the entire Oakhurst
Dairy operation for their continued
success.®

———

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated:

EC-6480. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator, Animal and
Plant Health Inspection Service, Department
of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to
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law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Horse Pro-
tection Act; Requiring Horse Industry Orga-
nizations To Assess and Enforce Minimum
Penalties for Violations” ((RIN0579-AD43)
(Docket No. APHIS-2011-0030)) received in
the Office of the President of the Senate on
June 7, 2012; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC-6481. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Review Group, Office
of the Secretary, Department of Agriculture,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Selection and Functions of
Farm Service Agency State and County
Committees” (RIN0560-AG90) received in the
Office of the President of the Senate on June
6, 2012; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry.

EC-6482. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense (Legislative Af-
fairs), transmitting legislative proposals and
accompanying reports relative to the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2013; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

EC-6483. A communication from the Under
Secretary of Defense (Personnel and Readi-
ness), transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port entitled ‘‘Special Compensation for
Members of the Uniformed Services with
Catastrophic Injuries or Illnesses Requiring
Assistance in Everyday Living Fiscal Year
2012 Report Congress’’; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

EC-6484. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel, Department of Housing and
Urban Development, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report relative to a vacancy in the
Department in the position of Assistant Sec-
retary for Community Planning and Devel-
opment, received in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on June 6, 2012; to the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs.

EC-6485. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a six-month periodic report relative to
the national emergency that was originally
declared in Executive Order 12938 of Novem-
ber 14, 1994; to the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-6486. A communication from the Asso-
ciate General Counsel for Legislation and
Regulations, Office of Public and Indian
Housing, Department of Housing and Urban
Development, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Revision to the
Section 8 Management Assessment Program
Lease-Up Indicator” (RIN2577-AC76) received
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on June 6, 2012; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-6487. A communication from the Chief
Counsel, Bureau of Public Debt, Department
of the Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled “U.S.
Treasury Securities—State and Local Gov-
ernment Series’ ((31 CFR Part 344) (Depart-
ment of the Treasury Circular, Public Debt
Series No. 3-72)) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on June 6, 2012; to
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

EC-6488. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Federal Housing Finance
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Prudential Man-
agement and Operations Standards”
(RIN2590-AA13) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on June 6, 2012; to
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

EC-6489. A communication from the Dep-
uty Secretary, Division of Investment Man-
agement, Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Political Contribu-
tions by Certain Investment Advisers: Ban
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on Third-Party Solicitation; Extension of
Compliance Date’” (RIN3235-AK39) received
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on June 12, 2012; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-6490. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the Department of Energy, Office of En-
ergy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Ac-
tivity Funding Level Report; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources.

EC-6491. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled ‘‘Response to Findings
and Recommendations of the Hydrogen and
Fuel Cell Technical Advisory Committee
(HTAC) during Fiscal Years 2010 and 2011”’; to
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

EC-6492. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled ‘‘Management of Nu-
clear Construction Projects That Exceed $1
Billion: Impact on Nuclear Safety Culture’’;
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

EC-6493. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Legislation, Regula-
tion and Energy Efficiency, Department of
Energy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Energy Conserva-
tion Program: Energy Conservation Stand-
ards for Residential Clothes Washers”
(RIN1904-AB90) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on June 12, 2012; to
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

EC-6494. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Idaho: Final Authorization of State
Hazardous Waste Management Program; Re-
vision” (FRL No. 9684-6) received in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on June
12, 2012; to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works.

EC-6495. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Air Quality Designations for the 2008
Ozone National Ambient Air Quality Stand-
ards for Several Counties in Illinois, Indiana,
and Wisconsin; Corrections to Inadvertent
Errors in Prior Designations” (FRL No. 9682—
2) received in the Office of the President of
the Senate on June 12, 2012; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works.

EC-6496. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘“‘Approval and Promulgation of Imple-
mentation Plans; State of Florida: New
Source Review Prevention of Significant De-
terioration: Nitrogen Oxides as a Precursor
to Ozone” (FRL No. 9687-1) received in the
Office of the President of the Senate on June
12, 2012; to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works.

EC-6497. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Approval of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; Wisconsin; Disapproval of ‘Infra-
structure’ SIP with Respect to Oxides of Ni-
trogen as a Precursor to Ozone Provisions
and New Source Review Exemptions for Fuel
Changes as Major Modifications for the 1997
8-Hour Ozone and 24-Hour PM2.5 NAAQ”
(FRL No. 9685-7) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on June 12, 2012; to
the Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

EC-6498. A communication from the Chief
of the Publications and Regulations Branch,
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Internal Revenue Service, Department of the
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Surrogate Foreign
Corporations’ ((RIN1545-BF47) (TD 9591)) re-
ceived in the Office of the President of the
Senate on June 12, 2012; to the Committee on
Finance.

EC-6499. A communication from the Chief
of the Publications and Regulations Branch,
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Extension of Relief
and Procedures Under Notice 2010-30 and No-
tice 2011-16 for Spouses of U.S.
Servicemembers Who are Working In or
Claiming Residence or Domicile In a U.S.
Territory Under the Military Spouses Resi-
dency Relief Act” (Notice 2012-41) received in
the Office of the President of the Senate on
June 12, 2012; to the Committee on Finance.

EC-6500. A communication from the Chief
of the Publications and Regulations Branch,
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Substantial Busi-
ness Activities” ((RIN1545-BK86) (TD 9592))
received in the Office of the President of the
Senate on June 12, 2012; to the Committee on
Finance.

EC-6501. A communication from the Chief
of the Trade and Commercial Regulations
Branch, Customs and Border Protection, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘“Extension of Import Restrictions Im-
posed on Archaeological and Ethnological
Materials from Peru” (RIN1515-AD89) re-
ceived in the Office of the President of the
Senate on June 4, 2012; to the Committee on
Finance.

EC-6502. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, the report of a
determination pursuant to Section 620H of
the FAA, and Section 7021 of the Department
of State, Foreign Operations, and Related
Appropriations, 2012 (Div. I, PL. 112-74) re-
garding U.S. assistance (DCN OSS 2012-0837);
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-6503. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, certification of
proposed issuance of an export license pursu-
ant to section 36(c) of the Arms Export Con-
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 12-011); to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-6504. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report prepared by the Department of
State on progress toward a negotiated solu-
tion of the Cyprus question covering the pe-
riod February 1, 2012 through March 31, 2012;
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-6505. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report relative to provisions of Sec-
tion 7042(c) of the Department of State, For-
eign Operations, and Related Programs Ap-
propriations Act, 2010, as they relate to re-
strictions on assistance to the central gov-
ernment of Serbia; to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

EC-6506. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense (Legislative Af-
fairs), transmitting a legislative proposal en-
titled ‘‘Transfer of Naval Vessels to Certain
Foreign Recipients’”; to the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

EC-6507. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Regulatory Services,
Office of the General Counsel, Department of
Education, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Implementa-
tion of OMB Guidance on Nonprocurement
Debarment and Suspension’ (RIN1890-AA17)
received in the Office of the President of the
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Senate on June 6, 2012; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

EC-6508. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to
new safety technologies and equipment that
have been studied, tested, and certified for
use in the mining environment; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

EC-6509. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel, Office of Compliance, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report entitled
“Safety and Health in the Congressional
Workplace—Report on the 111th Congress Bi-
ennial Occupational Safety and Health In-
spections’; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

EC-6510. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Personnel Management, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Prevailing Rate Systems; Abolish-
ment of Montgomery, Pennsylvania, as a
Nonappropriated Fund Federal Wage System
Wage Area’” (RIN3206-AMG62) received in the
Office of the President of the Senate on June
12, 2012; to the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs.

EC-6511. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Personnel Management, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Political Activity—Federal Em-
ployees Residing in Designated Localities”
(RIN3206-AM44) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on June 12, 2012; to
the Committee on Homeland Security and
Governmental Affairs.

EC-6512. A joint communication from the
Chairman and the Acting General Counsel,
National Labor Relations Board, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the Office of Inspector
General Semiannual Report for the period of
October 1, 2011 through March 31, 2012; to the
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs.

EC-6513. A communication from the Chair-
man and Members of the Federal Labor Rela-
tions Authority, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the Office of Inspector General Semi-
annual Report for the period of October 1,
2011 through March 31, 2012; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs.

EC-6514. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Small Business Adminis-
tration, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
Semiannual Report from the Office of the In-
spector General for the period from October
1, 2011 through March 31, 2012; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs.

EC-6515. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the Department of the Treasury
Office of Inspector General Semiannual Re-
port for the period of October 1, 2011 through
March 31, 2012; to the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs.

———

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEE

The following executive reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. HARKIN for the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

Deborah J. Jeffrey, of the District of Co-
lumbia, to be Inspector General, Corporation
for National and Community Service.

*Erica Lynn Groshen, of New York, to be
Commissioner of Labor Statistics, Depart-
ment of Labor, for a term of four years.

*Larry V. Hedges, of Illinois, to be a Mem-
ber of the Board of Directors of the National
Board for Education Sciences for a term ex-
piring November 28, 2015.
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*Susanna Loeb, of California, to be a Mem-
ber of the Board of Directors of the National
Board for Education Sciences for a term ex-
piring March 15, 2016.

*Kamilah Oni Martin-Proctor, of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, to be a Member of the Na-
tional Council on Disability for a term expir-
ing September 17, 2014.

*Sara A. Gelser, of Oregon, to be a Member
of the National Council on Disability for a
term expiring September 17, 2014.

*Nomination was reported with rec-
ommendation that it be confirmed sub-
ject to the nominee’s commitment to
respond to requests to appear and tes-
tify before any duly constituted com-
mittee of the Senate.

(Nominations without an asterisk
were reported with the recommenda-
tion that they be confirmed.)

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. THUNE (for himself and Mr.
JOHNSON of South Dakota):

S. 3288. A bill to provide for the convey-
ance of certain cemeteries that are located
on National Forest System land in Black
Hills National Forest, South Dakota; to the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. KERRY (for himself and Mr.
GRASSLEY):

S. 3289. A bill to expand the Medicaid home
and community-based services waiver to in-
clude young individuals who are in need of
services that would otherwise be required to
be provided through a psychiatric residential
treatment facility, and to change references
in Federal law to mental retardation to ref-
erences to an intellectual disability; to the
Committee on Finance.

By Mr. VITTER (for himself, Mr.
DEMINT, Ms. AYOTTE, Mr. COBURN,
Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. LEE, Mr. CORNYN,
Mr. RISCH, Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin,
Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr.
JOHANNS, Mr. INHOFE, Mrs.
HUTCHISON, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. COCH-
RAN, Mr. HOEVEN, Mr. WICKER, Mr.
CoATs, Mr. ENZI, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr.
BOOZMAN, Mr. THUNE, Mr. BARRASSO,
Mr. CRAPO, and Mr. MCCONNELL):

S. 3290. A bill to prohibit discrimination
against the unborn on the basis of sex or gen-
der, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER:

S. 3291. A bill to prohibit unauthorized
third-party charges on wireline telephone
bills, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

By Mrs. MCCASKILL (for herself, Mr.
PORTMAN, Mr. McCONNELL, Mr. KYL,
Mr. HOEVEN, Mr. RISCH, Mr. ROBERTS,
Mr. COATS, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. VITTER,
Mr. ENzI, Mr. WICKER, Mr. COCHRAN,
Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr. JOHN-
SON of Wisconsin, Mr. GRAHAM, Mrs.
HUTCHISON,  Mr. SESSIONS,  Mr.
COBURN, and Mr. MCCAIN):

S. 3292. A Dbill to require the United States
International Trade Commission to rec-
ommend temporary duty suspensions and re-
ductions to Congress, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Finance.
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 387
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the
name of the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 387, a bill to amend title 37,
United States Code, to provide flexible
spending arrangements for members of
uniformed services, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 1316
At the request of Mr. ENZI, the name
of the Senator from Utah (Mr. HATCH)
was added as a cosponsor of S. 1316, a
bill to prevent a fiscal crisis by enact-
ing legislation to balance the Federal
budget through reductions of discre-
tionary and mandatory spending.
S. 1454
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
name of the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. WICKER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1454, a bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to provide for
extended months of Medicare coverage
of immunosuppressive drugs for kidney
transplant patients and other renal di-
alysis provisions.
S. 1461
At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor-
ida, the name of the Senator from New
Hampshire (Ms. AYOTTE) was added as
a cosponsor of S. 1461, a bill to amend
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act to clarify the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration’s jurisdiction over certain
tobacco products, and to protect jobs
and small businesses involved in the
sale, manufacturing and distribution of
traditional and premium cigars.
S. 1507
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
name of the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. SHELBY) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1507, a bill to provide protections
from workers with respect to their
right to select or refrain from selecting
representation by a labor organization.
S. 1512
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the
name of the Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. KoHL) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1512, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 and the Small
Business Act to expand the availability
of employee stock ownership plans in S
corporations, and for other purposes.
S. 1884
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
name of the Senator from California
(Mrs. BOXER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1884, a bill to provide States with
incentives to require elementary
schools and secondary schools to main-
tain, and permit school personnel to
administer, epinephrine at schools.
S. 1935
At the request of Mrs. HAGAN, the
name of the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. WHITEHOUSE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1935, a bill to require the
Secretary of the Treasury to mint
coins in recognition and celebration of
the 756th anniversary of the establish-
ment of the March of Dimes Founda-
tion.
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S. 1956

At the request of Mr. THUNE, the
name of the Senator from Texas (Mrs.
HUTCHISON) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1956, a bill to prohibit operators of
civil aircraft of the United States from
participating in the European Union’s
emissions trading scheme, and for
other purposes.

