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Senate 
The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable WIL-
LIAM M. COWAN, a Senator from the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 

PRAYER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER offered 
the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Because of You, God most high, we 

have strength for today and bright 
hope for tomorrow. Your presence sus-
tains us, even in the midst of storms. 
Because of You, O God, we face the fu-
ture confident that You will guide us 
with the same love with which You 
sustained us in the past. 

Bless our Senators. May Your spirit 
be with them and may Your love follow 
them and their families this day and 
always. 

Today we also thank You for our 
pages and the good work they do. As 
their graduation date approaches, bless 
them with the satisfaction that comes 
from work well done. 

We pray in Your mighty Name. 
Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 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. 

f 

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. LEAHY). 

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, June 4, 2013. 

To the Senate: 
Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 

appoint the Honorable WILLIAM M. COWAN, a 
Senator from the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts, to perform the duties of the Chair. 

PATRICK J. LEAHY, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. COWAN thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

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

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, following 
my remarks and those of Senator 
MCCONNELL, we will be in a period of 
morning business for 1 hour. The ma-
jority will control the first half and the 
Republicans the final half. 

Following morning business, the Sen-
ate will resume consideration of the 
farm bill. 

The Senate will recess from 12:30 p.m. 
until 2:15 p.m. to allow for our weekly 
caucus meetings. 

f 

THANKING THE PRESIDING 
OFFICER 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, first of all, 
I thank the Senator from Massachu-
setts for giving the prayer and doing a 
wonderful job. Our pastor, who was 
supposed to give the prayer, was not 
here. We are all very proud of the Sen-
ator, and today we are especially proud 
of Gov. Deval Patrick for appointing 
Senator COWAN, as he has done a re-
markably good job. 

As we all know, there will be an elec-
tion in 2 or 3 weeks to fill the seat, but 
Senator COWAN will be known as one of 
the nicest and most competent people I 
have served with in my many years in 
Congress. 

Again, I thank the Senator very 
much. 

GOODBYE TO SENATOR 
LAUTENBERG 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this week 
the Senate will say goodbye to a valued 
friend and colleague, Senator FRANK 
LAUTENBERG. The funeral for FRANK 
will be in New York. He is a great 
American success story and the Sen-
ate’s last World War II veteran. 

As I indicated, we will recognize his 
passing and celebration of his life. It 
has been made pretty clear that he will 
be buried in Arlington Friday after-
noon. 

Senator LAUTENBERG loved this insti-
tution, where he spent more than three 
decades. He would understand that its 
work must go on, despite our sorrow. 

f 

WORK TO BE DONE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this week 
work continues on the farm bill, which 
will create jobs, cut taxpayer subsidies, 
and reduce the deficit. Chairman STA-
BENOW and Ranking Member COCHRAN 
have worked very hard to come up with 
a finite list of amendments. They are 
still trying to do that. I hope they can 
complete that today. I will give the 
managers as much time as we can to 
reach an agreement to consider a finite 
number of amendments to the farm 
bill. 

I will not file cloture unless I have 
spoken more than once, before the day 
is out, to Senator STABENOW and Sen-
ator COCHRAN. I hope I don’t have to 
file cloture on this legislation tonight, 
but we need to move forward. It is im-
portant to have ample time for debate 
on the immigration bill reported just a 
few weeks ago by the Judiciary Com-
mittee. 

The Senate must move forward be-
fore the end of June to protect stu-
dents from the rising cost of education 
by keeping the loan rates low. If we 
don’t do something about that before 
the end of this month, it is going to 
more than double the rates. If we do 
nothing, it will double the rates. If we 
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do what the House wants, it will triple 
the rates, so we cannot do that. College 
is already unaffordable for too many 
young people, and if Congress fails to 
take action this month, as I have indi-
cated—and I have certainly underlined 
and underscored the fact—the pricetag 
will go up significantly for them. 

What is suggested by the House and 
the legislation they passed, it will add 
about $6,500 to the average student’s 
loan bill. Their proposal would be 
worse than doing nothing at all—worse 
than letting rates double next month. 

I hope my Senate Republican col-
leagues will instead support our efforts 
to give middle-class families security 
by freezing interest rates at current 
levels for 2 years without adding a 
penny to the deficit. This is exactly the 
kind of commonsense proposal we need 
to keep our economy growing, and I 
will do everything I can to have a vote 
on the student loan bill this week. 

If the Republicans in the Senate 
want to put forward what they think 
should be done, I will be happy to have 
a vote on theirs, and then we will vote 
on ours. 

Even if we have not completed action 
on the farm bill or student loan pro-
posals, we will bring immigration to 
the floor next week. The immigration 
system is broken and it needs to be 
fixed. 

I am grateful Senator MCCONNELL 
said he would not oppose moving to the 
bill—at least that is the way I read it 
in the press. He doesn’t believe we will 
need to have cloture on the bill. I hope 
we do not need to do that, but if we 
need to do it in order to get on the bill, 
I will do that. 

I know the Republican leader cannot 
control virtually every Republican, but 
I hope we can move forward and start 
the debate on this bill. 

IMMIGRATION REFORM 
During the recess I had the oppor-

tunity to appear at a number of events 
in Nevada, and the topic at each one of 
those events was immigration. 

I appeared at an event in Las Vegas, 
where we had between 1,000 and 2,000 
people on the street. It was a very mov-
ing event. This has always been a per-
sonal issue for me. As I have said many 
times, my father-in-law emigrated 
from Russia. 

I have seen firsthand a huge increase 
in the number of people coming to Ne-
vada over the last 15 to 20 years. These 
people have been devastated by our 
broken immigration system. I have 
personally devoted more time to immi-
gration reform than any other issue 
over my career in Congress. Each time 
I meet with my constituents, they are 
desperate for commonsense reform. 
Each time I meet with them, my pas-
sion for fixing our broken immigration 
system is renewed. 

This is personal for a lot of reasons. 
I will always remember when there was 
a lot of anti-immigration stuff going 
on in Congress, I went home—to my 
Washington home—and my wife said: 
Remember who I am; remember why I 
am here. My dad came from Russia. 

Her words were to that effect. As a 
result of that brief conversation with 
Landra, I got the message and I became 
an advocate for fixing our broken im-
migration system. 

My father-in-law contributed a lot to 
this country, but the one most impor-
tant contribution was his only child 
who is now the mother of my 5 children 
and the grandmother of 16 grand-
children. So this issue is something 
that is important to me. 

I admire and respect the work of the 
eight Senators—four Republicans and 
four Democrats. We need to move for-
ward on this legislation. It is so very 
important. 

I appeared not only at that huge 
event in Las Vegas, where there were 
thousands of people, I appeared in a 
Catholic Church last week in Reno. 
There were 1,500 people who filled the 
church and people were standing out-
side. The 1,500 didn’t count toward the 
people who were outside. 

This was organized by faith leaders, 
not just Catholics. All faiths that be-
lieve immigration reform is not a po-
litical issue but a moral issue were 
there. They don’t believe it is an eco-
nomic issue or political issue. I repeat, 
they believe it is a moral issue, and I 
agree. A Catholic priest from Carson 
City shared the story of his grand-
parents who emigrated from Italy. 

As I have already indicated, my 
wife’s parents emigrated from Russia— 
my father-in-law at least. My mother- 
in-law barely made it here; she almost 
was an immigrant, but she was a little 
baby born someplace in Canada. 

Families who come here from other 
countries need to understand what the 
law is, and we are trying to determine 
that as that is our job. Today immi-
grant families come seeking the same 
as generations before them. My father- 
in-law Israel Goldfarb came here and 
changed his name. He became Earl 
Gould, and that was the only person I 
ever knew. He died as a young man. He 
didn’t get to enjoy his grandchildren. 

So there are lots of reasons why we 
have to fix our broken immigration 
system and help the many people who 
are undocumented here get right with 
the law. It is time for reform that helps 
them contribute fully to their commu-
nities by learning English, paying 
taxes, and starting down the pathway 
to earn their citizenship. 

The bill we have from the Judiciary 
Committee is not a perfect bill, but we 
don’t have that here. In my more than 
three decades in Congress, there has 
never been a perfect bill. The Founding 
Fathers could envision nonperfect bills. 
They knew that is how we would get 
things done, by compromise. Legisla-
tion is the art of compromise. It is up 
to us to ensure America remains the 
land of opportunity for people born 
within our borders as well as those who 
seek a better future on our shores. 

Finally, on another subject, ads have 
been run on TV, the radio, and in the 
newspaper about how the Democrats 
need to follow regular order in the Sen-

ate, and we have done that. But now 
my Republican colleagues are silent. 
We have been waiting for months now 
to allow them to allow us to go to con-
ference for regular order. They are re-
fusing to go to conference so we can 
come up with a budget that we can ne-
gotiate with the House as to what we 
should do. 

It is obvious why we are not able to 
go to conference. It is so obvious. The 
Speaker does not want us to go to con-
ference and the Republicans in the Sen-
ate are trying to protect him and the 
unwieldy job he has over there. He is 
trying to protect his job, and the tea 
party people are wreaking havoc with 
our country. 

We should be able to go to con-
ference. Republican Senators have said: 
Let’s go to conference. What is stop-
ping us from going to conference? I just 
talked about what is stopping us from 
going to conference, and it is truly det-
rimental to our country. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 

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

f 

REGULAR ORDER 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

wish to associate myself with the re-
marks of the majority leader with re-
gard to our late colleague FRANK LAU-
TENBERG. He was, indeed, a member of 
the greatest generation, having fought 
in World War II and also has had dis-
tinguished service in the Senate. 

I would also like to mention to my 
friend the majority leader, before he 
leaves the floor, I indicated to him be-
fore the recess that I intended to bring 
up each day going forward a commit-
ment he made to the Senate back in 
January of 2011 and again in January of 
2013—the beginning of the last two 
Congresses—with regard to using the 
nuclear option to change the rules of 
the Senate. 

The most important currency of the 
realm in the Senate is one’s word, and 
my good friend the majority leader 
said in January of 2011: ‘‘I will oppose 
any effort in this Congress, or the next, 
to change the Senate’s rules other than 
through the regular order.’’ It was not 
a contingent commitment, it was not a 
contingent based on my judgment of 
good behavior, it was a commitment. 

Then again in January of 2013, in an 
exchange the majority leader and I had 
on the floor, I said I would confirm 
with the majority leader that the Sen-
ate would not consider other resolu-
tions relating to any standing order or 
rules of this Congress unless they went 
through the regular order process. 
That was my question to my friend the 
majority leader to which he replied, 
‘‘That is correct.’’ Any other resolu-
tions related to Senate procedure 
would be subject to a regular order 
process, including consideration by the 
Rules Committee. 
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My point is the commitment has 

been made, an unequivocal commit-
ment has been made. In the Senate, of 
course, how we deal with all issues is 
related to keeping our word. It will be 
important for the Senate to under-
stand, before we go much further this 
year, what the majority leader’s inten-
tions are. Does he plan to keep his 
word issued in January of 2011 and Jan-
uary of 2013 or not? I think the Senate 
is entitled to an answer. All Senators 
would be entitled to an answer, but 
particularly the minority would be in-
terested in an answer to that before we 
go any further into this session. 

STUDENT LOANS 
With regard to the loan rates for stu-

dents, I think it is interesting to note, 
as we go into this needless controversy 
because we are not that far apart, one 
of the driving reasons for the increase 
in the student loan rates—two of 
them—is directly related to the pas-
sage of ObamaCare. In ObamaCare, the 
Democratic majority, without a single 
Republican vote, abolished the student 
loan program. The government took it 
over and raised the rates. So that is 
one reason rates are going up. The sec-
ond reason is the Medicaid mandate, 
which the Supreme Court said is op-
tional, but States are now wrestling 
with whether to accept this additional 
responsibility for vast new numbers of 
Americans who will receive a free 
health care card. 

The two biggest items in every State 
budget are Medicaid and education. As 
Medicaid expenses rise, what State 
governments all across America have 
done is reduced educational funding to 
public colleges and universities, and in 
response to that the colleges and uni-
versities raise tuition. So the new gen-
eration coming along is getting it both 
ways: The rates are going up and the 
tuition is going up, so they have to pay 
back more at a higher rate, all related 
to something young people had nothing 
to do with, which was the passage of 
ObamaCare. 

Washington has had to grapple with a 
lot of big issues over the past few years 
and we have had some pretty heated 
debates because there were real philo-
sophical differences over how to ad-
dress those challenges. That is why it 
is so nice to work on an issue where the 
two parties are in relative agreement. 
We are not that far apart on this stu-
dent loan issue now. Neither party 
wants to see the rates rise in July, and 
both the President and Republicans 
generally agree on the way to make 
that happen. So there is no reason we 
should be fighting over this issue at 
this particular point. There is no rea-
son the President should be holding 
campaign-style events to bash Repub-
licans for supposedly opposing him on 
student loans when we are in agree-
ment on the need for a permanent re-
form and when the plan we put forward 
is actually pretty similar to his own. 
Yet, somehow, that is what we saw last 
Friday at the White House. 

That is certainly not going to help 
the students. Having a true policy de-

bate is one thing, but provoking a par-
tisan squabble seemingly for its own 
sake is, frankly, ridiculous. Our con-
stituents sent us here to govern, not to 
try to pick fake fights in some crusade 
to restore NANCY PELOSI to her speak-
ership. 

What I am saying to the President 
and my Democratic friends is this: 
Let’s put politicking aside. There is no 
reason for a fight here. I hope we can 
finally begin to work. Students are 
counting on us to actually get some-
thing done. 

Here is a quick rundown of where we 
are on the issue. There is the Senate 
Democratic plan that everyone knows 
is just a political bill—a short-term fix 
that would only apply to less than half 
of the students who plan to take out 
new loans—new loans—and it would 
impose permanent tax hikes—perma-
nent tax hikes—in return for a tem-
porary plan for half of the students. 
Let me repeat that: Another temporary 
fix paid for with a permanent tax hike. 
Even the President has dismissed this 
approach. So in my view it is not worth 
much of a discussion at this point. 

The fact is the proposals Republicans 
put forward are actually closer to what 
President Obama has asked for. We 
both agree on the need for permanent 
reform that takes the decisions on in-
terest rates out of the hands of politi-
cians. The House has already passed a 
bill that would achieve those two 
goals, and Senate Republicans have put 
forward a bill that is also similar to 
the President’s proposal, as both of our 
plans would employ a variable market 
rate that, as with a mortgage, doesn’t 
change over the life of an individual 
student’s loan. The President said he 
opposed a bill that didn’t lock in rates. 
Ours gives students the certainty that 
the President agrees they should have. 
So if the President were serious about 
getting this done, he would have spent 
that time on Friday ringing up Sen-
ators to see how we could bridge our 
relatively small differences, not having 
a press conference and bashing Con-
gress. This is one issue where both par-
ties can find quick agreement, but only 
if Washington Democrats have the will 
to do so. Young Americans already 
have enough to worry about. They 
don’t need Washington creating even 
more problems for them. 

The youth unemployment rate for 20- 
to 24-year-olds is over 13 percent. In 
Kentucky it is more than 14 percent. 
Once many students graduate from col-
lege, they face a highly uncertain fu-
ture. So the President has a choice to 
make: Does he want to push some cam-
paign issue for 2014 or does he want to 
address the problem here and prevent 
this rate increase? 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

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

MORNING BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will be in a period of morning 
business for 1 hour, with the time 
equally divided and controlled between 
the two leaders or their designees, with 
Senators permitted to speak therein 
for up to 10 minutes each, with the ma-
jority controlling the first half. 

The assistant majority leader. 

f 

STUDENT LOANS 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I lis-
tened carefully to the statement made 
by the Republican leader. He talked 
about the issue of increased costs for 
colleges, saying the tuition is going up, 
and we have a student loan issue com-
ing up with interest rates perhaps dou-
bling. It was interesting when the Re-
publican leader said the root cause of 
the problem is ObamaCare. 

Well, it turns out, if we listen to the 
statements and speeches from the Re-
publican side of the aisle, if a person’s 
car won’t start: ObamaCare. Too many 
popups on your computer: ObamaCare. 
Basically, it turns out that every prob-
lem in America can be traced to 
ObamaCare. ObamaCare, of course, is 
the health care reform act. 

The health care reform act said, inci-
dentally, that students in college can 
stay on their parents’ health insurance 
plan until they reach the age of 26: 
ObamaCare. It also said those who are 
receiving prescription drugs under 
Medicare will pay less: ObamaCare. It 
went on to say you cannot discrimi-
nate against people when it comes to 
health insurance if they have a pre-
existing medical condition: 
ObamaCare. So what we hear from the 
Republican side of the aisle: Any prob-
lem we have in the Midwest including 
too much rain in the Midwest: 
ObamaCare. It reaches the point where 
it strains credibility. 

Here is what the problem is. On July 
1, the interest rates on subsidized loans 
double—double—from 3.4 percent to 6.8 
percent if we do nothing. The Repub-
licans in the House of Representatives 
said they have a better plan. It is a 
plan which the Republican leader in 
the Senate just spoke to. We are going 
to move the interest rates—we are 
going to peg them to the 10-year Treas-
ury bill, and the next thing we know it 
turns out the interest rate coming out 
of the Republican bill in the House is 
higher than 6.8 percent. In other words, 
if we did nothing as opposed to the Re-
publican plan, students would be better 
off. 

But we have a better idea. We are 
going to do our best to make sure we 
preserve the 3.4-percent interest rate 
on subsidized student loans. Is it im-
portant? It is critically important. 

Look what is happening to students 
across America today. A lot of young 
people listen to their parents, listen to 
their teachers, and all their friends 
who say, Go to college, get a degree. It 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:34 Jun 04, 2013 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00003 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G04JN6.014 S04JNPT1rf
re

de
ric

k 
on

 D
S

K
6S

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES3918 June 4, 2013 
is good advice. Then they sit down to 
figure out what it is going to cost and 
it turns out to be pretty expensive. As 
I look back on my college education— 
I won’t tell my colleagues what my 
student loans were; they will date me— 
I was scared to death when I ended up 
with this huge student loan at the end 
of law school when I accumulated it all 
together. At the time I said to my wife, 
I don’t know if we will ever be able to 
pay this back, it is so big. It was 
$8,500—$8,500 for college and law 
school—but it was more than half of 
my first year’s income, to put it in per-
spective. 

Now look at what students are faced 
with. The average for-profit college 
costs $30,900 a year in tuition fees. 
These for-profit schools I will talk 
about in a minute are the most expen-
sive schools in America. They are the 
ones trying to lure students into their 
schools. The biggest ones are the Uni-
versity of Phoenix, which has more 
students than the combined enrollment 
of all the big 10 universities; Kaplan 
University, which is owned by the 
Washington Post; DeVry University 
out of Chicago; and a variety of others. 
They can’t wait to see these students 
coming out of high school and to sign 
them up for these for-profit schools, 
the most expensive schools in America. 
There is something else involved in 
those schools. They have the highest 
student loan default rates. They charge 
the students too much for tuition and 
they offer them too little by way of 
education and training. A lot of kids 
drop out, and even those who finish 
can’t find a job. They default on their 
student loans for these for-profit 
schools. But take a look at the cost of 
education in general. Most students, 
unless they are lucky, with parents 
who have a lot of money in the bank, 
have to borrow money, and if they have 
to borrow it, the question is, What do 
they pay when it comes to the interest 
on the student loans? Private loans— 
not the government loans but private 
college loans—can have interest rates 
up to 18 percent. So unless a person has 
taken a course in consumer economics 
or business in high school, that person 
may not know what the difference is 
between 3.4 percent interest on a loan 
and 18 percent interest. Believe me, it 
is dramatic. Students are faced with 
this reality. 