S. 2027

At the request of Mr. BENNET, the
names of the Senator from Maine (Ms.
SNOWE) and the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. MERKLEY) were added as cospon-
sors of S. 2027, a bill to improve micro-
finance and microenterprise, and for
other purposes.

S. 2066

At the request of Ms. MURKOWSKI, the
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
HELLER) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2066, a bill to recognize the heritage of
recreational fishing, hunting, and
shooting on Federal public land and en-
sure continued opportunities for those
activities.

S. 2165

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
2165, a bill to enhance strategic co-
operation between the United States
and Israel, and for other purposes.

At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
RI1scH) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2165, supra.

S. 2205

At the request of Mr. MORAN, the
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
RI1scH) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2205, a bill to prohibit funding to nego-
tiate a United Nations Arms Trade
Treaty that restricts the Second
Amendment rights of United States
citizens.

S. 2374

At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the
name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
CoATS) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2374, a bill to amend the Helium Act to
ensure the expedient and responsible
draw-down of the Federal Helium Re-
serve in a manner that protects the in-
terests of private industry, the sci-
entific, medical, and industrial com-
munities, commercial users, and Fed-
eral agencies, and for other purposes.

S. 2515

At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the
name of the Senator from Louisiana
(Ms. LANDRIEU) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2515, a bill to promote the use
of clean cookstoves and fuels to save
lives, improve livelihoods, empower
women, and combat harmful pollution
by creating a thriving global market
for clean and efficient household cook-
ing solutions.

S. 3202

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
HELLER) was added as a cosponsor of S.
3202, a bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to ensure that deceased
veterans with no known next of kin
can receive a dignified burial, and for
other purposes.
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S. 3204
At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, the
name of the Senator from Texas (Mr.
CORNYN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
3204, a bill to address fee disclosure re-
quirements under the Electronic Fund
Transfer Act, and for other purposes.
S. 3228
At the request of Mr. THUNE, the
name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. HOEVEN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 3228, a bill to require the
President to provide a report detailing
the sequester required by the Budget
Control Act of 2011 on January 2, 2013.
S. 3235
At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
ISAKSON) was added as a cosponsor of S.
3235, a bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to require, as a condition
on the receipt by a State of certain
funds for veterans employment and
training, that the State ensures that
training received by a veteran while on
active duty is taken into consideration
in granting certain State certifications
or licenses, and for other purposes.
S. 3237
At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE,
the name of the Senator from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. REED) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 3237, a bill to provide for the
establishment of a Commission to Ac-
celerate the End of Breast Cancer.
S. RES. 176
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the
name of the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. ALEXANDER) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 176, a resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Senate that
the United States Postal Service
should issue a semipostal stamp to sup-
port medical research relating to Alz-
heimer’s disease.
S. RES. 489
At the request of Mr. McCCAIN, the
names of the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. BARRASSO), the Senator from Wyo-
ming (Mr. ENzI), the Senator from
Texas (Mrs. HUTCHISON) and the Sen-
ator from Alaska (Ms. MURKOWSKI)
were added as cosponsors of S. Res. 489,
a resolution expressing the sense of the
Senate on the appointment by the At-
torney General of an outside special
counsel to investigate certain recent
leaks of apparently classified and high-
ly sensitive information on TUnited
States military and intelligence plans,
programs, and operations.
S. RES. 492
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL,
the name of the Senator from Wis-
consin (Mr. KoHL) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 492, a resolution des-
ignating June 15, 2012, as “World Elder
Abuse Awareness Day’’.
AMENDMENT NO. 2160
At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 2160 intended to be pro-
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re-
authorize agricultural programs
through 2017, and for other purposes.
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AMENDMENT NO. 2196
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the
name of the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. WHITEHOUSE) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 2196 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an
original bill to reauthorize agricultural
programs through 2017, and for other
purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 2197
At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the
name of the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. WHITEHOUSE) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 2197 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an
original bill to reauthorize agricultural
programs through 2017, and for other
purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 2199
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the
names of the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. INHOFE), the Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. WHITEHOUSE) and the Sen-
ator from Maryland (Mr. CARDIN) were
added as cosponsors of amendment No.
2199 intended to be proposed to S. 3240,
an original bill to reauthorize agricul-
tural programs through 2017, and for
other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 2202
At the request of Mr. BENNET, the
name of the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. BARRASSO) was added as a cospon-
sor of amendment No. 2202 intended to
be proposed to S. 3240, an original bill
to reauthorize agricultural programs
through 2017, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 2216
At the request of Mr. TOOMEY, the
name of the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
McCAIN) was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 2216 intended to be pro-
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re-
authorize agricultural programs
through 2017, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 2219
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the
names of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) and the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. FRANKEN) were added
as cosponsors of amendment No. 2219
intended to be proposed to S. 3240, an
original bill to reauthorize agricultural
programs through 2017, and for other
purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 2224
At the request of Mr. THUNE, the
name of the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. VITTER) was added as a cosponsor
of amendment No. 2224 intended to be
proposed to S. 3240, an original bill to
reauthorize agricultural programs
through 2017, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 2232
At the request of Mr. THUNE, the
names of the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. BOOzMAN) and the Senator from
Kansas (Mr. MORAN) were added as co-
sponsors of amendment No. 2232 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an
original bill to reauthorize agricultural
programs through 2017, and for other
purposes.
At the request of Mr. TESTER, the
names of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. BENNET) and the Senator from
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West Virginia (Mr. MANCHIN) were
added as cosponsors of amendment No.
2232 intended to be proposed to S. 3240,
supra.
AMENDMENT NO. 2240
At the request of Mr. THUNE, the
name of the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. BLUNT) was added as a cosponsor
of amendment No. 2240 intended to be
proposed to S. 3240, an original bill to
reauthorize agricultural programs
through 2017, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 2247
At the request of Mr. TOOMEY, the
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms.
SNOWE) was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 2247 intended to be pro-
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re-
authorize agricultural programs
through 2017, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 2248
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the
name of the Senator from Montana
(Mr. TESTER) was added as a cosponsor
of amendment No. 2248 intended to be
proposed to S. 3240, an original bill to
reauthorize agricultural programs
through 2017, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 2257
At the request of Mr. SANDERS, the
name of the Senator from California
(Mrs. BOXER) was added as a cosponsor
of amendment No. 2257 intended to be
proposed to S. 3240, an original bill to
reauthorize agricultural programs
through 2017, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 2287
At the request of Mr. CARPER, the
names of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mrs. HAGAN) and the Senator
from Delaware (Mr. COONS) were added
as cosponsors of amendment No. 2287
intended to be proposed to S. 3240, an
original bill to reauthorize agricultural
programs through 2017, and for other
purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 2289
At the request of Mr. COBURN, the
name of the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
McCAIN) was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 2289 intended to be pro-
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re-
authorize agricultural programs
through 2017, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 2295
At the request of Mr. UDALL of Colo-
rado, the name of the Senator from
California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added
as a cosponsor of amendment No. 2295
intended to be proposed to S. 3240, an
original bill to reauthorize agricultural
programs through 2017, and for other
purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 2299
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the
name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. HOEVEN) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 2299 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an
original bill to reauthorize agricultural
programs through 2017, and for other
purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 2306
At the request of Ms. MURKOWSKI, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 2306 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an
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original bill to reauthorize agricultural
programs through 2017, and for other
purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 2311
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL,
the name of the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mrs. MURRAY) was added as a
cosponsor of amendment No. 2311 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an
original bill to reauthorize agricultural
programs through 2017, and for other
purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 2367
At the request of Mrs. HAGAN, the
names of the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. CARPER), the Senator from Dela-
ware (Mr. COONS) and the Senator from
West Virginia (Mr. MANCHIN) were
added as cosponsors of amendment No.
2367 intended to be proposed to S. 3240,
an original bill to reauthorize agricul-
tural programs through 2017, and for
other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 2370
At the request of Ms. CANTWELL, the
names of the Senator from Washington
(Mrs. MURRAY), the Senator from
North Dakota (Mr. CONRAD) and the
Senator from North Dakota (Mr.
HOEVEN) were added as cosponsors of
amendment No. 2370 intended to be pro-
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re-
authorize agricultural programs
through 2017, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 2382
At the request of Mr. MERKLEY, the
names of the Senator from California
(Mrs. BOXER) and the Senator from
Montana (Mr. TESTER) were added as
cosponsors of amendment No. 2382 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an
original bill to reauthorize agricultural
programs through 2017, and for other
purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 2395
At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the
name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. HOEVEN) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 2395 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an
original bill to reauthorize agricultural
programs through 2017, and for other
purposes.

——————

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. KERRY (for himself and
Mr. GRASSLEY):

S. 3289. A bill to expand the Medicaid
home and community-based services
waiver to include young individuals
who are in need of services that would
otherwise be required to be provided
through a psychiatric residential treat-
ment facility, and to change references
in Federal law to mental retardation to
references to an intellectual disability;
to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, each year
nearly 3 million youth receive mental
health services to address a range of
issues including depression, severe
mental illness, and suicide prevention.
When youth with mental health needs
are treated early, with the most appro-
priate care for their situation, they are
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more likely to have positive outcomes
during both their childhood and their
adult life.

I have worked with my colleague
Senator GRASSLEY on a bipartisan bill
that will expand the Medicaid 1915(c)
waiver to provide an option to serve
children and adolescents with intensive
home or community-based treatment
services in lieu of being treated as in-
patients in a psychiatric residential
treatment facility. There are currently
nine States participating in a 1915(c)
waiver demonstration focused on chil-
dren and adolescents, which expires in
September of this year. Data has
shown that the youth served through
this demonstration waiver have had
positive outcomes, have been able to
stabilize, and have had significant im-
provement in mental and behavioral
health. The waiver gives States more
flexibility to offer the most appro-
priate mental health services for chil-
dren on Medicaid. Without access to in-
tensive home or community-based
services, these children could otherwise
be institutionalized. The waiver expan-
sion will allow more States the oppor-
tunity to provide cost-effective care
that best meets their children’s mental
health needs.

In addition, this bill officially re-
moves the outdated term ‘“‘mentally re-
tarded” from the Social Security Act
and replaces it with the phrase ‘‘intel-
lectually disabled’’. In 2010, the Presi-
dent enacted the bipartisan Rosa’s Law
which removed the words ‘‘mentally re-
tarded” from federal health, education
and labor laws. This bill takes the nec-
essary step of removing this obsolete
term from a significant portion of the
U.S. Code.

I would like to recognize Youth Vil-
lages, which has been integral to the
development of this legislation. More
than 30 organizations are supportive of
this bill, including the American Acad-
emy of Child and Adolescent Psychi-
atry, the American Association of Peo-
ple with Disabilities, American Psy-
chiatric Association, Bazelon Center
for Mental Health Law, Child Welfare
League of America, First Focus Cam-
paign for Children, National Alliance
on Mental Illness, National Council on
Independent Living, and the Arc of the
United States.

I look forward to continued progress
in improving mental health treatment
options for our youth and ask all of my
colleagues to support this important
legislation.

————

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND
PROPOSED

SA 2404. Mr. VITTER (for himself and Mr.
LEE) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill S. 3240, to re-
authorize agricultural programs through
2017, and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 2405. Ms. MURKOWSKI submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2406. Mr. REID proposed an amendment
to amendment SA 2391 proposed by Mr. REID
to the bill S. 3240, supra.
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SA 2407. Mr. REID proposed an amendment
to amendment SA 2406 proposed by Mr. REID
to the amendment SA 2391 proposed by Mr.
REID to the bill S. 3240, supra.

SA 2408. Mr. WYDEN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2409. Mr. KOHL submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2410. Mr. THUNE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment
SA 2186 submitted by Mr. COBURN (for him-
self and Mr. DURBIN) and intended to be pro-
posed to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 2411. Mr. UDALL of New Mexico sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 3240, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2412. Mr. UDALL of New Mexico sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 3240, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2413. Mr. BLUMENTHAL (for himself,
Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Mr. MERKLEY) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 3240, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2414. Mr. PRYOR (for himself, Mr.
B0O0OZMAN, Mr. REED, Mr. NELSON of Florida,
and Mrs. MCCASKILL) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2415. Mr. PRYOR (for himself and Mr.
WICKER) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 3240,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2416. Mr. PRYOR (for himself and Mr.
BLUNT) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill S. 3240, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 2417. Mr. UDALL of New Mexico (for
himself and Mr. BINGAMAN) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2418. Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself and
Mr. REED) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
3240, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 2419. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2420. Mr. INOUYE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 2421. Mr. PAUL (for himself, Mr.
INHOFE, and Mr. GRAHAM) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 2422. Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, Mrs.
BOXER, and Mr. KYL) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
bill S. 3240, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS

SA 2404. Mr. VITTER (for himself
and Mr. LEE) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agricultural
programs through 2017, and for other
purposes; which was ordered to lie on
the table; as follows:

At the end of the bill, add the following:
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SEC. 122 . MINIMIZATION OF IMPACT OF EN-

DANGERED SPECIES LISTINGS AND
DESIGNATIONS ON AGRICULTURAL
LAND.

Section 4 of the Endangered Species Act of
1973 (16 U.S.C. 1533) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

“(j) MINIMIZATION OF IMPACT OF ENDAN-
GERED SPECIES LISTINGS AND DESIGNATIONS
ON AGRICULTURAL LAND.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Before any action is
taken to list a species or designate critical
habitat under this Act, the Secretary shall—

““(A) consult with the Secretary of Agri-
culture to identify all private agricultural
land and land maintained by the Forest
Service that could be adversely impacted by
the listing or designation; and

‘“‘(B) prepare a report that describes the
economic impacts of the listing or designa-
tion on land used for agricultural activities.

‘(2) ECONOMIC ANALYSES.—In conducting
economic analyses on the impact of the list-
ing of species, or designation of critical habi-
tat, described in paragraph (1), the Secretary
of Agriculture, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of the Interior, shall—

‘“(A) conduct, and make available to the
Secretary of the Interior and the public, sep-
arate economic analyses for—

‘(i) private agricultural land; and

‘‘(ii) land maintained by the Forest Serv-
ice;

‘“(B) give landowners an opportunity for
comment on the proposed listing or designa-
tion—

‘(i) to obtain the input of the landowners;
and

‘“(ii) to provide landowners the same oppor-
tunity to comment as other affected parties;

“(C) use sound and proven economic anal-
ysis tools in conducting the analyses, listing
species, and designating habitat under this
Act; and

‘(D) make available on a public website—

‘‘(i) a description of the total economic im-
pact on agricultural land from all actual and
potential listings and designations under
this Act; and

‘(ii) a map of all locations in the United
States that are proposed for critical habitat
designations.

‘(3) ACTUAL NOTICE.—In listing species or
designating habitat under this Act, the Sec-
retary of the Interior shall, to the maximum
extent practicable, provide actual notice to
affected landowners and other parties.

‘‘(4) APPEALS.—Before a species is listed or
habitat is designated under this Act, the
Secretary of Agriculture shall make avail-
able to affected landowners and other parties
a description of all options that are available
to appeal or obtain compensation from the
listing or designation (including administra-
tive and judicial options) against the Federal
Government.

*“(5) TRESPASSING ON PRIVATE PROPERTY.—

“‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If any person enters pri-
vate land without the consent of the land-
owner to promote the purposes of this Act,
any data obtained during or as a result of the
trespass shall not be considered—

‘(i) to be the best available science; or

‘(i) to meet the scientific quality stand-
ards issued under section 515 of the Treasury
and General Government Appropriations
Act, 2001 (Public Law 106-554; 114 Stat. 2763A-
163) (commonly referred to as the ‘Data
Quality Act’).

‘“(B) AERIAL SURVEILLANCE.—NoO science
that is produced as a result of aerial surveil-
lance of private land without the consent of
the landowner shall be considered to meet
the scientific quality standards described in
subparagraph (A)(ii).”.

SA 2405. Ms. MURKOWSKI submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
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by her to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize
agricultural programs through 2017,
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted, insert the following:

TITLE XIII—RECREATIONAL  FISHING,
HUNTING, AND RECREATIONAL SHOOT-
ING

SEC. 13001. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘“Rec-
reational Fishing and Hunting Heritage and
Opportunities Act’’.

SEC. 13002. DEFINITIONS.

In this title:

(1) FEDERAL PUBLIC LAND.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), the term ‘‘Federal public
land” means any land or water that is—

(i) owned by the United States; and

(ii) managed by a Federal agency (includ-
ing the Department of the Interior and the
Forest Service) for purposes that include the
conservation of natural resources.

(B) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘‘Federal public
land” does not include—

(i) land or water held or managed in trust
for the benefit of Indians or other Native
Americans;

(ii) land managed by the Director of the
National Park Service or the Director of the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service;

(iii) fish hatcheries; or

(iv) conservation easements on private
land.

(2) HUNTING.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), the term ‘‘hunting’ means
use of a firearm, bow, or other authorized
means in the lawful—

(i) pursuit, shooting, capture, collection,
trapping, or killing of wildlife; or

(ii) attempt to pursue, shoot, capture, col-
lect, trap, or kill wildlife.

(B) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘‘hunting’ does
not include the use of skilled volunteers to
cull excess animals (as defined by other Fed-
eral law).

(3) RECREATIONAL FISHING.—The term ‘‘rec-
reational fishing’”’ means—

(A) an activity for sport or for pleasure
that involves—

(i) the lawful catching,
vesting of fish; or

(ii) the lawful attempted catching, taking,
or harvesting of fish; or

(B) any other activity for sport or pleasure
that can reasonably be expected to result in
the lawful catching, taking, or harvesting of
fish.

(4) RECREATIONAL SHOOTING.—The term
‘“‘recreational shooting’”’ means any form of
sport, training, competition, or pastime,
whether formal or informal, that involves
the discharge of a rifle, handgun, or shotgun,
or the use of a bow and arrow.

SEC. 13003. RECREATIONAL FISHING, HUNTING,

AND RECREATIONAL SHOOTING.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to valid existing
rights, and in cooperation with the respec-
tive State and fish and wildlife agency, a
Federal public land management official
shall exercise the authority of the official
under existing law (including provisions re-
garding land use planning) to facilitate use
of and access to Federal public land for rec-
reational fishing, hunting, and recreational
shooting except as limited by—

(1) any law that authorizes action or with-
holding action for reasons of national secu-
rity, public safety, or resource conservation;

(2) any other Federal law that precludes
recreational fishing, hunting, or recreational
shooting on specific Federal public land or
water or units of Federal public land; and

(3) discretionary limitations on rec-
reational fishing, hunting, and recreational

taking, or har-

June 13, 2012

shooting determined to be necessary and rea-
sonable as supported by the best scientific
evidence and advanced through a trans-
parent public process.

(b) MANAGEMENT.—Consistent with sub-
section (a), the head of each Federal public
land management agency shall exercise the
land management discretion of the head—

(1) in a manner that supports and facili-
tates recreational fishing, hunting, and rec-
reational shooting opportunities;

(2) to the extent authorized under applica-
ble State law; and

(3) in accordance with applicable Federal
law.

(¢) PLANNING.—

(1) EFFECTS OF PLANS AND ACTIVITIES.—

(A) EVALUATION OF EFFECTS ON OPPORTUNI-
TIES TO ENGAGE IN RECREATIONAL FISHING,
HUNTING, OR RECREATIONAL SHOOTING.—Fed-
eral public land planning documents (includ-
ing land resources management plans, re-
source management plans, travel manage-
ment plans, and energy development plans)
shall include a specific evaluation of the ef-
fects of the plans on opportunities to engage
in recreational fishing, hunting, or rec-
reational shooting.

(B) OTHER ACTIVITY NOT CONSIDERED.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—Federal public land man-
agement officials shall not be required to
consider the existence or availability of rec-
reational fishing, hunting, or recreational
shooting opportunities on private or public
land that is located adjacent to, or in the vi-
cinity of, Federal public land for purposes
of—

(I) planning for or determining which units
of Federal public land are open for rec-
reational fishing, hunting, or recreational
shooting; or

(IT) setting the levels of use for rec-
reational fishing, hunting, or recreational
shooting on Federal public land.

(ii) ENHANCED OPPORTUNITIES.—Federal
public land management officials may con-
sider the opportunities described in clause (i)
if the combination of those opportunities
would enhance the recreational fishing,
hunting, or shooting opportunities available
to the public.

(2) USE OF VOLUNTEERS.—If hunting is pro-
hibited by law, all Federal public land plan-
ning document described in paragraph (1)(A)
of an agency shall, after appropriate coordi-
nation with State fish and wildlife agencies,
allow the participation of skilled volunteers
in the culling and other management of wild-
life populations on Federal public land un-
less the head of the agency demonstrates,
based on the best scientific data available or
applicable Federal law, why skilled volun-
teers should not be used to control over-
population of wildlife on the land that is the
subject of the planning document.

(d) BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT AND FOR-
EST SERVICE LAND.—

(1) LAND OPEN.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Land under the jurisdic-
tion of the Bureau of Land Management or
the Forest Service (including a a component
of the National Wilderness Preservation Sys-
tem, land designated as a wilderness study
area or administratively classified as wilder-
ness eligible or suitable, and primitive or
semiprimitive areas, but excluding land on
the outer Continental Shelf) shall be open to
recreational fishing, hunting, and rec-
reational shooting unless the managing Fed-
eral public land agency acts to close the land
to such activity.

(B) MOTORIZED ACCESS.—Nothing in this
paragraph authorizes or requires motorized
access or the use of motorized vehicles for
recreational fishing, hunting, or recreational
shooting purposes within land designated as
a wilderness study area or administratively
classified as wilderness eligible or suitable.
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(2) CLOSURE OR RESTRICTION.—Land de-
scribed in paragraph (1) may be subject to
closures or restrictions if determined by the
head of the agency to be necessary and rea-
sonable and supported by facts and evidence
for purposes including resource conservation,
public safety, energy or mineral production,
energy generation or transmission infra-
structure, water supply facilities, protection
of other permittees, protection of private
property rights or interests, national secu-
rity, or compliance with other law, as deter-
mined appropriate by the Director of the Bu-
reau of Land Management or the Chief of the
Forest Service, as applicable.

(3) SHOOTING RANGES.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (C), the head of each Federal
public land agency may use the authorities
of the head, in a manner consistent with this
title and other applicable law—

(i) to lease or permit use of land under the
jurisdiction of the head for shooting ranges;
and

(ii) to designate specific land under the ju-
risdiction of the head for recreational shoot-
ing activities.

(B) LIMITATION ON LIABILITY.—Any designa-
tion under subparagraph (A)(ii) shall not
subject the United States to any civil action
or claim for monetary damages for injury or
loss of property or personal injury or death
caused by any recreational shooting activity
occurring at or on the designated land.

(C) EXCEPTION.—The head of each Federal
public land agency shall not lease or permit
use of Federal public land for shooting
ranges or designate land for recreational
shooting activities within including a com-
ponent of the National Wilderness Preserva-
tion System, land designated as a wilderness
study area or administratively classified as
wilderness eligible or suitable, and primitive
or semiprimitive areas.

(e) REPORT.—Not later than October 1 of
every other year, beginning with the second
October 1 after the date of enactment of this
Act, the head of each Federal public land
agency who has authority to manage Federal
public land on which recreational fishing,
hunting, or recreational shooting occurs
shall submit to the Committee on Natural
Resources of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Energy and Natural
Resources of the Senate a report that de-
scribes—

(1) any Federal public land administered
by the agency head that was closed to rec-
reational fishing, hunting, or recreational
shooting at any time during the preceding
year; and

(2) the reason for the closure.

(f) CLOSURES OR SIGNIFICANT RESTRICTIONS
OF 1,280 OR MORE ACRES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Other than closures estab-
lished or prescribed by land planning actions
referred to in subsection (d)(2) or emergency
closures described in paragraph (3), a perma-
nent or temporary withdrawal, change of
classification, or change of management sta-
tus of Federal public land or water that ef-
fectively closes or significantly restricts
1,280 or more contiguous acres of Federal
public land or water to access or use for rec-
reational fishing or hunting or activities re-
lating to fishing or hunting shall take effect
only if, before the date of withdrawal or
change, the head of the Federal public land
agency that has jurisdiction over the Federal
public land or water—

(A) publishes appropriate notice of the
withdrawal or change, respectively;

(B) demonstrates that coordination has oc-
curred with a State fish and wildlife agency;
and

(C) submits to the Committee on Natural
Resources of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Energy and Natural
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Resources of the Senate written notice of the
withdrawal or change, respectively.

(2) AGGREGATE OR CUMULATIVE EFFECTS.—If
the aggregate or cumulative effect of sepa-
rate withdrawals or changes effectively
closes or significant restrictions affects 1,280
or more acres of land or water, the with-
drawals and changes shall be treated as a
single withdrawal or change for purposes of
paragraph (1).

(3) EMERGENCY CLOSURES.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this title pro-
hibits a Federal public land management
agency from establishing or implementing
emergency closures or restrictions of the
smallest practicable area of Federal public
land to provide for public safety, resource
conservation, national security, or other
purposes authorized by law.

(B) TERMINATION.—An emergency closure
under subparagraph (A) shall terminate after
a reasonable period of time unless the tem-
porary closure is converted to a permanent
closure consistent with this title.