The question obviously is what is 
Congress going to do about it? If we are 
going to continue keeping the interest 
rate at an affordable level—3.4 percent 
for student loans—then we are going to 
have to take action before July 1. If we 
do nothing, it will double. If we do 
nothing, students will pay thousands of 
dollars more in paying off their loans. 

How big is student loan debt in 
America? Student loan debt in America 
is larger than credit card debt. It is 
over $1 trillion. It is one of the fastest 
growing areas of debt in America. As 
students get encumbered by this debt, 
obligated by this debt, many don’t re-
alize what they are up against. 

This is not like any other loan a per-
son can take out. Any loan a person 
takes out for a car or a house or to buy 
a washer and a dryer is dischargeable 
in bankruptcy. If a person’s finances go 
completely in the tank and that person 
goes to a bankruptcy court, those 
other loans go away, but not student 
loans. There are only four things that 
cannot be discharged in bankruptcy: 
taxes owed to the government, ali-
mony, child support, and student loans. 
What it means is the decision made by 
the 19- or 20-year-old about debt to go 
to school is a decision for a lifetime. It 
is going to stick with that person for a 
lifetime. When the parents sign on as 
guarantors on these student loans, or 
grandparents, they are on the hook 
too. If the student ends up dropping out 
of school, with plenty of debt and no 
diploma, they are in a bad situation. 
They still have to pay off the loans. 

What we are trying to do on the 
Democratic side is to keep the interest 
rate on these loans as low and afford-
able as possible. I think that is only 
reasonable. Why make it any harder 
for these students and their families? 
The Republican side, sadly, more than 
doubles the interest rate on student 
loans. That is a worthy debate. I know 
the side I will be on. I think most 
Americans know what side we should 
all be on: to try to keep the cost of 
these loans closer to being under con-
trol; to try to keep the interest rate at 
the 3.4-percent level. 

Senator JACK REED of Rhode Island 
recently introduced the Student Loan 
Relief and Refinancing Act which 
would prevent the interest rate hike by 
moving Federal student loans back to a 
market-based rate as it was prior to 
2007. Senator REED’s bill would offer 
adjustable interest rates for Federal 
student loans and parent PLUS loans— 
with a cap of 6.8 percent for subsidized 
loans and 8.25 percent for unsubsidized 
and parent PLUS loans. Rates would be 
set every year based on the 91-day 
Treasury bill, plus a percentage deter-
mined by the Secretary of Education to 
be necessary to cover program adminis-
tration and borrower benefits. The bill 
is revenue neutral. The bill will help 
current borrowers by allowing those 
stuck with high fixed-rate Federal stu-
dent loans to refinance their loans into 
a new variable rate loan with a cap. 
Many students signed up for loans that 
were a bad deal and they want to 
change them but they are stuck with 
them, so this Reed bill gives them a 
chance to refinance. 

Congress should consider a long-term 
interest rate fix, but we need to act 
quickly to stop the interest rates from 
doubling on July 1. We have a good 
short-term path that will extend the 
current 3.4-percent interest rate for 2 
years. The bill is fully paid for by clos-
ing three tax loopholes. 

Senator MCCONNELL was on the floor 
here complaining that we are doing 
Tax Code changes to keep the interest 
rates low. Well, here are a couple of the 
changes he was complaining about. 

Our proposal would include a tax on 
the oil and gas companies from tar 
sands so they would put more money 
into the oil spill liability trust fund. 
That is one of the things Senator 
MCCONNELL said is not appropriate. 
The other one would close a tax loop-
hole that allows non-U.S. companies to 
reduce their U.S. tax liability on in-
come from their sales in the United 
States. I do not think that is unreason-
able, particularly if the money we are 
getting from that will help subsidize a 
low-interest rate on student loans. 

This bill is a temporary solution, I 
understand. But it is going to save stu-
dents in States like my State of Illi-
nois a thousand dollars—at least a 
thousand dollars—by keeping the inter-
est rate low in terms of what they will 
pay back over a lifetime. 

The complicated proposal that came 
out of the House of Representatives— 
the Republican proposal—as I said, will 
more than double the interest rates 
students are going to face. Parents are 
going to have to have a higher liability 
on the loans they sign up for for the 
students in their family, and that, to 
me, is not a good outcome either. 

There has been a proposal that has 
been pushed by some of my Republican 
colleagues—Senators COBURN, BURR, 
and ALEXANDER—which would adjust 
interest rates annually for both sub-
sidized and unsubsidized loans, and it 
would be, like the House Republican 
bill, an increase of 3 percent over the 
10-year Treasury rate. There are no 
caps, incidentally, on where that inter-
est rate is going to go. So the students 
could have a liability much greater in 
the future. 

Here is what it boils down to: If you 
believe education is important—and I 
think everyone does—if you believe 
college education is a ticket for a bet-
ter life and a better opportunity to 
contribute to this country—and most 
people do—we want to make sure it is 
affordable for students from working- 
income homes and middle-income 
homes. That is why we want to keep 
this interest rate low. The Republican 
proposals—all of the Republican pro-
posals—dramatically raise the student 
loan interest rate beyond the level the 
Democrats are pushing for. 

We have heard a lot of comment on 
the floor. There will be a lot of debate 
on the floor about a lot of other 
issues—the IRS and other things such 
as that. They are all worthy issues 
worth talking about. But if you talk to 
the average family in my home state of 
Illinois or around the country, they are 
going to tell you that something like a 
student loan debate is much more im-
portant to them. 

We want to be on the side of working 
to help middle-income and those fami-
lies who are working for a living, to 
give those families a chance to send 
their sons and daughters to college to 
have a better life in the future and not 
burden them with a loan that is impos-
sible for them to pay back. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:34 Jun 04, 2013 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00004 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G04JN6.015 S04JNPT1rf
re

de
ric

k 
on

 D
S

K
6S

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3919 June 4, 2013 
I want to close by saying a word 

about one category of schools I men-
tioned earlier, the for-profit schools. 
We have in our country not-for-profit 
schools that include private colleges 
and universities as well as public col-
leges and universities. Then there is a 
for-profit sector of higher education. I 
mentioned the leaders earlier—the Uni-
versity of Phoenix, Kaplan, and DeVry. 
Those are three of the biggest in the 
United States. 

Currently, our Federal Government 
is subsidizing these for-profit schools 
in ways most taxpayers would not be-
lieve. Right now what these schools are 
bringing in is 75, 80, 85, and 90 percent 
of their revenue directly from the Fed-
eral Treasury. In other words, students 
come in and turn over their Pell 
grants, sign up for their government 
loans, and all of this government 
money flows into these for-profit 
schools. 

Many of these schools offer valuable 
courses, but many of them are worth-
less. Many of them, unfortunately, bur-
den these young people with debt and 
offer them nothing by way of education 
or training so they can have a better 
life. As a result, the students end up 
with a mountain of debt they cannot 
pay back and they default on the debt. 
Here are the numbers to keep in mind: 
There are three basic numbers which 
explain the for-profit education indus-
try in America. 

Twelve. Twelve percent of high 
school graduates go to for-profit 
schools. 

Twenty-five. Twenty-five percent of 
all the Federal aid to education goes to 
for-profit schools; over $30 billion a 
year to for-profit schools. They would 
be the ninth largest Federal agency if 
you took for-profit schools in the pri-
vate sector by themselves; over $30 bil-
lion. They would be the ninth largest, 
but they are private companies, for- 
profit companies. 

The third number to remember is 47. 
Forty-seven percent of all the student 
loan defaults are by students in for- 
profit schools. That number tells the 
story. These poor students are being 
loaded with debt, and they are being 
given an education that is not worth it. 
At the end, they cannot pay back their 
debt and they default on those debts. 
That is the reality of where we are 
today. In a few weeks—July 1—if we do 
nothing, interest rates on loans at all 
schools for government loans are going 
to double. If we do something, we can 
continue to protect students. But, in 
addition to that, we have to do some-
thing about higher education and what 
is happening there. It is not just the 
for-profit schools, many of which are 
ripping off these students. It is the 
overall cost of higher education. It is 
going beyond the reach of average fam-
ilies across America. 

I look back to my own life experience 
and, thank goodness, I had a chance to 
borrow the money and go to school, get 
an education, and end up, as I say, with 
a full-time government job. But the 

bottom line is, other people deserve the 
same opportunity. And if you are not 
from a wealthy family, you should be 
able to borrow the money to be able to 
get through school and make a success 
of your life. 

Let’s do our part here. Let’s stand be-
hind the working families. Let’s sup-
port the Democratic approach, which 
will keep the interest rates at 3.4 per-
cent. Let’s reject the Republican ap-
proach that would more than double 
these interest rates on these students 
and their families. Let’s give these 
young people a fighting chance to get a 
good education and an opportunity to 
prosper in this great Nation. 

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

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

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. 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. 

f 

REMEMBERING REVEREND 
ANDREW GREELEY 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, last 
week we lost a Chicago original. Fa-
ther Andrew Greeley was a Catholic 
priest in Chicago and a man of great 
accomplishment. 