(g) NO PRIORITY.—Nothing in this title re-
quires a Federal agency to give preference to
recreational fishing, hunting, or recreational
shooting over other uses of Federal public
land or over land or water management pri-
orities established by other Federal law.

(h) CONSULTATION WITH COUNCILS.—In car-
rying out this title, the heads of Federal
public land agencies shall consult with the
appropriate advisory councils established
under Executive Order 12962 (16 U.S.C. 1801
note; relating to recreational fisheries) and
Executive Order 13443 (16 U.S.C. 661 note; re-
lating to facilitation of hunting heritage and
wildlife conservation).

(1) AUTHORITY OF STATES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this title
interferes with, diminishes, or conflicts with
the authority, jurisdiction, or responsibility
of any State to manage, control, or regulate
fish and wildlife under State law (including
regulations) on land or water within the
State, including on Federal public land.

(2) FEDERAL LICENSES.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), nothing in title section
authorizes the head of a Federal public land
agency head to require a license, fee, or per-
mit to fish, hunt, or trap on land or water in
a State, including on Federal public land in
the State.

(B) MIGRATORY BIRD STAMPS.—This para-
graph shall not affect any migratory bird
stamp requirement of the Migratory Bird
Hunting and Conservation Stamp Act (16
U.S.C. 718a et seq.).

SA 2406. Mr. REID proposed an
amendment to amendment SA 2391 pro-
posed by Mr. REID to the bill S. 3240, to
reauthorize agricultural programs
through 2017, and for other purposes; as
follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. . ELIMINATION OF CERTAIN WORK-
ING LANDS CONSERVATION PRO-
GRAMS.
(a) CONSERVATION STEWARDSHIP PRO-

GRAM.—Subchapter B of chapter 2 of subtitle
D of title XII of the Food Security Act of
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3838d et seq.) is repealed.

(b) ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INCENTIVES
PROGRAM.—Chapter 4 of subtitle D of title
XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16
U.S.C. 3839aa et seq.) is repealed.

SA 2407. Mr. REID proposed an
amendment to amendment SA 2406 pro-
posed by Mr. REID to the amendment
SA 2391 proposed by Mr. REID to the
bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agricultural
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programs through 2017, and for other
purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 12 . FUNDING.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act or any amendment made by this
Act, each amount made available by this Act
or an amendment made by this Act that is
funded through direct spending (as defined in
section 250(c) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985(2
U.S.C. 900(c))) shall be considered to be an
authorization of appropriations for that
amount and purpose.

SA 2408. Mr. WYDEN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize
agricultural programs through 2017,
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end, add the following:

SEC. 12 . YOUNG AND BEGINNING FARMER
AND RANCHER LOAN FUND AND
PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part D of title IV of the
Farm Credit Act of 1971 (12 U.S.C. 2203 et
seq.) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

“SEC. 4.22. YOUNG AND BEGINNING FARMER AND
RANCHER LOAN FUND AND PRO-
GRAM.

‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

‘(1) ELIGIBLE BORROWER.—The term ‘eligi-
ble borrower’ means an agricultural producer
who, as determined by the Secretary—

‘“(A) is not more than 35 years old;

‘“(B)(1) has experience of at least 3 years in
operating a farm or ranch; but

‘(ii) has not more than 10 years of total
farming or ranching experience;

“(C) for the immediately preceding com-
plete taxable year had an average adjusted
gross farm income (as defined in section
1001D of the Farm Security Act of 1985 (7
U.S.C. 1308-3a) of not more than $250,000;

‘(D) meets the creditworthiness standards
of the Farm Service Agency; and

‘“(E) has received, or commits to obtain, a
minimum quantity of training in agricul-
tural production and financial management.

‘(2) FuND.—The term ‘Fund’ means the
Young and Beginning Farmer and Ranchers
Loan Fund established by subsection (b).

¢“(3) FUNDING INSTITUTION.—The term ‘fund-
ing institution’ means an entity that, during
the immediately preceding taxable year—

““(A) was part of the Farm Credit System;

‘(B) was subject to regulation by the Farm
Credit Administration; and

‘(C) had net income resulting from tax-ex-
empt earnings on real estate lending.

‘“(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘Secretary’
means the Secretary of Agriculture, acting
through the Administrator of the Farm
Service Agency.

‘““(b) YOUNG AND BEGINNING FARMER AND
RANCHERS LOAN FUND.—

(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF FUND.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—There is established in
the Treasury of the United States a fund to
be known as the ‘Young and Beginning
Farmer and Ranchers Loan Fund’, to be ad-
ministered by the Secretary, to be available
without fiscal year limitation and not sub-
ject to appropriation.

‘(B) USE OF FUNDS.—Amounts in the Fund
may be used by the Secretary for—

‘(i) the costs of making loans to eligible
borrowers for use as collateral toward the
purchase of farm or ranch land in accordance
with subsection (c);

‘“(ii) the provision of training in agricul-
tural production and financial management
to eligible borrowers; and
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¢(iii) the making of grants to States under
subsection (d).

¢(C) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER AUTHORITIES.—
The authority and funding for loans de-
scribed in subsection (c¢) shall be in addition
to any other authority of the Secretary for
providing such loans to eligible borrowers.

¢“(2) TRANSFERS TO FUND.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Fund shall consist
of—

‘(i) such amounts as are transferred to the
Fund by funding institutions under subpara-
graph (B);

¢“(ii) such amounts as are received from
any payment made with respect to any loan
made from the Fund; and

‘‘(iii) appropriations equivalent to the
taxes received in the Treasury under section
4968 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986.

‘“(B) TRANSFERS.—Not later than an annual
date determined by the Secretary, each fund-
ing institution shall be required to—

‘(i) transfer into the Fund an amount
equal to 10 percent of the dollar value of the
tax-exemption of the institution under the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 for the imme-
diately preceding taxable year as determined
by the Secretary of the Treasury, or

‘‘(ii) provide such evidence as the Sec-
retary determines necessary to show that
such institution loaned at least such amount
to eligible borrowers during such preceding
taxable year at an interest rate specified in
subsection (c)(4).

‘“(3) PROHIBITION.—Amounts in the Fund
may not be made available for any purpose
other than a purpose described in paragraph
1)(B).

‘‘(c) LOAN PROGRAM.—

‘(1 IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall
carry out a loan program under which eligi-
ble borrowers may apply for loans for use as
collateral toward the purchase of farm or
ranch land.

‘“(2) USE OF LOAN.—An eligible borrower
may use a loan under this subsection in con-
junction with other loans made by—

‘‘(A) the Farm Service Agency;

‘(B) an institution that is part of the Farm
Credit System; or

“(C) a bank or credit union that is subject
to safety and soundness examination by an
agency of Federal or State government, in-
cluding the Farm Service Agency.

““(3) AMOUNT.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—The total amount that
an eligible borrower may borrow under this
subsection is $300,000.

‘(B) INDIVIDUAL LOAN MAXIMUM.—The total
amount of any 1 loan under this subsection
shall not exceed the lesser of—

‘(i) the lesser of—

““(I) 10 percent of the appraised value of the
land to be purchased; and

““(IT) 10 percent of the purchase price of the
land; and

¢(ii) $250,000.

‘“(4) INTEREST RATE.—A loan under this
subsection shall have an interest rate equal
to the lesser of—

‘“(A) 1.5 percent; and

‘“(B) the then current cost of funds to the
Department of the Treasury for obligations
with a 10-year maturity.

““(6) REPAYMENT.—

“‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The repayment of a loan
under this subsection shall be amortized over
a 30-year period, with a balloon payment due
for the entire unpaid balance of the loan due
on the earlier of—

‘(i) the date that is 20 years after the date
on which the loan is made; or

‘“(ii) the date on which the land is sold.

‘“(B) DEFAULT.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—If an eligible borrower
fails to use the land subject to a loan under
this subsection for an agricultural use for a
minimum usage period as determined by the
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Secretary, the loan shall be considered in de-
fault and become due and payable.

‘(ii) SALE OF LAND.—Subject to subpara-
graph (C), if an eligible borrower sells or oth-
erwise disposes of an interest in the land
subject to a loan under this subsection with-
out the prior permission of the Secretary,
the loan shall be considered in default and
become due and payable.

““(C) DEATH OR DISABILITY.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—If an eligible borrower
dies or becomes disabled, a loan under this
subsection may be assumed by another eligi-
ble borrower, including an immediate family
member of the original borrower who has
been involved in the agricultural operation,
as determined by the Secretary.

““(i1) NO ASSUMPTION OF DEBT.—If no eligi-
ble borrower is able or willing to assume the
loan, the loan shall be due and payable—

‘“(I) in the case of death of the original bor-
rower, not later than 18 months after the
date of death; and

‘“(IT) in the case of disability of the origi-
nal borrower, not later than 18 months after
the determination of disability by an appro-
priate agency.

‘“(6) COLLATERALIZATION.—Notwithstanding
applicable State law, the total amount of in-
debtedness of an eligible borrower in relation
to the purchase of land subject to a loan
under this subsection shall be fully
collateralized in an amount that does not ex-
ceed the appraised value of the land being
purchased, so that all creditors involved in
financing the purchase of the land are con-
sidered secured creditors.

““(d) GRANTS TO STATES.—

‘(1) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the grants
made available under this subsection is to
develop State-based local farm and food-
product economies to revitalize rural and
urban communities, promote healthy eating,
create jobs, and support economic growth by
making local farm and food products more
available locally.

‘“(2) PROGRAM.—The Secretary shall use
not less than one-fourth of the amounts
available in the Fund each fiscal year to
make grants to States to assist in the devel-
opment of local farm economies, including
the creation of new markets for local farm
products, such as the sale of fresh produce by
local agricultural producers to schools.

‘“(3) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible to receive
a grant under this subsection, a State shall—

‘““(A) submit to the Secretary a plan that
describes—

‘(i) the manner in which the State intends
to use the grant funds to support small and
beginning agricultural producers who are
starting or expanding operations to supply
local and regional markets as part of a strat-
egy to rebuild and reinvest in rural areas;
and

‘(i) which agency of the State will carry
out the plan; and

‘“(B) agree to submit to the Secretary re-
ports at such intervals and containing such
information as the Secretary determines to
be necessary to ensure that the State is
using the grant funds in accordance with the
purpose of this subsection.

‘“(4) OVERSIGHT.—The Small Farms and Be-
ginning Farmers and Ranchers Council shall
oversee the program in consultation with the
Advisory Committee on Beginning Farmers
and Ranchers established under section 5(b)
of the Agricultural Credit Improvement Act
of 1992 (7 U.S.C. 1929 note; Public Law 102-554)

‘“(e) REPORTS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall sub-
mit regular programmatic reports on the
status of the Fund and the program under
this section to the Advisory Committee on
Beginning Farmers and Ranchers established
under section 5(b) of the Agricultural Credit
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Improvement Act of 1992 (7 U.S.C. 1929 note;
Public Law 102-554). .

¢“(2) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—Not later than
60 days after the end of each fiscal year be-
ginning with fiscal year 2013, the Secretary
shall submit to the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives, the
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate,
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry of the Senate, and the Com-
mittee on Agriculture of the House of Rep-
resentatives a report on the operation of the
Fund during the fiscal year.

‘“(3) CONTENTS.—Each report submitted
under paragraph (2) shall include, for the fis-
cal year covered by the report, the following:

““(A) A statement of the amounts deposited
into the Fund.

““(B) A description of the expenditures
made from the Fund for the fiscal year, in-
cluding the purpose of the expenditures.

“(C) Recommendations, developed in con-
sultation with the Advisory Committee de-
scribed in paragraph (1), for additional au-
thorities to fulfill the purpose of the Fund.

“(D) A statement of the balance remaining
in the Fund at the end of the fiscal year.

¢“(f) REPORTS ON LENDING DATA BY FUNDING
INSTITUTIONS.—The Farm Credit Administra-
tion shall—

‘(1) require each funding institution to an-
nually aggregate and report all lending data
by individual eligible borrower, and

‘(2) annually report this lending activity
to the Secretary and Congress.”.

(b) EXCISE TAX ON FAILURE TO TRANSFER
REQUIRED AMOUNT TO YOUNG AND BEGINNING
FARMER AND RANCHERS LOAN FUND.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 42 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by adding
at the end the following new subchapter:

“Subchapter H—Failure to Transfer Required
Amount to Young and Beginning Farmer
and Ranchers Loan Fund

‘“Sec. 4968. Failure to transfer required
amount to Young and Begin-
ning Farmer and Ranchers
Loan Fund.

“SEC. 4968. FAILURE TO TRANSFER REQUIRED

AMOUNT TO YOUNG AND BEGINNING
FARMER AND RANCHERS LOAN
FUND.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—If a funding institution
fails to transfer any portion of the amount
required to be transferred to the Young and
Beginning Farmer and Ranchers Loan Fund
under section 4.22(b)(2)(B)(i) of Farm Credit
Act of 1971 on the date such transfer is due,
there is imposed on such date a tax equal to
such portion.