He was a best-selling author, college 
professor, newspaper columnist, and a 
sociologist at the University of Chi-
cago. Most importantly, according to 
Father Greeley, he was ‘‘just a priest.’’ 

Andrew Moran Greeley was born in 
Oak Park, a suburb west of Chicago. By 
the time he was in second grade at St. 
Angela Elementary School, he knew he 
wanted to be a Catholic priest. 

After being ordained, he served as an 
assistant pastor at Christ the King 
Parish in Chicago and studied soci-
ology at the University of Chicago. He 
was released from archdiocesan duties 
to pursue his academic interests in 
1965, but he remained a priest in good 
standing the rest of his life. 

Although he never led a parish, Fa-
ther Andrew Greeley regularly filled in 
at Saint Mary of the Woods Church in 
Edgebrook. He would lead mass, 
preach, hear confessions, and officiate 
at weddings and baptisms. 

But what brought Andrew Greeley 
international recognition was his work 
as a writer, an author. He built an 
international assemblage of fans over a 
career spanning five decades. 

Of the 60 novels Father Greeley 
wrote, some were considered scan-
dalous with their portraits of hypo-
critical and sinful clerics. But he also 
wrote more than 70 works of nonfic-
tion, often on the sociology of religion. 
His clear writing style, consistent 
themes, and celebrity stature made 
him a leading spokesman for genera-
tions of Catholics. 

Father Greeley enjoyed being a soci-
ologist and a commentator on current 

affairs. For much of his career, he di-
vided his time between Chicago and 
Tucson, AZ, where he taught at the 
University of Arizona. 

He also achieved prominence as a 
journalist, writing a weekly column for 
the Chicago Sun-Times and contrib-
uting regularly to American and inter-
national publications. 

His weekly columns touched on all 
sorts of issues. From critiquing the 
Catholic Church to the war in Iraq, Fa-
ther Greeley was unapologetic in his 
‘‘tell it like it is’’ Chicago style. 

In July of 1986, Father Greeley wrote 
the first of many columns in the Chi-
cago Sun-Times about allegations of 
sexual abuse by Roman Catholic 
priests. His thoroughly honest and 
powerful reporting alerted the Nation 
to this scandal way ahead of many oth-
ers. It forced the Church to acknowl-
edge that it had a problem and a prob-
lem it had to solve. 

His opposition to the war in Iraq and 
a war on terror was so deep-seated that 
he compiled his writings and published 
them in a book. It was meekly titled: 
‘‘A Stupid, Unjust, and Criminal War: 
Iraq 2001–2007.’’ He gave me an auto-
graphed copy of that book. 

Needless to say, Father Greeley rare-
ly thought twice about holding back 
from saying what he thought. 

He was criticized by his early critics 
for ‘‘never having had an unpublished 
thought.’’ But his ability to convey his 
opinion was also what made him suc-
cessful in connecting with readers all 
over the world. He had a popular ap-
proach to writing that interested peo-
ple on issues they normally would not 
connect with. 

He attended Quigley Prep in Chicago, 
received his Licentiate in Sacred The-
ology in 1954 from Saint Mary of the 
Lake Seminary in Mundelein, and was 
ordained in 1954 as well. He continued 
his love of learning by earning a mas-
ter’s degree in 1961 and a doctorate in 
1962 with a study on the effect of reli-
gion on the career paths of 1961 college 
grads. 

His scholarship led to his longtime 
position as a senior researcher on the 
staff of the university’s National Opin-
ion Research Center, which surveys 
American opinion on religion and other 
issues. 

Later in life, after finding success as 
a novelist and published sociologist, 
Father Greeley created a foundation to 
help inner-city kids with a $1 million 
grant to distribute money to Catholic 
schools in Chicago with high minority 
enrollments. 

Father Greeley’s other lifelong love— 
besides the Church, his family, and his 
writing—was the great city of Chicago. 
He was a classic example of what 
Chicagoans call a ‘‘lifer’’—someone 
who never felt at home anywhere other 
than the Windy City. Father Greeley 
was fond of the different architectures 
and sculptures atop ordinary buildings 
around Chicago, places the common 
working people lived, but which were 
adorned with beautiful handmade 
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workmanship. He would take pictures 
of these buildings and sculptures and 
loved to show them off. 

He was a great fan of the Chicago 
Bulls and the Bears, and he never 
stopped praying that the Cubs would 
one day win another pennant. 

Father Greeley wanted people to 
think of him as an honest and humble 
priest. But he was truly one of a kind. 
He touched and enriched so many lives. 

I remember having lunch with him 
several years ago. He was just one of a 
kind—a Catholic priest who was part of 
the world and part of the world’s con-
versation but still dedicated to his vo-
cation. 

I send my condolences to his sister 
Mary Jule Durkin, his five nieces and 
two nephews. 

Father Greeley blessed us with his 
presence for many wonderful years. His 
passing is a great loss to the people of 
Chicago and to his friends and fans all 
over the world. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. VITTER. Mr. 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. 

f 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak in morn-
ing business for up to 12 minutes. 

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

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I further 
ask unanimous consent to bring on to 
the floor and display a box of home 
keys, which I will explain in a moment. 

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

Mr. VITTER. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

f 

NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, as is ob-
vious, the people of South Louisiana 
have been through a whole lot in the 
last several years—Hurricane Katrina, 
Hurricane Rita, many significant hur-
ricanes since then, most recently Hur-
ricane Isaac, and the BP oil disaster, to 
name just a few really trying tragedies. 

But now, having survived all of that, 
having endured through all of that, 
many residents of South Louisiana 
think they face a challenge which is 
even greater and which is completely 
wholly manmade; that is, the challenge 
presented by new changes to the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program that 
many South Louisiana residents fear 
could make staying in their homes 
that they built, following all the rules 
every step of the way, unaffordable. 

That is a crying shame. We must avoid 
that happening at all costs. 

First of all, let me underscore that I 
talk about the folks of South Lou-
isiana because I represent them. They 
have been through so much. But this is 
a national concern which potentially 
affects tens of millions of residents all 
around the country, in every one of the 
50 States. That too is a reason we must 
solve this problem. 

Again, it is simple. When we reau-
thorized the National Flood Insurance 
Program last year, when we finally got 
past only renewing that program by 
fits and starts for a very short-term pe-
riod, we put into the law several re-
forms that were supposed to make the 
program fiscally sound. However, as 
some of those reforms are beginning to 
be implemented, they threaten to 
produce sky-high flood insurance pre-
miums that no one at the time we de-
bated these changes—no one at FEMA, 
no one in private insurance, and no 
outside expert—forecasted. 

These sky-high premiums, if they are 
allowed to happen, threaten two 
things: First of all, they threaten, as I 
said, many good, hard-working tax-
payers, residents who have followed all 
of the rules every step of the way in 
building their homes, in renovating 
their homes, and buying flood insur-
ance. They threaten their being able to 
stay in their homes. They threaten the 
affordability of living that big part of 
the American dream. Second, they 
threaten making the National Flood 
Insurance Program sound because if 
significant numbers of folks cannot 
stay in their homes, cannot afford 
flood insurance, cannot pay into the 
system and therefore leave the system, 
potentially turn over their keys to the 
bank, walk away, certainly leave the 
national flood insurance system, per-
haps leave home ownership, that is a 
big defeat for the fiscal soundness of 
the National Flood Insurance Program 
as well. 

About 21⁄2 weeks ago I was in Bayou 
Gauche, which is a middle-class neigh-
borhood in St. Charles Parish, LA, up 
the river from New Orleans. I stood in 
the driveway of a home owned by 
homeowners who are facing just this 
crisis, just this challenge. As I said a 
few minutes ago, they have survived a 
whole lot over the last several years: 
Hurricane Katrina, Hurricane Rita to 
their west, many major hurricanes 
since then, including most recently 
Hurricane Isaac and the BP oilspill, the 
BP disaster. They have survived more 
than they ever imagined was possible 
in a lifetime. Yet now they are fearful 
that their greatest challenge is yet 
ahead. Their greatest challenge is com-
pletely manmade—the fact that some 
of these new changes to the National 
Flood Insurance Program could cost 
them their house, could make their 
staying in that solid middle-class 
neighborhood and in their house 
unaffordable. 

When I was there, when we were talk-
ing about this challenge with many 

local residents and leaders, those 
homeowners presented me with this 
box of keys. It is pretty heavy, but I 
want the Presiding Officer and every-
one on the floor to see it. These are 
hundreds of house keys that have been 
put in this box by homeowners who 
face the same threat, who say that if 
the right reforms and changes are not 
made, they are handing over these 
keys. They are handing them over to 
FEMA, they are handing them over to 
the Federal Government, they are 
handing them over to the bank because 
their homes will no longer be afford-
able. They have to have flood insurance 
if they have any mortgage. Virtually 
everybody has to have a mortgage to 
afford their house over time. If flood 
insurance rates go sky high and rates 
are really unaffordable, they will be 
handing over these keys for good. 

They all know and expect that there 
are going to have to be changes to the 
program and some significant increases 
for the program to be fiscally sound 
and pay for itself. They are not arguing 
with that. I am not arguing with that. 
What we are arguing against is com-
pletely unaffordable premium in-
creases, things that will literally drive 
middle-class families out of their 
homes and out of their neighborhoods 
and make their American dream com-
pletely unaffordable. That should not 
be allowed to happen. That should not 
be allowed to happen because it is 
wrong to give them that uncertainty 
and that future when they have fol-
lowed the rules every step of the way 
as they existed under the National 
Flood Insurance Program, under their 
mortgage, under everything else. It 
should not be allowed to happen be-
cause it will mean we will never 
achieve fiscal sustainability if tens of 
thousands and potentially hundreds of 
thousands of people around the country 
exit the program as they are threat-
ening to do. 