‘“(b) FUNDING INSTITUTION.—For purposes of
this section, the term ‘funding institution’
has the meaning given such term by section
4.22(a)(3) of such Act.”.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
subchapters for chapter 42 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by adding
at the end the following new item:

‘‘SUBCHAPTER H—FAILURE TO TRANSFER RE-
QUIRED AMOUNT TO YOUNG AND BEGINNING
FARMER AND RANCHERS LOAN FUND”’.

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to fail-
ures occurring after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

SA 2409. Mr. KOHL submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize
agricultural programs through 2017,
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
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SEC. . TAX SUBSIDIES FOR MEMBERS OF AG-

RICULTURAL COOPERATIVES.

Section 36B(c) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘(4) ELIGIBILITY FOR MEMBERS OF AGRICUL-
TURAL COOPERATIVES.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Members of agricultural
cooperatives that were in existence on March
23, 2010, shall be considered to be enrolled in
a qualified health plan if—

‘(i) such members purchase their health
insurance coverage—

“(I) through their agricultural cooperative
rather than through an Exchange; or

‘“(IT) from a health care cooperative orga-
nized to provide health care coverage for ag-
ricultural producers and agribusinesses; and

‘“(ii) the agricultural cooperative health
plan meets all the minimum benefit require-
ments of a qualified health plan.

‘“(B) DEFINITION.—For the purposes of this
subsection, the term ‘members of agricul-
tural cooperatives’ means farmers and agri-
business owners who meet membership cri-
teria of the legally established agricultural
cooperatives in which they are enrolled, in
addition to their spouses and dependents,
and their employees, their spouses and de-
pendents.”’.

SA 2410. Mr. THUNE submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed to
amendment SA 2186 submitted by Mr.
COBURN (for himself and Mr. DURBIN)
and intended to be proposed to the bill
S. 3240, to reauthorize agricultural pro-
grams through 2017, and for other pur-
poses; which was ordered to lie on the
table; as follows:

On page 2 of the amendment, strike line 21
and insert the following:

erage level selected by the producer.

““(C) APPLICATION.—

‘(i) STUDY.—Not later than 1 year after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary,
in consultation with the approved insurance
providers, shall carry out a study to deter-
mine the effects of the limitation described
in subparagraph (B) on—

‘“(I) the overall operations of the Federal
crop insurance program;

“(IT) the number of producers participating
in the Federal crop insurance program;

‘“(IIT) the amount of premiums paid by par-
ticipating producers;

“(IV) any potential liability for approved
insurance providers;

(V) any crops or growing regions that
may be disproportionately impacted;

“(VI) program rating structures;

“(VII) creation of schemes or devices to
evade the impact of the limitation; and

“(VIII) underwriting gains and losses.

‘‘(ii) EFFECTIVENESS.—The limitation de-
scribed in subparagraph (B) shall not take ef-
fect unless the Secretary determines,
through the study described in clause (i),
that the limitation would not—

‘(D increase the premium amount paid by
producers with an average adjusted gross in-
come of less than $750,000;

“(IT) result in a decline in the availability
of crop insurance services to producers; and

‘“(III) increase the costs to the Federal gov-
ernment to administer the Federal crop in-
surance program established under this sub-
title.”.

SA 2411. Mr. UDALL of New Mexico
submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill S. 3240,
to reauthorize agricultural programs
through 2017, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:
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On page 652, between lines 12 and 13, insert
the following:

“SEC. 3707. FRONTIER COMMUNITIES ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT.

‘‘(a) DEFINITION OF FRONTIER COMMUNITY.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in con-
sultation with the Director of the Bureau of
the Census and the Administrator of the
Economic Research Service, shall promul-
gate regulations to define, for purposes of
this section, the term ‘frontier community’.

‘“(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The definition of
‘frontier community’ shall be based on a
weighted matrix that uses population den-
sity, distance in miles and travel time in
minutes from the nearest significant service
center or market, and such other factors as
the Secretary determines to be appropriate.

‘“(3) IDENTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall
work with State executives, officials of non-
metropolitan local governments, and offi-
cials of federally recognized Indian tribes, as
appropriate, to identify communities that
qualify as ‘frontier communities’ based on
the weighted matrix.

‘“(4) RECONSIDERATION PROCESS.—The Sec-
retary shall establish a reconsideration proc-
ess under which a community that has not
been designated as a ‘frontier community’
may petition for designation.

“(b) RESERVATION OF FUNDS FOR FRONTIER
COMMUNITIES.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall re-
serve an amount of not less than 3 percent of
all funds made available for a fiscal year for
programs of the rural development mission
area that provide grants, loans, or loan guar-
antees to communities, for the costs of mak-
ing grants, loans, or loan guarantees to fron-
tier communities in accordance with those
programs and this section.

““(2) REQUIREMENTS.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B) and notwithstanding any
other provision of this title, in making a
grant, loan, or loan guarantee to a frontier
community using funds reserved under para-
graph (1), the Secretary shall apply the
terms and conditions of the applicable rural
development program.

‘“(B) EXCEPTIONS.—The Secretary—

‘(i) in the case of grants and regardless of
cost-sharing requirements in the underlying
program, may make available a grant of up
to 100 percent Federal cost share to frontier
communities;

‘“(ii) for purposes of scoring grant applica-
tions, may not consider whether a frontier
community belongs to a regional partner-
ship; and

‘(iii) may not impose a minimum grant or
loan amount requirement.

““(3) INSUFFICIENT APPLICATIONS.—If funds
reserved under paragraph (1) remain avail-
able due to insufficient applications after
the end of the 180-day period beginning on
the date on which the funds are reserved, the
Secretary shall use the funds for the pur-
poses for which the funds were originally
made available.

“‘(c) CAPACITY BUILDING, TECHNICAL ASSIST-
ANCE, AND PROJECT PLANNING.—

‘(1) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—In
this subsection, the term ‘eligible entity’
means—

‘“(A) an association of counties;

‘(B) a council of State and local govern-
ments;

‘“(C) a cooperative;

‘(D) an Indian tribe (as defined in section
4 of the Indian Self-Determination and Edu-
cation Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b));

‘“(E) a public agency;

‘“(F) a community-based organization,
intermediary organization, network, or coa-
lition of community-based organizations
that does not engage in activities prohibited
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under section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986; or

“(G) a similar entity, as determined by the
Secretary.

‘“(2) GRANTS.—The Secretary shall make
available to eligible entities grants to facili-
tate greater capacity for frontier commu-
nities to plan projects and acquire and man-
age loans and grants made available through
rural development programs of the Depart-
ment and other funding sources.

‘“(3) PRIORITY.—In considering grant appli-
cations under this subsection, the Secretary
shall give higher priority to an eligible enti-
ty that, as determined by the Secretary—

“‘(A) demonstrates an existing relationship
with the frontier community intended to be
served by the eligible entity; and

‘“(B) is a local organization or government
entity.

‘“(4) RESERVATION OF FUNDS.—

‘“‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall re-
serve an amount of not more than 5 percent
of all funds made available for programs of
the rural development mission area for a fis-
cal year to make grants in accordance with
this subsection.

“(B) INSUFFICIENT APPLICATIONS.—If funds
reserved under subparagraph (A) remain
available due to insufficient applications
after the end of the 180-day period beginning
on the date on which the funds are reserved,
the Secretary shall use the funds for the pur-
poses for which the funds were originally
made available.

SA 2412. Mr. UDALL of New Mexico
submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill S. 3240,
to reauthorize agricultural programs
through 2017, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

On page 751, strike line 23 and insert the
following:

“SEC. 3915. COMMUNITY LAND GRANT-MER-

CEDES.

‘‘(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

‘(1) Spanish and Mexican community land
grant-mercedes are part of a unique and im-
portant history in the southwest United
States dating back to the 1600s and becoming
incorporated into the United States through
the Treaty of Peace, Friendship, Limits, and
Settlement between the United States of
America and the Mexican Republic, signed at
Guadalupe Hidalgo February 2, 1848, and en-
tered into force May 30, 1848 (9 Stat. 922)
(commonly referred to as the ‘Treaty of Gua-
dalupe Hidalgo’);

‘(2) the years following the signing of that
treaty resulted in a significant loss of land
originally belonging to the community land
grant-mercedes due to manipulations and
unfulfilled commitments;

‘“(3) the community land grant-mercedes
that are recognized as political subdivisions
are in need of increased economic opportuni-
ties; and

‘“(4) the rural development programs of the
Department of Agriculture are an appro-
priate venue for addressing the needs of the
community land grant-mercedes.

‘“(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

‘(1) COMMUNITY LAND GRANT-MERCEDES.—
The term ‘community land grant-mercedes’
means a political subdivision of a State that
is part of the United States and is located on
land that was granted by the government of
Spain or the government of Mexico to—

‘““(A) a community, town, colony, or pueb-
lo; or

‘“(B) a person for the purpose of founding
or establishing a community, town, colony,
or pueblo.
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‘“(2) LAND GRANT COUNCIL.—The term ‘land
grant council’ means an agency of a State
government established by law—

““(A) to provide support to land grants-mer-
cedes; and

‘“(B) to serve as a liaison between land
grant-mercedes and other State agencies and
the Federal government.

““(c) PROGRAM.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to any other
funds made available for similar purposes,
the Secretary shall use funds set aside under
paragraph (3) to provide grants to commu-
nity land grant-mercedes and land grant
councils for the purpose of carrying out eco-
nomic and community development initia-
tives under—

‘“(A) the water and waste disposal systems
for rural communities program under section
3501;

‘“(B) the Special Evaluation Assistance for
Rural Communities and Households
(SEARCH) program under section 3501(e)(6);

‘(C) the community facility grant program
under section 3502;

‘(D) the program of rural business develop-
ment grants under section 3601(a)(3)(A);

‘“(BE) the program of rural business enter-
prise grants under section 3601(a)(3)(B);

‘“(F) the rural microentrepreneur assist-
ance program under section 3601(f)(2); and

‘“(G) the rural community development
initiative.

‘‘(2) FEDERAL SHARE.—Notwithstanding any
other requirement of the programs described
in paragraph (1), the Secretary shall make
available to community land grant-mercedes
grants under those programs at a Federal
share of up to 100 percent.

‘(3) SET ASIDE.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, of amounts made
available for a fiscal year for rural develop-
ment programs of the Department of Agri-
culture, $10,000,000 shall be used to carry out
this section.

“SEC. 3916. REGULATIONS.

SA 2413. Mr. BLUMENTHAL (for
himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Mr.
MERKLEY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agricultural
programs through 2017, and for other
purposes; which was ordered to lie on
the table; as follows:

On page 1003, strike lines 16 through 25 and
insert the following:
able; and’’;

(ii) in subparagraph (B)—

(I) by inserting ‘‘(except ferns)’’ after ‘‘flo-
ricultural’’;

(IT) by inserting ‘‘(except ferns)’’ after ‘‘or-
namental nursery’’; and

(ITI) by striking ‘‘(including ornamental
fish)”’ and inserting ‘‘(regardless of produc-
tion method and including ornamental fish,
but excluding tropical fish)’’; and

(iii) by adding at the end the following:

‘(D) AQUACULTURE CROPS.—The Secretary
shall not exclude an aquaculture crop from
the definition of eligible crops under this
paragraph solely because the aquaculture
crop is not planted or seeded in a container,
wire basket, net pen, or any other similar de-
vice that is designed for the protection and
containment of seeded aquacultural spe-
cies.”’;

SA 2414. Mr. PRYOR (for himself, Mr.
Bo0ZMAN, Mr. REED, Mr. NELSON of
Florida, and Mrs. MCCASKILL) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill S. 3240, to
reauthorize agricultural programs
through 2017, and for other purposes;
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which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

At the end of the bill, add the following:
SEC. 122 . CRITERIA AND NOTICE FOR CLO-

SURE OR RELOCATION OF LOCAL
OFFICES OF DEPARTMENT OF AGRI-
CULTURE.

(a) CRITERIA.—Prior to selecting State,
county, or field offices of the Farm Service
Agency, the Under Secretary for Rural De-
velopment, or the Natural Resources Con-
servation Service (referred to in this section
as a ‘‘covered office’’) for closure, the Sec-
retary shall consider—

(1) the cost saved from closing each cov-
ered office;

(2) the driving distance between each cov-
ered office and the closest covered office;

(3) the number of citizens served;

(4) after an evaluation of the workload of
each covered office, the overall workload of
the covered office;

(5) the average number of employees
staffed in each covered office during the pre-
ceding 5-calendar year period;

(6) the number of covered offices within
each county; and

(7) in the case of local offices of the Farm
Service Agency—

(A) the total number of reported planted
acres covered by each office; and

(B) the total number of reported livestock
covered by each office.

(b) PUBLIC DISCLOSURE.—Prior to the clo-
sure of a covered office, the Secretary shall
publish in the Federal Register—

(1) a list of covered offices that are pro-
posed to be closed; and

(2) a description of the formula used to se-
lect the covered offices for closure.

(c) CONGRESSIONAL DISCLOSURE.—Not later
than 3 days before public disclosure under
subsection (b), the Secretary shall submit
the information described in subsection (b)
to—

(1) the Committee on Agriculture of the
House of Representatives;

(2) the Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives;

(3) the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri-
tion, and Forestry of the Senate;

(4) the Committee on Appropriations of the
Senate;

(5) each Member of the Senate representing
the State in which a covered office proposed
to be closed is located; and

(6) the Member of the House of Representa-
tives who represents the Congressional dis-
trict in which a covered office proposed to be
closed is located.

(d) PUBLIC MEETING AND NOTICE.—The Sec-
retary may not close a covered office un-
less—

(1) not later than 30 days after the Sec-
retary proposes to close the covered office,
the Secretary holds a public meeting regard-
ing the proposed closure in the county in
which the covered office is located; and

(2) after the public meeting described in
paragraph (1) but not later than 90 days be-
fore the date on which the Secretary ap-
proves the closure of the covered office, the
Secretary submits to each Committee and
Member described in subsection (c¢) notice of
the proposed closure of the covered office.

(e) PRESENCE AFTER CLOSURE.—The Sec-
retary shall ensure that employees of the De-
partment of Agriculture—

(1) maintain a presence in counties without
a covered office by frequently and consist-
ently sending to the affected counties em-
ployees of the same agency for consultation;
and

(2) use any remaining office of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture in an affected county as
a location for maintaining a presence in the
affected county.
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SA 2415. Mr. PRYOR (for himself and
Mr. WICKER) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agricultural
programs through 2017, and for other
purposes; which was ordered to lie on
the table; as follows:

In section 1203(b)—

(1) strike ‘““The Secretary’ and insert the
following:

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary’’; and

(2) add at the end the following:

‘(2) PERMITTED EXTENSIONS.—The Sec-
retary may extend the term of a marketing
assistance loan (including the loan rate) for
any loan commodity if—

““(A) at the time the marketing loan is
due—

‘(i) the loan commodity is stored in a
county for which—

“(I) a natural disaster is declared by the
Secretary under section 321(a) of the Consoli-
dated Farm and Rural Development Act (7
U.S.C. 1961(a)); or

“(IT) a major disaster or emergency is des-
ignated by the President under the Robert T.
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As-
sistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.); or

‘“(ii) the port used to ship the loan com-
modity is closed or restricted pursuant to a
Coast Guard regulation;

‘“(B) the loan commodity is stored in the
county described in subparagraph (A)@i);

‘(C) the marketing loan is extended not
more than 90 days;

“(D) the request for the extension is ap-
proved by the applicable State Director of
the Farm Service Agency on an individual
basis; and

‘““(E) the extension does not extend the
term of the marketing assistance loan be-
yond July 31 of the applicable crop year.”.

SA 2416. Mr. PRYOR (for himself and
Mr. BLUNT) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 3240, to reauthorize agricultural
programs through 2017, and for other
purposes; which was ordered to lie on
the table; as follows:

On page 880, strike lines 5 through 15 and
insert the following:
SEC. 9001. DEFINITIONS.

Section 9001 of the Farm Security and
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 8101)
is amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (4) and inserting
the following:

‘(4) BIOBASED PRODUCT.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘‘biobased
product’”” means a product determined by
the Secretary to be a commercial or indus-
trial product (other than food or feed) that
is—

‘(i) composed, in whole or in significant
part, of biological products, including renew-
able domestic agricultural materials and for-
estry materials ; or

‘(ii) an intermediate ingredient or feed-
stock.

‘(B) INCLUSION.—The term ‘biobased prod-
uct’, with respect to forestry materials, in-
cludes forest products that meet biobased
content requirements, notwithstanding mar-
ket maturity.”’;

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (9), (10),
(11), (12), (13), and (14) as paragraphs (10), (11),
(12), (13), (15), and (16), respectively;

(3) by inserting after paragraph (8) the fol-
lowing:

*“(9) FOREST PRODUCT.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘forest prod-
uct’ means a product made from materials
derived from the practice of forestry or the
management of growing timber.
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“(B) IncLuSIiONS.—The term ‘forest prod-
uct’ includes—

‘(i) pulp, paper, paperboard, pellets, lum-
ber, and other wood products; and

‘(ii) any recycled products derived from
forest materials.”’; and

(4) by inserting after paragraph (13) (as so
redesignated) the following:

‘“(14) RENEWABLE CHEMICAL.—The term ‘re-
newable chemical’ means a monomer, poly-
mer, plastic, formulated product, or chem-
ical substance produced from renewable bio-
mass.”.

SA 2417. Mr. UDALL of New Mexico
(for himself and Mr. BINGAMAN) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill S. 3240, to
reauthorize agricultural programs
through 2017, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

On page 988, between lines 22 and 23, insert
the following:

(A) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘and vet-

era’l} farmers and ranchers’” after ‘‘ranch-
?r(s)flz,page 988, line 23, strike ‘‘(A)”’ and insert
“(lgl)l”bage 988, line 26, strike ‘“(B)”’ and insert

(8;1 ' page 989, lines 9 and 10, strike

¢“$5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2013
through 2017 and insert ‘‘$150,000,000, to re-
main available until expended”’.

On page 989, line 19, strike ‘‘and’ after the
semicolon.

On page 990, line 3, strike the period and
insert ‘‘; and’’.

On page 990, between lines 3 and 4, insert
the following:

(5) in subsection (e)(5)(A), by inserting
“‘and veteran farmers and ranchers’ after
“ranchers’ each place it appears in clauses
(i) and (ii).

On page 990, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

(¢) REPORTS.—

(1) INITIAL REPORT.—Not later than 180
days after the date of enactment of this Act,
the head of the Office of Advocacy and Out-
reach of the Department of Agriculture shall
submit to Congress a report describing the
extent and means of compliance by the Of-
fice with the recommendations of the Office
of the Inspector General of the Department
of the Agriculture contained in the audit re-
port entitled ‘‘Controls over the Grant Man-
agement Process of the Office of Advocacy
and Outreach — Section 2501 Program Grant-
ee Selection for Fiscal Year 2012”°, numbered
91011-0001-21, and dated May 18, 2012.

(2) SUBSEQUENT REPORT.—Not later than 18
months after the date of enactment of this
Act, the head of the Office of Advocacy and
Outreach shall submit to Congress a follow-
up report describing the extent and means of
compliance by the Office with the control
measures contained in the audit report de-
scribed in paragraph (1) relating to the grant
management process of the Office with re-
spect to program grantee selection under
section 2501 of the Food, Agriculture, Con-
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C.
22179).

SA 2418. Mr. LIEBERMAN (for him-
self and Mr. REED) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize
agricultural programs through 2017,
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows:

On page 196, strike lines 3 through 16 and
insert the following:

‘(g) WILDLIFE HABITAT INCENTIVE PRAC-
TICE.—
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‘(1) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE LAND.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section
1240A, in this subsection, the term ‘eligible
land’ has such meaning as the applicable
State conservationist, in consultation with
the State technical committee, shall estab-
lish, in accordance with subparagraph (B).

“(B) REQUIREMENTS.—

‘(i) RESTRICTION.—The definition of ‘eligi-
ble land’ shall include only non-Federal land.

‘“(ii) DEADLINE.—An initial definition
under subparagraph (A) shall be established
not more than 180 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act.

‘(iii) REVIEW.—Each definition of ‘eligible
land’ shall be reviewed by the applicable
State technical committee not less fre-
quently than once each year.

‘“(2) PAYMENTS.—The Secretary shall pro-
vide payments under the program for con-
servation practices that support the restora-
tion, development, and improvement of wild-
life habitat on eligible land, including—

““(A) upland wildlife habitat;

‘“(B) wetland wildlife habitat;

‘“(C) habitat for threatened and endangered
species;

‘(D) fish habitat;

‘(E) habitat in riparian areas and water-
ways;

“(F) habitat on pivot corners and other ir-
regular areas of a field; and

‘(&) other types of wildlife habitat, as de-
termined by the Secretary.”.

SA 2419. Mr. DEMINT submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize
agricultural programs through 2017,
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . DEFINITION OF FOOD.

Section 3(k) of the Food and Nutrition Act
of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2012(k)) is amended by in-
serting before the period at the end the fol-
lowing: ‘‘, except that a food, food product,
meal, or other item described in this sub-
section shall be considered a food under this
Act only if the Secretary determines that
the food, food product, meal, or other item is
necessary for essential nutrition”.

SA 2420. Mr. INOUYE submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize
agricultural programs through 2017,
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows:

On page 1009, after line 11, add the fol-
lowing:
SEC. 12207. VARIANCE FOR GEOGRAPHICALLY
ISOLATED SHELL EGG PRODUCERS.

Chapter IV of the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 341 et seq.) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

“SEC. 424. VARIANCE FOR GEOGRAPHICALLY ISO-
LATED SHELL EGG PRODUCERS.

‘“‘(a) SHELL EGG VARIANCE.—A State with-
out a shell breaking facility may request a
variance from part 118 of title 21, Code of
Federal Regulations (or any successor regu-
lations) on behalf of egg producers located in
such State. Such request shall describe the
variance requested and present information
demonstrating that the variance does not in-
crease the likelihood that the shell eggs for
which the variance is requested will be con-
taminated with Salmonella Enteritidis, and
that the variance provides a similar level of
public health protection as the requirements
of the regulations under part 118 of title 21,
Code of Federal Regulations (or any suc-
cessor regulations).
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““(b) ACTION ON VARIANCES.—

‘(1) TIMING.—The Secretary shall review a
request for a variance within a reasonable
timeframe.

‘“(2) APPROVAL OF VARIANCES.—The Sec-
retary may approve a variance in whole or in
part, as appropriate, and may specify the
scope of applicability of a variance to other
similarly situated persons.

‘‘(3) DENIAL OF VARIANCES.—The Secretary
may deny a variance request if the Secretary
determines that such variance is not reason-
ably likely to ensure the safety of shell eggs
and is not reasonably likely to provide the
same level of public health protection as the
requirements of part 118 of title 21, Code of
Federal Regulations (or any successor regu-
lations). The Secretary shall notify the per-
son requesting such variance of the reasons
for the denial.

‘“(4) MODIFICATION OR REVOCATION OF A
VARIANCE.—The Secretary, after notice and
an opportunity for a hearing, may modify or
revoke a variance if the Secretary deter-
mines that such variance is not reasonably
likely to ensure that the shell eggs will test
negative for Salmonella Enteritidis and is
not reasonably likely to provide the same
level of public health protection as the re-
quirements of part 118 of title 21, Code of
Federal Regulations (or any successor regu-
lations).”’.

SA 2421. Mr. PAUL (for himself, Mr.
INHOFE, and Mr. GRAHAM) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 3240, to reauthorize
agricultural programs through 2017,
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows:

Strike subtitle A of title IV and insert the

following:
Subtitle A—Nutrition Assistance Block Grant
Program
SEC. 4001. NUTRITION ASSISTANCE BLOCK
GRANT PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—For each of fiscal years
2014 through 2021, the Secretary shall estab-
lish a nutrition assistance block grant pro-
gram under which the Secretary shall make
annual grants to each participating State
that establishes a nutrition assistance pro-
gram in the State and submits to the Sec-
retary annual reports under subsection (d).

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—ASs a requirement of
receiving grants under this section, the Gov-
ernor of each participating State shall cer-
tify that the State nutrition assistance pro-
gram includes—

(1) work requirements;

(2) mandatory drug testing;

(3) verification of citizenship or proof of
lawful permanent residency of the United
States; and

(4) limitations on the eligible uses of bene-
fits that are at least as restrictive as the
limitations in place for the supplemental nu-
trition assistance program established under
the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C.
2011 et seq.) as of May 31, 2012.

(c) AMOUNT OF GRANT.—For each fiscal
year, the Secretary shall make a grant to
each participating State in an amount equal
to the product of—

(1) the amount made available under sec-
tion 4002 for the applicable fiscal year; and

(2) the proportion that—

(A) the number of legal residents in the
State whose income does not exceed 100 per-
cent of the poverty line (as defined in section
673(2) of the Community Services Block
Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 9902(2), including any re-
vision required by such section)) applicable
to a family of the size involved; bears to

(B) the number of such individuals in all
participating States for the applicable fiscal
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year, based on data for the most recent fiscal
year for which data is available.

(d) ANNUAL REPORT REQUIREMENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than January 1
of each year, each State that receives a
grant under this section shall submit to the
Secretary a report that shall include, for the
year covered by the report—

(A) a description of the structure and de-
sign of the nutrition assistance program of
the State, including the manner in which
residents of the State qualify for the pro-
gram;

(B) the cost the State incurs to administer
the program;

(C) whether the State has established a
rainy day fund for the nutrition assistance
program of the State; and

(D) general statistics about participation
in the nutrition assistance program.

(2) AubpIT.—Each year, the Comptroller
General of the United States shall—

(A) conduct an audit on the effectiveness of
the nutritional assistance block grant pro-
gram and the manner in which each partici-
pating State is implementing the program;
and

(B) not later than June 30, submit to the
appropriate committees of Congress a report
describing—

(i) the results of the audit; and

(ii) the manner in which the State will
carry out the supplemental nutrition assist-
ance program in the State, including eligi-
bility and fraud prevention requirements.