We need to take action to be able to 
assure these homeowners that will not 
happen to them. With that goal in 
mind, I am pursuing several things. 

First of all, some of this can and 
must be fixed administratively at 
FEMA. I have led several delegations 
to FEMA to talk about this, to demand 
that they do what they can under their 
authority—particularly under the so- 
called LAMP process—to make sure 
they get it right, particularly in draft-
ing and issuing new flood maps. LAMP 
is the new process that is under way at 
FEMA under which they are supposed 
to take into account, in making new 
maps, all flood protections, all features 
that are there on the ground to provide 
homeowners under that terrain flood 
protection, even if it is less than a 100- 
year level of protection. FEMA is still 
in the midst of their LAMP process. 
They are not finished by a long shot. 
We have to make sure FEMA gets that 
right, builds all protection features 
into their new map before any of those 
new maps and any of those rates take 
effect. That is just the biggest example 
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of what FEMA needs to do to get it 
right, what they can do under their au-
thority. 

Part of this challenge is definitely 
administrative. That is why I have led 
those groups to FEMA and why FEMA 
needs to get it right. That is also why 
I will be presenting this box of home 
keys to FEMA later this week at the 
request of these Louisiana home-
owners. 

The other part of our challenge is 
that we get it right legislatively be-
cause, in addition to everything FEMA 
can and must do, there probably also 
needs to be changes to Biggert-Waters 
to ensure homeowners are not thrown 
out of their homes because flood insur-
ance is now unaffordable. That is why 
I have teamed up with the senior Sen-
ator from Mississippi, THAD COCHRAN, 
in introducing the Vitter-Cochran 
measure to fix provisions in the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program. It will 
do several things, at least four that are 
significant: 

First, it would ensure that commu-
nities that are developing new maps by 
the end of this year will be able to 
maintain the old grandfathered rates 
that are subject to change in section 
207 of Biggert-Waters. 

Second, the bill would allow a 5-year 
phase-in of actuarially sound rates for 
newly purchased homes to require a 
reasonable phase-in to those higher 
rates. 

Third, the bill would authorize State 
and local governments flexibility to di-
rectly subsidize homeowners’ flood-in-
sured properties if that can be part of 
a solution as well. 

Fourth, it would require that a min-
imum of 25 percent of mitigation fund-
ing go directly to homeowners in a 
given year for programs and help that 
directly impacts homeowners, such as 
home elevation. 

I will be advancing that bill along 
with THAD COCHRAN and many other in-
terested Members. We will also be 
looking for amendment opportunities 
to advance those ideas and those provi-
sions as well. Certainly, I am joining 
with my other colleagues from Lou-
isiana, from the Sandy-hit area in the 
Northeast, and from all parts of the 
country to advance these fixes. 

Senator LANDRIEU has an amendment 
on the farm bill which is on the Senate 
floor now of which I am cosponsor, and 
I am certainly working with her and 
many other Members to get this fix, to 
get it done, to reassure these threat-
ened homeowners that help is on the 
way. We need to do this. We need to 
preserve the American dream and treat 
these people right, not make their mid-
dle-class homes and middle-class neigh-
borhoods all of a sudden, through no 
fault of their own, unaffordable. We 
need to do it for the very goal of put-
ting the National Flood Insurance Pro-
gram on fiscally sound footing because 
if we have tens or hundreds of thou-
sands of residents exiting the program, 
turning their keys over, turning them 
in to FEMA, turning them in to the 

bank, the National Flood Insurance 
Program will never get to that fiscally 
sound basis. We will have people 
exiting the system, no longer able to 
pay premiums. We need to get it right 
for them. We need to get it right for 
the American dream. 

I look forward to working with all of 
our colleagues in doing so because, 
again, I started at the beginning talk-
ing about what South Louisiana has 
been through—many hurricanes and 
the BP disaster and more. But this is 
not a parochial issue. It is not a 
Katrina issue. It is not a Sandy issue. 
It is far broader than this. This movie 
is coming to a theater near you. I urge 
Members to learn about that threat-
ened impact on their constituents, on 
their homeowners, and to immediately 
join me and many others in this effort. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SCHATZ). The Senator from Texas. 
f 

REMEMBERING FRANK R. 
LAUTENBERG 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I join 
others of our colleagues in mourning 
the passing of our friend and former 
colleague Senator FRANK LAUTENBERG. 
Senator LAUTENBERG joined this body 
in 2003 for the second time. I was im-
mensely struck by his tenacious work 
ethic and his deep-seated devotion to 
the people of his State, the State of 
New Jersey. These are attributes that 
would serve all of us well and served 
him well and are something to which 
we can all and should all aspire. 

Senator LAUTENBERG’s legacy will be 
forever woven in the fabric of Amer-
ica’s history. His work on the new GI 
bill of rights has helped ensure that 
thousands of America’s fighting men 
and women receive the support they 
need when they come home and the op-
portunity to become part of the next 
‘‘greatest generation.’’ 

With his passing, the Senate has lost 
its final member of what we all know 
or have come to call, as Tom Brokaw 
did, the ‘‘greatest generation,’’ the 
World War II generation, the genera-
tion my dad served in as part of the 
Army Air Corps in flying B–17s in 
World War II, and my father-in-law, 
who landed on Utah Beach on the sec-
ond day of the Normandy invasion. 
These were great Americans, and it is 
their sacrifice and the contribution 
they have made to our way of life that 
have made it possible for America to 
remain the envy of the world. 

We are also reminded that our time 
in this Chamber is fleeting, and we 
should be humbled by that reminder. 

There have been 43 new Senators who 
have come to the Senate since 2007 
alone. The reason I counted is because 
that was the last time we took up im-
migration reform—a subject we are 
going to turn to perhaps next week. 
Forty-three new Senators since 2007. 
Perhaps we will have 44 by the time we 
turn to that topic next week. We are 
reminded it is our duty as Americans 

to ensure this Chamber will host future 
generations of great Americans as well. 

As Senator LAUTENBERG goes to his 
rest, my prayer is that his loved ones 
can take solace in the fact that he 
played such an important part in the 
great American story with honor and 
integrity. 

f 

CULTURE OF INTIMIDATION 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, the 

events of the last few weeks have 
thrown a spotlight on a culture in 
Washington which threatens the very 
fabric of what I just spoke about and 
that Senator LAUTENBERG fought for 
and contributed to, one that would 
hopefully instill confidence in the 
American people that what is hap-
pening here is in their best interest; 
that people realize we are the employ-
ees of the American people, here to 
serve their interests. That should be 
our primary focus. 

Unfortunately, we have learned a cul-
ture of intimidation has arisen in 
Washington, and, unfortunately, it has 
become all too pervasive and threatens 
to become a cancer that cannot only 
destroy the public confidence in their 
Federal Government but also destroy 
the nature of our democracy itself. 

We have learned that IRS agents—we 
don’t know how many yet, but we do 
know that some—were deliberately tar-
geting different political groups be-
cause of their political activities. Re-
member, this is activity protected by 
the First Amendment of the United 
States Constitution. If it weren’t for 
the political activity of the American 
people, we wouldn’t have this great de-
mocracy which is the envy of the 
world. But we have learned the Inter-
nal Revenue Service was asking dif-
ferent groups inappropriate questions 
about their donors, their positions on 
various issues of the day, and the polit-
ical affiliations of its officers and di-
rectors. We have learned these abuses 
went far beyond two rogue employees 
in the Cincinnati field office; that the 
IRS headquarters in Washington was 
involved as well. 

Of course, the initial story that this 
was confined to a couple of self-starters 
and free agents in Cincinnati was 
laughable. We all know enough about 
bureaucracies to know that no one, 
particularly at a lower level to mid-
level, instigates any sort of initiative 
as bold and as toxic as this without 
some sort of approval from on high, 
whether it is implicit or explicit. 

We have now learned senior officials 
in the IRS knew about these abuses at 
least 2 years ago, yet failed to notify 
Congress or the public. We have 
learned that one conservative activist 
from Houston, TX, one of my constitu-
ents, Catherine Engelbrecht, was tar-
geted by multiple Federal agencies, in-
cluding the IRS, the FBI, the Bureau of 
Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, and 
OSHA. 

We have also learned the Environ-
mental Protection Agency is yet an-
other agency that has discriminated 
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against political organizations they do 
not happen to agree with. And we have 
learned the Obama administration, in 
the form of the Justice Department, 
has treated a reporter as if he were a 
criminal simply for doing his job. 

I have seen the explanation of the 
apologists at the Justice Department. 
They said just because they identified 
James Rosen as a potential criminal 
coconspirator, they never intended to 
prosecute him. This is part of an affi-
davit designed to get at certain records 
that Mr. Rosen and his family main-
tained, invading their privacy. It 
makes no sense they would claim in 
this affidavit, in order to get this 
search warrant, that he was a potential 
criminal coconspirator and at the same 
time they never intended to prosecute 
him. Those are simply incompatible 
and inconsistent statements. 

We have also learned the Department 
of Justice has conducted a disturbingly 
intrusive and broad investigation into 
the phone records of journalists who 
worked for the Associated Press. 

At the Department of Health and 
Human Services we have learned that 
Kathleen Sebelius, the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, has lit-
erally been raising money from private 
companies she is responsible for regu-
lating in order to fund ObamaCare. 
That is a conflict of interest, and that 
is the most charitable thing one can 
say about it. 

We have further learned this culture 
of intimidation has also given way to a 
culture of coverups and misinforma-
tion. We have learned more about the 
Obama administration’s dishonest por-
trayal of the September 2012 terrorist 
attack that killed four Americans in 
Benghazi, Libya. We have learned the 
Obama State Department punished 
U.S. diplomats, whistleblowers, for co-
operating with congressional investiga-
tors. 

Sadly, these abuses are part of a larg-
er pattern that goes back several 
years. For example, in 2010, when we 
were considering the matter of 
ObamaCare, various health insurance 
companies began alerting their cus-
tomers about what they believed the 
impact of ObamaCare would be on 
them, and that specifically, if passed, 
it would force them to raise premiums 
on their own customers. Secretary 
Sebelius, at the time, threatened to 
punish these companies and bar them 
from participating in the ObamaCare 
exchanges if they followed through in 
communicating with their own cus-
tomers about what the impact of this 
legislation would be on them. 

By the way, the same IRS official 
who led the division to target political 
speech is now in charge of admin-
istering large portions of ObamaCare, 
which depends upon the Internal Rev-
enue Service to implement so much of 
it. At a time when the Internal Rev-
enue Service has lost credibility with 
the American people, it has no business 
administering a law that will affect 
one-sixth of our national economy. 

The same culture of intimidation we 
have seen at Health and Human Serv-
ices and at the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice has also been prevalent at the Jus-
tice Department. That should be the 
bastion of justice and equal treatment 
under the law, but, sadly, it is not. The 
case of Fox News reporter James Rosen 
is only the latest example. 

In recent days we have learned DOJ 
officials tracked Rosen’s movements, 
got a search warrant to examine his 
private e-mails, and even obtained his 
parents’ phone records. They treated 
him like a criminal, which is quite re-
markable because, as I said, he was 
simply doing his job. 

As the Washington correspondent for 
the New Yorker magazine noted: 

It is unprecedented for the government, in 
an official court document, to accuse a re-
porter of breaking the law for conducting 
routine business of reporting on government 
secrets. 

I believe national security leaks 
should be investigated. But what about 
going after the leaker? We recognize 
when reporters are targeted, it be-
comes especially sensitive, given the 
role of reporting the news and the free-
dom of the press guaranteed by the 
Constitution and the need of our soci-
ety to maintain the kind of openness 
that only comes with a free and robust 
press. 

In addition to an overbearing surveil-
lance of individual journalists, the 
Obama Justice Department also tar-
geted whistleblowers in the notorious 
Fast and Furious investigation. This is 
where guns were purchased in bulk in 
the United States and allowed to walk 
into the hands of the drug cartels in 
Mexico. 

One Department of Justice official, a 
U.S. attorney in Arizona, tried to 
smear a whistleblower by leaking a pri-
vate document. The Department of 
Justice inspector general called this 
behavior ‘‘inappropriate for a depart-
ment employee and wholly unbefitting 
a United States attorney.’’ Meanwhile, 
a separate Justice Department official 
was forced to resign her position when 
she was caught collaborating with left-
wing bloggers to slander both whistle-
blowers and journalists. 

As you can see, my conclusion there 
has been created a culture of intimida-
tion is not the result of just one inci-
dent but a number of incidents and 
data points that, when connected, I 
think clearly paint that very sad and 
troubling picture. This culture of in-
timidation has become entrenched at 
Federal agencies and departments all 
across the Obama administration. 

This culture of intimidation was 
troubling before the IRS scandal broke, 
and it is even more troubling given all 
we have learned in the past few weeks. 
So I hope Congress will do its job on a 
bipartisan basis—as the Finance Com-
mittee, under the leadership of Sen-
ators MAX BAUCUS and ORRIN HATCH, 
have already done on the IRS matter— 
to investigate this in a bipartisan way 
to get to the bottom of this matter, 

recognizing this kind of abuse of power 
on the part of the Internal Revenue 
Service can be turned not just against 
conservative political speech but also 
against people on the political left or 
anybody in between. This should not 
and cannot be tolerated. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Indiana. 
f 

THE FISCAL CRISIS 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague and couldn’t agree with 
him more on a number of the things he 
listed; in particular, the so-called af-
fordable care act, which is anything 
but affordable. 

I found out, as I traveled across the 
State of Indiana and spoke with Hoo-
siers, that this law is having an enor-
mous negative impact on the decisions 
of employers, on health care providers, 
and on average citizens relative to 
what is coming down the line within 
the next several months and into 2014. 

This legislation is a colossal mis-
take. It is a mess. It is distorting the 
economy, it is keeping people out of 
work, and it is keeping employers from 
hiring new workers. People are trying 
to manipulate the system now because 
what is being imposed on them is so 
Draconian and unsustainable and 
unaffordable. That is why we need to 
officially call this ‘‘unaffordable com-
prehensive health care reform’’ rather 
than the Affordable Care Act. It is 
unaffordable. 

But that is not why I came here 
today. I came here today to talk about 
our current fiscal crisis. That has sort 
of taken a back seat to the debates we 
have been having on the Senate floor, 
even though they are necessary—immi-
gration, which is coming up, the farm 
bill that we are currently dealing with, 
gun issues, and others. The looming 
dark cloud, the big bear in the closet, 
is our fiscal crisis, and it is not going 
away. 

Last Friday, the Social Security and 
Medicare trustees issued their annual 
report on the long-term financial sta-
tus of the health and retirement secu-
rity programs, and there was a little 
bit of good news; that is, the current 
numbers that exist out there and the 
rate of spending down on these pro-
grams has slowed somewhat. But it is 
not the kind of news we ought to cele-
brate. 

Some are saying: Oh, well, this takes 
the pressure off. Now we don’t need to 
do anything about the structural re-
form of our mandatory spending for 
our entitlement programs because, 
look, we just had a good report. Let’s 
just get back to regular business and 
we will worry about this later. 

Well, the fact remains our mandatory 
spending is not only unsustainable, it 
is having an immediate impact and 
will continue to have an even greater 
impact on other essential functions of 
government as the cost of funding for 
the mandatory systems continues to 
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rise—and rise dramatically in future 
years with 10,000 baby boomers retiring 
every day. 

Let me repeat that: 10,000 baby 
boomers are reaching retirement age 
each day, adding to the cost of Medi-
care, Medicaid, and Social Security. 

We have known this was coming for 
years. We have known it was coming 
for decades; that an amazing number of 
people born post-World War II now 
have worked their way to the point of 
retirement. This has had an impact on 
our economy, whether they were babies 
needing more cribs and diapers, wheth-
er they were young children going to 
elementary school and we needed more 
schools, going to secondary colleges 
and universities and we needed to ex-
pand those, working their way through 
the economy, having children—a dra-
matic impact with this bulge of baby 
boom babies growing up and working 
their way through the system. Yet 
while we knew all this was coming, 
Congress and the administration re-
peatedly said: We will deal with this 
later. It is a crisis, we know, but it is 
just too tough to deal with now. 

What I am afraid of is that this latest 
report which came out and provided a 
little bit of relief, a little bit of wiggle 
room, but it did nothing to solve the 
long-term problem. What I am con-
cerned about is that this report may be 
used to basically say we don’t have to 
do anything now. 

What is the impact? The nonpartisan 
Congressional Budget Office reported 
earlier this year that spending on man-
datory programs and interest on the 
debt—because we have to borrow to 
cover this cost—will consume 91 per-
cent of all Federal revenues 10 years 
from now. Already it is putting the 
squeeze on discretionary spending be-
cause what this means is that all other 
spending priorities are being squeezed 
out by spending on Medicare, Medicaid 
and Social Security and some of the 
other mandatory programs. 

If we are interested in a strong na-
tional defense, in a solid education sys-
tem, infrastructure and bridges and 
paving roads, medical research, food 
and drug safety, homeland security, 
border security—and other programs, 
these programs are getting squeezed 
every day in terms of the amount of re-
sources available. 

Why these groups don’t form a coali-
tion and come marching through the 
Halls of Congress and demand that we 
take action now on runaway manda-
tory spending, because it is simply wip-
ing out their programs, is beyond me. 
But it is the nature of the political 
beast to postpone the tough stuff, to 
not have to get to the point where they 
have to tell anybody no because we 
want everybody to love us so they will 
vote for us in the next election. It is in-
comprehensible that we continue to 
put this off day after day, month after 
month, year after year, election after 
election. 

I have been around a while. How 
many times have we heard people say 

we will do that after the next election? 
That was the mantra in the 2012 Presi-
dential election. Well, no. You see, the 
President couldn’t step up and do this 
and the ruling party couldn’t step up 
and do this because we had a Presi-
dential election. They said that as soon 
as the election takes place, then we 
will have a period of time where we 
have been reelected to office or we 
have new Members coming in and we 
will not have the pressure of an elec-
tion before us and we will address this 
problem. 

Here we are now into the sixth month 
of this year, when everyone knows that 
the first 100 days of the new adminis-
tration—or a second-term in this 
case—is the best time to enact long- 
term good legislation that addresses 
major problems—the days are slip-slid-
ing away. The days are counting, and 
we continue debate and talk about and 
interject issues here that, yes, have im-
portance but don’t begin to rise to the 
level of importance of the need to ad-
dress our fiscal situation. 

The other thing I don’t understand is 
why the young people of this country 
aren’t standing up and demanding that 
we take action, because we are taking 
money away from them. We are dimin-
ishing their future. We are leaving 
them with a debt burden they may not 
be able to pay. 

The International Monetary Fund 
put out a report recently that to cover 
current obligations for young people, 
they—not us—will have to pay either 35 
percent more in taxes to keep these 
mandatory funds alive and solvent or 
receive 35 percent fewer benefits. This 
is at a time when our Nation’s youth 
already face an unemployment crisis. 