(e) USE OF FUNDS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—A State that receives a
grant under this section may use the grant
in any manner determined to be appropriate
by the State to provide nutrition assistance
to the legal residents of the State.

(2) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Grant funds
made available to a State under this section
shall—

(A) remain available to the State for a pe-
riod of 5 years; and

(B) after that period, shall—

(i) revert to the Federal Government to be
deposited in the Treasury and used for Fed-
eral budget deficit reduction; or

(ii) if there is no Federal budget deficit, be
used to reduce the Federal debt in such man-
ner as the Secretary of the Treasury con-
siders appropriate.

SEC. 4002. FUNDING.

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section—

(1) for fiscal year 2014, $44,400,000,000;

(2) for fiscal year 2015, $45,500,000,000;

(3) for fiscal year 2016, $46,600,000,000;

(4) for fiscal year 2017, $47,800,000,000;

(5) for fiscal year 2018, $49,000,000,000;

(6) for fiscal year 2019, $50,200,000,000;

(7) for fiscal year 2020, $51,500,000,000; and

(8) for fiscal year 2021, $52,800,000,000.

(b) DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIMIT ADJUST-
MENT.—Section 251(c) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2
U.S.C. 901(c)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (3), by striking the figure
and inserting ‘‘$1,110,400,000,000’;

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking the figure
and inserting ‘$1,131,500,000,000"";

(3) in paragraph (5), by striking the figure
and inserting ‘“$1,153,600,000,000’;

(4) in paragraph (6), by striking the figure
and inserting ‘‘$1,178,800,000,000°’;

(5) in paragraph (7), by striking the figure
and inserting ‘$1,205,000,000,000"";

(6) in paragraph (8), by striking the figure
and inserting ‘“$1,232,200,000,000’;

(7) in paragraph (9), by striking the figure
and inserting ‘‘$1,259,500,000,000*’; and

(8) in paragraph (10), by striking the figure
and inserting ‘$1,286,800,000,000"".

(c) DISCRETIONARY CAP ADJUSTMENT FOR
NEW PROGRAM SPENDING.—Section 251A(2) of
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the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 90la(2)) is
amended—

(1) in subparagraph (B)(ii), by striking the
figure and inserting ‘‘$554,400,000,000°’;

(2) in subparagraph (C)(ii), by striking the
figure and inserting ‘‘$565,500,000,000°’;

(3) in subparagraph (D)(ii), by striking the
figure and inserting ‘‘$576,600,000,000°";

(4) in subparagraph (E)(ii), by striking the
figure and inserting ‘“$588,800,000,000°";

(5) in subparagraph (F)(ii), by striking the
figure and inserting ‘‘$602,000,000,000°’;

(6) in subparagraph (G)(ii), by striking the
figure and inserting ‘‘$616,200,000,000°’;

(7) in subparagraph (H)(ii), by striking the
figure and inserting ‘‘$629,500,000,000’; and

(8) in subparagraph (I)(ii), by striking the
figure and inserting ‘‘$642,800,000,000°".

SEC. 4003. REPEALS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Effective September 30,
2013, the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7
U.S.C. 2011 et seq.) is repealed.

(b) REPEAL OF MANDATORY FUNDING.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, effective September
30, 2013, the supplemental nutrition assist-
ance program established under the Food
and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et
seq.) (as in effect prior to that date) shall
cease to be a program funded through direct
spending (as defined in section 250(c) of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 900(c)) prior to
the amendment made by paragraph (2)).

(2) DIRECT SPENDING.—Effective September
30, 2013, section 250(c)(8) of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 900(c)(8)) is amended—

(A) in subparagraph (A), by adding ‘“‘and”
at the end;

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking °‘;
and” at the end and inserting a period; and

(C) by striking subparagraph (C).

(3) ENTITLEMENT AUTHORITY.—Effective
September 30, 2013, section 3(9) of the Con-
gressional Budget and Impoundment Control
Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 622(9)) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘“‘“means—’’ and all that fol-
lows through ‘‘the authority to make’” and
inserting ‘‘means the authority to make’’;

(B) by striking ‘‘; and”’ and inserting a pe-
riod; and

(C) by striking subparagraph (B).

(4) OTHER DIRECT SPENDING.—Effective Sep-
tember 30, 2013, section 1026(5) of the Con-
gressional Budget and Impoundment Control
Act 0f 1974 (2 U.S.C. 691e(b)) is amended—

(A) in subparagraph (A), by adding ‘“‘and”
at the end;

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking °‘;
and’ at the end and inserting a period; and

(C) by striking subparagraph (C).

(c) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAW.—Any ref-
erence in this Act, an amendment made by
this Act, or any other Act to the supple-
mental nutrition assistance program shall be
considered to be a reference to the nutrition
assistance block grant program under this
subtitle.

SEC. 4004. BASELINE.

Notwithstanding section 257 of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 907), the baseline shall
assume that, on and after September 30, 2013,
no benefits shall be provided under the sup-
plemental nutrition assistance program es-
tablished under the Food and Nutrition Act
of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.) (as in effect
prior to that date).

SA 2422, Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for her-
self, Mrs. BOXER, and Mr. KYL) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by her to the bill S. 3240, to
reauthorize agricultural programs
through 2017, and for other purposes;
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which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

Strike section 2207 and insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 2207. CONSERVATION INNOVATION GRANTS
AND PAYMENTS.

Section 1240H of the Food Security Act of
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839aa-8) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)(2), by striking 2012
and inserting ‘“2017’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(c) REPORTING.—Not later than December
31, 2013, and every 2 years thereafter, the
Secretary shall submit to the Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the
Senate and the Committee on Agriculture of
the House of Representatives a report on the
status of projects funded under this section,
including—

‘(1) funding awarded;

*“(2) project results; and

‘“(3) incorporation of project findings, such
as new technology and innovative ap-
proaches, into the conservation efforts im-
plemented by the Secretary.”.

———

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN
AFFAIRS
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on
June 13, 2012, at 10 a.m. to conduct a
committee hearing entitled ‘‘A Break-
down in Risk Management: What Went
Wrong at JPMorgan Chase?”’
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC
WORKS
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public
Works be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on June 13,
2012, at 10 a.m. in Dirksen 406 to con-
duct a hearing entitled ‘‘Hearing on
the nomination of Allison Macfarlane
and re-nomination of Kristine L.
Svinicki to be Members of the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission.”
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR,
AND PENSIONS
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on
June 13, 2012.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on June 13, 2012, at 2:45 p.m.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
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Senate on June 13, 2012. The Com-
mittee will meet in room 418 of the
Senate Russell Office Building, begin-
ning at 10 a.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Spe-
cial Committee on Aging be authorized
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on June 13, 2012, at 2 p.m. in room
562 of the Dirksen Senate Office Build-
ing to conduct a hearing entitled ‘“‘Em-
powering Patients and Honoring Indi-
vidual’s Choices: Lessions in Improving
Care for Individuals with Advanced Il1-
ness.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Taylor
Ibrahim, an intern in Senator PAUL’s
office, be granted floor privileges for
the remainder of the day.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.
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Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that two detailees
from my office, Herrick Fox and Ben-
jamin Thomas, be granted the privilege
of the floor for the remainder of debate
on S. 3240, the Agriculture Reform,
Food, and Jobs Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that a fellow in
Senator SANDERS’ office, Rebecca
French, be granted floor privileges for
the duration of consideration of S. 3240,
the Agricultural Reform, Food and
Jobs Act of 2012.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———————

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, JUNE 14,
2012

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today, it
adjourn until 9:30 a.m. on Thursday,
June 14; that following the prayer and
pledge, the Journal of proceedings be
approved to date, the morning hour be
deemed expired, and the time for the
two leaders be reserved for their use
later in the day; that the majority

S4161

leader be recognized and that following
any leader remarks, the first hour be
equally divided and controlled between
the two leaders or their designees, with
the majority controlling the first half
and the Republicans controlling the
second half.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PROGRAM

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President,
we continue to work on an agreement
on amendments to the farm bill. We
hope such an agreement can be
reached. Votes are possible during to-
morrow’s session, and we will notify
Senators when they are scheduled.

———

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, if
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I ask that it adjourn
under the previous order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 7:03 p.m., adjourned until Thursday,
June 14, 2012, at 9:30 a.m.
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Title IV of Senate Resolution 4,
agreed to by the Senate on February 4,
1977, calls for establishment of a sys-
tem for a computerized schedule of all
meetings and hearings of Senate com-
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit-
tees, and committees of conference.
This title requires all such committees
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest—designated by the Rules Com-
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose
of the meetings, when scheduled, and
any cancellations or changes in the
meetings as they occur.

As an additional procedure along
with the computerization of this infor-
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest will prepare this information for
printing in the Extensions of Remarks
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
on Monday and Wednesday of each
week.

Meetings scheduled for Thursday,
June 14, 2012 may be found in the Daily
Digest of today’s RECORD.

MEETINGS SCHEDULED
JUNE 19

10 a.m.
Environment and Public Works
Clean Air and Nuclear Safety Sub-
committee
To hold hearings to examine a review of
recent Environmental Protection
Agency’s air standards for hydrau-
lically fractured natural gas wells and
oil and natural gas storage.
SD-406
Judiciary
Constitution, Civil Rights and Human
Rights Subcommittee
To hold hearings to examine reassessing
solitary confinement, focusing on the
human rights, fiscal and public safety
consequences.
SD-226
Energy and Natural Resources
To hold hearings to examine the poten-
tial for induced seismicity from energy
technologies, including carbon capture
and storage, enhance geothermal sys-
tems, production from gas shales, and
enhanced oil recovery.
SD-366
Finance
To hold hearings to examine confronting
the looming fiscal crisis.
SD-215
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions
To hold hearings to examine Title IX, fo-
cusing on forty years and counting.
SD-430
2:15 p.m.
Foreign Relations
Business meeting to consider S. 641, to
provide 100,000,000 people with first-
time access to safe drinking water and
sanitation on a sustainable basis with-
in six years by improving the capacity
of the United States Government to
fully implement the Senator Paul
Simon Water for the Poor Act of 2005,
S. 1039, to impose sanctions on persons

responsible for the detention, abuse, or
death of Sergei Magnitsky, for the con-
spiracy to defraud the Russian Federa-
tion of taxes on corporate profits
through fraudulent transactions and
lawsuits against Hermitage, and for
other gross violations of human rights
in the Russian Federation, S. 2165, to
enhance strategic cooperation between
the United States and Israel, H.R. 4240,
to reauthorize the North Korean
Human Rights Act of 2004, S. Res. 402,
condemning Joseph Kony and the
Lord’s Resistance Army for commit-
ting crimes against humanity and mass
atrocities, and supporting ongoing ef-
forts by the United States Government
and governments in central Africa to
remove Joseph Kony and Lord’s Resist-
ance Army commanders from the bat-
tlefield, S. Res. 429, supporting the
goals and ideals of World Malaria Day,
S. Res. 473, commending Rotary Inter-
national and others for their efforts to
prevent and eradicate polio, S. Res. 385,
condemning the Government of Iran
for its continued persecution, impris-
onment, and sentencing of Youcef
Nadarkhani on the charge of apostasy,
and the nominations of Piper Anne
Wind Campbell, of the District of Co-
lumbia, to be Ambassador to Mongolia,
Peter William Bodde, of Maryland, to
be Ambassador to the Federal Demo-
cratic Republic of Nepal, Dorothea-
Maria Rosen, of California, to be Am-
bassador to the Federated States of Mi-
cronesia, Edward M. Alford, of Vir-
ginia, to be Ambassador to the Repub-
lic of The Gambia, Mark L. Asquino, of
the District of Columbia, to be Ambas-
sador to the Republic of Equatorial
Guinea, Douglas M. Griffiths, of Texas,
to be Ambassador to the Republic of
Mozambique, Michele Jeanne Sison, of
Maryland, to be Ambassador to the
Democratic Socialist Republic of Sri
Lanka, and to serve concurrently and
without additional compensation as
Ambassador to the Republic of
Maldives, Brett H. McGurk, of Con-
necticut, to be Ambassador to the Re-
public of Iraq, and Susan Marsh El-
liott, of Florida, to be Ambassador to
the Republic of Tajikistan, all of the

Department of State.
S-116, Capitol

2:30 p.m.
Joint Economic Committee
To hold hearings to examine the eco-
nomic impact of ending or reducing
funding for the American Community
Survey and other government statis-
tics.

210, Cannon Building

JUNE 20

9:30 a.m.
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs
Securities, Insurance and Investment Sub-
committee
To hold hearings to examine the initial
public offering (IPO) process, focusing
on ordinary investors.
SD-538
10 a.m.
Judiciary
To hold an oversight hearing to examine
the United States Patent and Trade-

mark Office, focusing on implementa-
tion of the Leahy-Smith ‘“America In-
vents Act” and international harmo-
nizing efforts.
SD-226
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Science and Space Subcommittee
To hold hearings to examine risks, op-
portunities, and oversight of commer-
cial space.
SR-253
2:30 p.m.
Judiciary
To hold hearings to examine Holocaust-
era claims in the 21st century.
SD-226
Armed Services
Personnel Subcommittee
To hold hearings to examine Department
of Defense programs and policies to
support military families with special
needs in review of the Defense Author-
ization request for fiscal year 2013 and
the Future Years Defense Program.
SR-232A

JUNE 21

10 a.m.