It is unconscionable. It is immoral 
for us to defer and to delay and to sim-
ply say we can’t take care of these 
issues now and then move on through 
our lives, reap the benefits that come 
from some of these programs, and then 
hand it over to our children and say: 
Good luck. You are either going to pay 
one-third more in taxes or you are 
going to get one-third less in benefits, 
lifetime savings, Social Security for 
your retirement, health care coverage 
for your later years. Good luck with 
that one. But we couldn’t summon the 
will to do it. We couldn’t bring our-
selves to make the hard choices. 

Are we going to step up to the plate 
and be responsible? What is our legacy 
going to be for those of us who are 
serving now? What are we going to tell 
our children and grandchildren? Will 
we say sorry, we just weren’t able to do 
it? It was just too tough politically, we 
are worried about the folks back home 
that they might not take it the right 
way. It requires a little bit of sacrifice 
to reform these programs—actually, to 
save the programs—before they go 
broke. But, no, we just couldn’t do it. 
The President? No; kind of AWOL on 
this, hasn’t stepped up. We thought for 
sure that after reelection, not being 
elected again, we would get some kind 
of leadership. 

I see it slip-sliding away, and now we 
are faced with that ultimate day of cri-
sis when it hits and we have to make 
painful choices because we have no 
other choice. 

So why don’t we take the rational 
approach? Why don’t we have leader-
ship that steps up and basically says 
this is what we need to do? Why don’t 
we put the future of America and the 
future of our children and grand-
children and succeeding generations 
ahead of our own political interests? It 
is selfish not to do so. I think it is un-
conscionable. I think it is immoral for 
us to continue doing this. 

So I am going to continue to come to 
the floor as much as I can—I have been 
doing this all year—and I am going to 
continue to urge the President to work 
with us. I am not making this a par-
tisan issue. We are working with people 
across the aisle who understand this 
and want to do something about it. But 
we know we can’t get it done without 
the President taking leadership and 
standing up and working with us. 

There is a little bit going on right 
now, but here we are, 6 months later, 
and we are not making the progress we 
need to make. 

In the end, maybe we will pass an-
other patch of legislation—a little 
patch here, a little patch there—and we 
will deal with the big thing later. We 
just can’t do it now. 

For the sake of the future of this 
country, for the sake of the future of 
our children and grandchildren, for liv-
ing up to our sworn oath to do what is 
necessary to continue the great story 
of democracy in this Nation, we need 
to step up and do this. These reforms 
are necessary. We all know it. We know 
the numbers. We know they are 
unsustainable. We know we must ad-
dress it. 

I urge my colleagues to do whatever 
is necessary to make the tough 
choices. Interestingly enough, that leg-
acy, if we stand up to do it, will be 
worth whatever results or con-
sequences come from our making these 
decisions. 

I yield the floor. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

f 

AGRICULTURE REFORM, FOOD, 
AND JOBS ACT OF 2013 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 954, which the 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 954) to reauthorize agriculture 
programs through 2018. 

Pending: 
Stabenow (for Leahy) amendment No. 998, 

to establish a pilot program for gigabit 
Internet projects in rural areas. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I see 

my distinguished ranking member on 
the floor. We are proceeding in our 
work on the farm bill this morning. 

As we are moving through, we have a 
lot of discussions going on, working to 
get agreement on both sides to be able 
to offer a number of amendments for 
votes. We certainly are going to do ev-
erything we can, working with col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle. It is 
critical that we complete our work, 
ideally, this week. 

I appreciate our Senate majority 
leader understanding what I say over 
and over, which is this is a jobs bill. 
Sixteen million people work in this 
country because of agriculture and the 
food industry. This is their economic 
development jobs policy, and it is very 
important that we complete our work 
as we have done this last year. 

Let me remind colleagues again that 
1 year ago—and most of us were here at 
that time—one year ago we worked 
very hard. In fact, other than the Budg-
et resolution, I think we may have a 
record for the most amendments that 
were voted on, on a piece of legislation. 
I don’t know for sure, but I think it 
ranks right up there. We voted on 73 
different amendments last year. Every 
one of the substantive amendments 
that was passed by the Senate is in-
cluded in the bill that is in front of us, 
so we start from a bill that was worked 
on by the entire Senate last year. We 
are back again working through addi-
tional ideas, additional amendments 
that people are interested in. 

It is very important that we com-
plete our work so that, hopefully, when 
the House brings the bill to the floor— 
and we are encouraged. We are hearing 
that within a couple of weeks it will 
come to the floor of the House—that 
when they complete their work, we can 
actually go to conference and get a 
final bill on the President’s desk before 
September 30, which is what people 
around the country are counting on us 
to do. 

Farmers and ranchers have to do the 
job in the morning, whether they feel 
like it or not, because the job is in 
front of them. They have to work hard 
and get it done, and we have to work 
hard and get our job done. This is the 
time to complete a 5-year policy, and 
we intend to do that and get it done in 
time so the right kinds of decisions can 
be made. 

Let me stress again that this bill is 
the one bill that has come before the 
Senate and passed last year that has 
real deficit reduction in it. We have 
looked at every page of what is called 
the farm bill. We have called ours the 
Agriculture Reform, Food, and Jobs 
bill because it is just that. It is about 
reform—reforming policies, cutting 
waste, fraud and abuse and creating 
more accountability. It is about food 
policies for our country, nutrition poli-
cies for our country, and it is about 
jobs. 

We have scoured every page and actu-
ally in our process ended up cutting 
over 100 different programs and author-
izations by either combining them, 
cutting down on the duplication and 
paperwork or eliminating them if they 
didn’t make sense. If it doesn’t work 
anymore, if it doesn’t work from the 
taxpayers’ standpoint, if it doesn’t 
work from the standpoint of agricul-
tural policy, we eliminated it. 

We took what are currently 11 dif-
ferent definitions of what is ‘‘rural’’— 
we had local mayors, local township of-
ficials telling us they appreciate and 
count on rural development as their 
economic development arm for grants 
and loans for small businesses, for 
water and sewer projects, road 
projects. Whatever is done in small 
towns and rural communities across 
the country, USDA rural development 
is there supporting those local efforts. 
But they said could you give us 1 defi-
nition of ‘‘rural’’ instead of 11, so we 
can figure out the paperwork and know 
how to interact with the USDA. 

It sounded simple. It wasn’t simple. 
But we have actually gotten it down to 
one definition, dramatically cut the 
paperwork and reformed and stream-
lined the process for local units of gov-
ernment. 

We have $24 billion in bipartisan def-
icit reduction. We have, in fact, put to-
gether something that is four times 
more than required of the across-the- 
board cuts in what has been dubbed se-
questration. So rather than just doing 
what we are required to do under the 
law that established sequestration, we 
have gone four times more and created 
policies supported by farmers, ranch-
ers, those involved in conservation, and 
those involved across our country in 
every part of the farm bill. 

We have 12 different titles—and each 
one could actually be a separate bill if 
we wanted to—that deal with a wide 
variety of topics, from our traditional 
commodities where there is certainly a 
lot of debate as we have eliminated 
subsidies called direct payments and 
moved to crop insurance where it is 
based on risk. Farmers share in the 
cost of the insurance. There is no sub-
sidy given. They get help if they have 
a disaster. If something happens with 
the weather or there is some other 
kind of disaster, then, similar to any 
other kind of insurance, it helps cover 
the risk, and that is what we are mov-
ing to. 

Conservation and bringing together 
23 different programs; we cut it down 
to 13, consolidated, streamlined, did a 
better job with more flexibility for 
communities and have created a con-
servation title supported by more than 
650 different conservation and environ-
mental organizations across the coun-
try. 

As to specialty crops, half of the cash 
receipts of the country roughly are 
something called fruits and vegetables 
and other specialty crops. We strength-
en those efforts, which are very impor-
tant—local food systems, farmers mar-

kets, areas that are very important in 
growing and certainly address the 
health of our country. 

I mentioned rural development; an 
energy title that we have not only fo-
cused on in terms of energy efficiency 
for our farmers on the farm, bioenergy, 
biofuels, but also a new area of reduc-
ing our reliance on petroleum by using 
agricultural products and byproducts 
in manufacturing called biobased man-
ufacturing. That is an exciting new 
area for jobs for us. We are seeing a lot 
of different possibilities in the area of 
soybeans. We are seeing soybean oil 
used to replace petroleum oil in things 
such as foams. If you buy a number of 
different vehicles today and certainly 
in every Ford vehicle I know that is 
being produced, the new Chevy Volt, 
and many other automobiles today, 
you are actually sitting on soybean 
foam instead of petroleum foam. It is 
biodegradable. There are a lot of jokes 
about sitting on soybeans, but the re-
ality is this is something that is cre-
ating a market for growers. It is bio-
degradable, gets us off foreign oil, and 
is creating jobs. There are a lot of pos-
sibilities in this bill for new jobs. 

We focus on foreign trade. The one 
area where we actually have a trade 
surplus in our country is in agri-
culture. We are, in fact, feeding the 
world and working with those around 
the globe to develop their own food sys-
tems. I am very proud of the role 
American farmers play in addressing 
hunger around the world as well as 
international food assistance. 

We could go on. The bottom line is 
that this is a bill with tremendous im-
pact—16 million people in the country 
directly impacted in terms of their 
jobs. Every American, if you had 
breakfast this morning, thank a farm-
er. If you have lunch today, thank a 
farmer. If you have dinner today, 
thank a farmer. We have the safest, 
most affordable food supply in the 
world because of a group of people who 
go out and take the risk against the 
weather, which is getting tougher and 
tougher as the climate is changing. 
They are willing to go out there and 
continue to be in this business. Our bill 
supports them with tools to help them 
manage their risk through insurance, 
to help them manage their risks on the 
farm in terms of keeping the soil on 
the ground as well as protecting our 
water and protecting our air. Those 
kinds of tools are critically important 
as well. 