Commerce, Science, and Transportation
To hold hearings to examine the nomina-
tion of Michael Peter Huerta, of the
District of Columbia, to be Adminis-
trator of the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration, Department of Transpor-

tation.

SR-253

Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions
To hold hearings to examine an update
on Olmstead enforcement, focusing on
using the Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA) to promote community inte-

gration.
SD-430
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs

To hold hearings to examine the nomina-
tions of James C. Miller III, and Kath-
erine C. Tobin, of New York, both to be
a Governor of the United States Postal
Service.

SD-342
1:30 p.m.
Judiciary
Antitrust, Competition Policy and Con-
sumer Rights Subcommittee

To hold hearings to examine the Uni-
versal Music Group/EMI merger and
the future of online music.

SD-226

JUNE 27

10 a.m.
Veterans’ Affairs
To hold hearings to examine health and
benefits legislation.
SR-418

JUNE 28

10 a.m.
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions
To hold hearings to examine creating
positive learning environments for all
students.
Room to be announced

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.
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Senate

Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages S4109-S4161

Measures Introduced: Five bills were introduced,
as follows: S. 3288-3292. Page S4151

Measures Considered:

Flood Insurance Reform and Modernization Act:
Senate began consideration of the motion to proceed
to consideration of S. 1940, to amend the National
Flood Insurance Act of 1968, to restore the financial
solvency of the flood insurance fund.

Pages S4109-24, S4127-44

Agriculture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act: Senate
continued consideration of S. 3240, to reauthorize
agricultural programs through 2017, taking action
on the following amendments proposed thereto:
Pages S4124-27

Rejected:

Reid Amendment No. 2393 (to Amendment No.
2392), to phase out the Federal sugar program. (By
50 yeas to 46 nays (Vote No. 119), Senate tabled the
amendment.) Pages S4124-25

Reid Amendment No. 2392 (to (the instructions)
Amendment No. 2391), to empower States with
programmatic flexibility and predictability to ad-
minister a supplemental nutrition assistance block
grant program under which, at the request of a State
agency, eligible households within the State may re-
ceive an adequate, or more nutritious, diet. (By 65
yeas to 33 nays (Vote No. 120), Senate tabled the
amendment.) Pages S4124, S4125

Pending:

Reid (for Stabenow/Roberts) Amendment No.
2389, of a perfecting nature. Page S4124

Reid Amendment No. 2390 (to Amendment No.
2389), to change the enactment date. Page S4124

Reid Motion to recommit the bill to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry, with
instructions, Reid Amendment No. 2391, of a per-
fecting nature. Page S4124

Reid Amendment No. 2406 (to (the instructions)
Amendment No. 2391), to eliminate certain work-
ing lands conservation programs. Pages S4126-27

Reid Amendment No. 2407 (to Amendment No.
24006), to convert all mandatory spending to discre-
tionary spending subject to annual appropriations.

Page S4127
Executive Communications: Pages S$4149-50
Pages S4150-51

Pages S4151-53

Executive Reports of Committees:
Additional Cosponsors:

Statements on Introduced Bills/Resolutions:
Page S4153

Additional Statements: Pages S4148-49

Amendments Submitted: Pages S4153-60

Authorities for Committees to Meet:
Pages S4160-61

Privileges of the Floor: Page S4161

Record Votes: Two record votes were taken today.
(Total—120) Pages S4124-25

Adjournment: Senate convened at 9:30 a.m. and
adjourned at 7:03 p.m., until 9:30 a.m. on Thurs-
day, June 14, 2012. (For Senate’s program, see the
remarks of the Acting Majority Leader in today’s
Record on page S4161.)

Committee Meetings

(Committees not listed did not meet)

APPROPRIATIONS: DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE

Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Depart-
ment of Defense concluded a hearing to examine
proposed budget estimates for fiscal year 2013 for
the Department of Defense, after receiving testimony
from Leon E. Panetta, Secretary, and General Martin
E. Dempsey, USA, Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff,
both of the Department of Defense.

RISK MANAGEMENT

Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs:
Committee concluded a hearing to examine risk
management, focusing on JPMorgan Chase, after re-
ceiving testimony from Jamie Dimon, JPMorgan

Chase and Co., New York, New York.
D595
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NOMINATIONS

Committee on Environment and Public Works: Com-
mittee concluded a hearing to examine the nomina-
tions of Allison M. Macfarlane, of Maryland, who
was introduced by Senator Blumenthal, and Kristine
L. Svinicki, of Virginia, who was introduced by Sen-
ator Sessions, both to be a Member of the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, after the nominees testified
and answered questions in their own behalf.

NOMINATIONS

Committee on Foreign Relations: Committee concluded
a hearing to examine the nominations of Richard L.
Morningstar, of Massachusetts, to be Ambassador to
the Republic of Azerbaijan, Timothy M. Broas, of
Maryland, to be Ambassador to the Kingdom of the
Netherlands, and Jay Nicholas Anania, of Maryland,
to be Ambassador to the Republic of Suriname, all
of the Department of State, after the nominees, who
were introduced by Senator Kerry, testified and an-
swered questions in their own behalf.

BUSINESS MEETING

Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions:
Committee ordered favorably reported the nomina-
tions of Deborah J. Jeffrey, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be Inspector General, Corporation for Na-
tional and Community Service, Larry V. Hedges, of
Illinois, and Susanna Loeb, of California, both to be
a Member of the Board of Directors of the National
Board for Education Sciences, and Kamilah Oni Mar-
tin-Proctor, of the District of Columbia, and Sara A.
Gelser, of Oregon, both to be a Member of the Na-
tional Council on Disability.

ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY AND
TRANSITION LEGISLATION

Committee on Veterans’ Affairs: Committee concluded a
hearing to examine economic opportunity and transi-
tion legislation, including S. 3236, to amend title
38, United States Code, to improve the protection
and enforcement of employment and reemployment
rights of members of the uniformed services, S.
3235, to amend title 38, United States Code, to re-
quire, as a condition on the receipt by a State of cer-
tain funds for veterans employment and training,
that the State ensures that training received by a
veteran while on active duty is taken into consider-
ation in granting certain State certifications or li-
censes, S. 3233, to amend title 38, United States
Code, to improve the enforcement of employment
and reemployment rights of members of the uni-
formed services, S. 3210, to amend title 38, United
States Code, to modify the treatment under con-
tracting goals and preferences of the Department of
Veterans Affairs for small businesses owned by vet-
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erans of small businesses after the death of a disabled
veteran owner, S. 3179, to amend the
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act to enhance the pro-
tections accorded to servicemembers and their
spouses with respect to mortgages, S. 3082, to
amend title 38, United States Code, to establish the
National Veterans Support Network to carry out ac-
tivities to support and supplement the mission of
the Department of Veterans Affairs, S. 2299, to
amend the Servicemembers Civil Relief Act and title
38, United States Code, to improve the provision of
civil relief to members of the uniformed services and
to improve the enforcement of employment and re-
employment rights of such members, S. 2246, to di-
rect the Secretary of Labor to provide off-base transi-
tion training, S. 2241, to ensure that veterans have
the information and protections they require to make
informed decisions regarding use of Post-9/11 Edu-
cational Assistance, S. 2206, to amend title 38,
United States Code, to require the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs to provide educational counseling to in-
dividuals eligible for educational assistance under
laws administered by the Secretary before such indi-
viduals receive such assistance, S. 2179, to amend
title 38, United States Code, to improve oversight of
educational assistance provided under laws adminis-
tered by the Secretary of Veterans Affairs and the
Secretary of Defense, S. 2130, to direct the Secretary
of Interior to establish a veterans conservation corps,
S. 1859, to provide that section 3330a, 3330b, and
3330c of title 5, United States Code, relating to ad-
ministrative and judicial redress and remedies for
preference eligibles, shall apply with respect to the
Federal Aviation Administration and the Transpor-
tation Security Administration, S. 1852, to amend
title 38, United States Code, to expand the Marine
Gunnery Sergeant John David Fry scholarship to in-
clude spouses of members of the Armed Forces who
die in the line of duty, S. 1798, to direct the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs to establish an open burn
pit registry to ensure that members of the Armed
Forces who may have been exposed to toxic chemi-
cals and fumes caused by open burn pits while de-
ployed to Afghanistan or Iraq receive information re-
garding such exposure, S. 1634, to amend title 38,
United States Code, to improve the approval and
disapproval of programs of education for purposes of
educational benefits under laws administered by the
Secretary of Veterans Affairs, S. 1314, to amend title
38, United States Code, to require the Secretary of
Labor to establish minimum funding levels for States
for the support of disabled veterans’ outreach pro-
gram specialists and local veterans’ employment rep-
resentatives, and S. 1184, to amend title 38, United
States Code, to revise the enforcement penalties for
misrepresentation of a business concern as a small
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business concern owned and controlled by veterans
or as a small business concern owned and controlled
by service-disabled veterans, after receiving testi-
mony from Curtis L. Coy, Deputy Under Secretary
of Veterans Affairs for Economic Opportunity, Vet-
erans Benefits Administration; Tom Tarantino, Iraq
and Afghanistan Veterans of America, and Peter
Meijer, Student Veterans of America, both of Wash-
ington, D.C.; and Robert F. Norton, USA (Ret.),
Military Officers Association of America, Alexandria,
Virginia.
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CARE FOR INDIVIDUALS WITH
ADVANCED ILLNESS

Special Committee on Aging: Committee concluded a
hearing to examine empowering patients and hon-
oring individual’s choices, focusing on lessons in im-
proving care for individuals with advanced illness,
after receiving testimony from Vincent Mor, Brown
University Warren Alpert School of Medicine, Provi-
dence, Rhode Island; Gail Austin Cooney, Hospice of
Palm Beach County, West Palm Beach, Florida;
Karren Weichert, Midland Care Connection, Inc.,
Topeka, Kansas; and Albert Gutierrez, Saint Joseph
Regional Medical Center, Mishawaka, Indiana.

House of Representatives

Chamber Action

The House was not in session today. The House
is scheduled to meet at 10 a.m. on Friday, June 15,
2012 in pro forma session.

Committee Meetings
No hearings were held.

Joint Meetings

No joint committee meetings were held.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR THURSDAY,
JUNE 14, 2012

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated)

Senate

Committee on Appropriations: Business meeting to mark
up proposed budget estimates for fiscal year 2013 for
Labor, Health and Human Services, Education, and Re-
lated Agencies and Financial Services and General Gov-
ernment, 10:30 a.m., SD-106.

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: To hold hear-
ings to examine competitiveness and collaboration be-
tween the United States and China on clean energy, 9:30
a.m., SD—366.

Committee on Finance: To hold hearings to examine
Medicare physician payment policy, focusing on lessons
from the private sector, 10 a.m., SD-215.

Committee on Foreign Relations: To hold hearings to ex-
amine the Law of the Sea Convention (Treaty Doc.

103-39), focusing on perspectives from the United States
military, 10 a.m., SH-216.

Full Committee, to hold hearings to examine the Law
of the Sea Convention (Treaty Doc. 103-39), 2:30 p.m.,
SD-419.

Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs:
Subcommittee on Federal Financial Management, Govern-
ment Information, Federal Services, and International Se-
curity, to hold hearings to examine saving taxpayer dol-
lars by curbing waste and fraud in Medicaid, 10 a.m.,
SD-342.

Committee on Indian Affairs: To hold an oversight hear-
ing to examine new taxes on tribal self-determination,
2:15 p.m., SD-628.

Committee on the Judiciary: Business meeting to consider
S. 250, to protect crime victims’ rights, to eliminate the
substantial backlog of DNA samples collected from crime
scenes and convicted offenders, to improve and expand
the DNA testing capacity of Federal, State, and local
crime laboratories, to increase research and development
of new DNA testing technologies, to develop new train-
ing programs regarding the collection and use of DNA
evidence, to provide post conviction testing of DNA evi-
dence to exonerate the innocent, to improve the perform-
ance of counsel in State capital cases, S. 285, for the relief
of Sopuruchi Chukwueke, and the nomination of Brian J.
Davis, to be United States District Judge for the Middle
District of Florida, 10 a.m., SD-226.

Select Committee on Intelligence: To hold closed hearings
to examine certain intelligence matters, 2:30 p.m.,
SH-219.

House

No hearings are scheduled.
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Next Meeting of the SENATE
9:30 a.m., Thursday, June 14

Senate Chamber

Program for Thursday: The Majority Leader will be

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
10 a.m., Friday, June 15

House Chamber

Program for Friday: The House will meet in pro forma

recognized. Senate expects to continue consideration of S.  session at 10 a.m.

3240, Agriculture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act.
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