This is a bill we have worked on now 
twice in the last year—last year, this 
year—and we are looking forward to 
having the opportunity to bring this to 
completion, to work with our House 
colleagues in a bipartisan way to pro-
vide legislation that is good for those 
directly involved in agriculture and 
that is good for consumers, that is 
good for taxpayers as we look at ways 
to reform our government, to work 
more efficiently and effectively on 
fewer dollars. 
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We look forward to continuing 

throughout the day working with col-
leagues. We are hopeful we will have 
amendments to bring forward, but we 
do understand we have to move forward 
and get this done. 

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. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
HEITKAMP). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—H. CON. RES. 25 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, 
Senate Democrats have been waiting a 
very long time to go to conference on 
our budget. In fact, it has now been 73 
days. Until recently, we have gotten 
pretty used to Senate Republicans sim-
ply standing and saying no. 

For months Republicans have been 
offering a lot of excuses for why they 
do not want to go to conference on the 
budget. They have said they want a 
preconference ‘‘framework,’’ which, by 
the way, is what a budget is. They have 
said they would not allow us to go to 
conference unless we guaranteed that 
the wealthiest Americans and biggest 
corporations would be protected from 
paying a penny more in taxes. They 
said they did not want a bipartisan 
conference to take away the leverage 
they have on the debt ceiling. And then 
they called for a do-over, which, actu-
ally, my ranking member on Budget 
called for again this morning—to bring 
up the House budget, have 50 hours of 
debate, a whole new round of unlimited 
amendments, go through the process 
all over, and they did this after they 
praised the very open and thorough 
floor debate we had on the Senate 
budget. 

The story keeps changing. But even 
as some Republicans were focused on 
finding excuses to move us closer and 
closer to this crisis rather than have a 
budget deal, we have a number of Re-
publicans who are now joining with us 
to call on regular order. Senator 
COBURN said that blocking conference 
is ‘‘not a good position to be in.’’ Sen-
ator BOOZMAN said he would ‘‘very 
much like to see a conference.’’ Sen-
ator WICKER said weeks ago that ‘‘by 
the end of next week, we . . . should be 
ready to go to conference.’’ We have 
known for a while that blocking reg-
ular order—especially after calling for 
it so eagerly just a matter of months 
ago—was not sitting well with a num-
ber of our Republican colleagues, and 
now, according to Politico, ‘‘more Re-
publicans appear to favor heading to 
conference than blocking it.’’ I wel-
come that. 

We need to move this to conference. 
It is the regular order. It will allow us 

to solve our country’s problems, and 
we truly need a process to allow us to 
deal with our Nation’s problems. 

Senator MCCAIN is on the floor, and I 
thank him because he understands the 
importance not just for this bill but for 
all legislation in the Senate that we 
come here, we compromise, we fight 
hard for what we believe in, but at the 
end of the day just saying ‘‘my way or 
the highway,’’ even if you are a small 
minority, does not move this country 
to the place where we need it to get to, 
which is not a crisis-by-management 
place. I thank him for taking a lead 
and calling for regular order. He has 
said that Republican preconditions 
such as demanding that the conference 
agree to not raise the debt ceiling or 
raise taxes are ‘‘absolutely out of line 
and unprecedented.’’ Senator COLLINS 
joined us on the floor a few weeks ago 
to say that even though there is a lot 
we do not see eye to eye on, we should 
at least go to conference and make our 
best effort to get a deal. I could not 
agree more. 

The stalling that we have seen is, as 
some have said on their side, ‘‘a little 
bizarre’’ and ‘‘ironic to say the least,’’ 
especially after, I would remind every-
one, 50 hours of debate, innumerable 
amendments that took us way into the 
early hours, and we offered everybody 
the chance to speak. After that session 
was over, many of our Republican col-
leagues came to me personally and 
thanked me for finally having an open 
process. If they want us to have an 
open process, then they have to take 
that process and take it to the next 
step. 

So I am deeply concerned. We are 
moving toward another manufactured 
crisis this fall. We have our Appropria-
tions subcommittees that need to move 
forward. The country is very clearly 
tired of this country being managed by 
crisis. We just had a budget hearing 
this morning in which our witnesses, 
both Republicans and Democrats alike, 
said that moving us to a manufactured 
crisis would impact this economy in a 
horrific way this fall. We do not need 
to have that happen. 

I want to go to conference. Do I want 
to have a compromise? Not really. I 
love where I stand. But I have been 
here a long time. You do not get every-
thing you want, but you do have to 
compromise in order to move the coun-
try forward. And I am willing to go to 
conference with my counterpart, Chair-
man RYAN, who is on a very different 
page than I am, and find our com-
promise and be willing to move that 
forward here in the Congress so we can 
get to a place that allows us to be able 
to lead this country again. So I think 
we are at a very critical point. 

I see Senator MCCAIN is on the floor. 
I would be happy to yield to him for a 
comment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, I un-
derstand that one of my colleagues who 
will object is coming to the floor, so 

perhaps I would reserve the right to ob-
ject on his behalf even though I am in 
stark disagreement. But instead I will 
just make a comment, and I am sure 
my colleague on this side of the aisle 
will voice an objection when he arrives. 

Mrs. MURRAY. The Senator is here. 
Mr. MCCAIN. He is here. 
Mrs. MURRAY. If the Senator will 

yield, I can go ahead and offer the 
unanimous consent request at this 
time and we can move from there. 

Mr. MCCAIN. If it is OK with the Sen-
ator, because we know what is going to 
happen, I would like to make remarks, 
and then the Senator from Florida will 
make the same argument that was 
made the last few days, and fortu-
nately I do not have to listen again. 

For 4 years Members on this side of 
the aisle argued strenuously that we 
were doing a great disservice to the 
country by not taking up and debating 
and amending a budget that would 
then go to conference with the other 
side of the Capitol, the House of Rep-
resentatives, and then we would do 
what we expect and, unfortunately, 
every family in America has to do, and 
that is to pass a budget under which we 
would be guided in our authorization 
and appropriations process. 

Now my colleague from Florida will 
come to the floor and say that we have 
amassed a debt because of the budget. 
But we did not have a budget for 4 
years. So how can you argue that the 
fact that we may go to conference on a 
budget—that somehow that would be 
responsible for the debt? Obviously, it 
is nonsense. Obviously, it is nonsense, 
just as, frankly, it was nonsense when 
the same group of Senators said we 
should not even debate gun measures 
in light of a tragedy that took place in 
Connecticut and another tragedy that 
took place in Tucson, AZ. They did not 
even want to take up and debate ideas 
that some of us had to try to keep 
weapons out of the hands of criminals 
and the hands of the mentally ill. 

So now we have a Senate where we 
refuse to move forward on issues and 
have open debate and discussion and 
votes. I have always believed, in the 
years I have been here, with Repub-
lican and Democratic majorities, that 
the way we are supposed to function is 
to say: OK, let’s give it our best shot, 
and let’s do the best we can, and let’s 
have votes. 

One of our objections against the ma-
jority leader was that he would not let 
us have votes on amendments. We 
had—I have forgotten how many—votes 
on the budget that lasted until I be-
lieve around 7 o’clock in the morning. 
So the opponents of moving forward on 
anything cannot argue we did not have 
votes on the budget, cannot argue they 
were blocked from whatever amend-
ment they wanted to have voted on. 

So now we are faced with a situation 
where we will not go to conference. 
And I want to tell my colleagues who 
continue to do this that, with my 
strenuous objections, the majority will 
become frustrated and the majority 
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can change the rules of the Senate. 
They can do that. And I must say that 
although I would strenuously object to 
a change in the rules, I can understand 
the frustration many of my friends on 
the other side of the aisle feel at a fail-
ure of a simple process of going to con-
ference when the majority on the other 
side of the Capitol is of our party. That 
is really very difficult to understand, 
unless you take the word of one of my 
colleagues who came to the floor and 
said: I do not trust Democrats, and I do 
not trust Republicans. Let me repeat 
what he said: I do not trust Democrats, 
and I do not trust Republicans. It is 
not a matter of trusting Democrats or 
Republicans. What this is a matter of 
is whether we will go through the legis-
lative process that people sent us here 
to do. And I have probably lost many 
more times than I have won, but I have 
been satisfied in the times that I have 
lost that I was able to make my argu-
ment, put it to the will of the body, 
and it was either accepted or rejected. 
That is how people, schoolchildren all 
over America, expect us to behave. 
That is the way our Constitution is 
written. That is what this body is sup-
posed to be about. 

So when we have a—by the way, 
Madam President, this is the last time 
I am going to come to the floor on this 
exercise because it is obviously a fruit-
less kind of effort until something 
changes, and obviously that is not 
going to happen in the short term. 

My friends will be saying they are 
Reagan Republicans, they are Reagan 
Republicans. Well, I was here when 
Ronald Reagan was President of the 
United States. President Reagan, 
rightly or wrongly, passed amnesty for 
3 million people who were in this coun-
try illegally. Ronald Reagan sat down 
with Tip O’Neill, and they saved Social 
Security from bankruptcy. Ronald 
Reagan sat down with the Democrats, 
and they agreed on ways of increasing 
revenues and cutting spending. Ronald 
Reagan’s record is very clear, and by 
the way, it was one of an assertive role 
of the United States of America and 
leadership in the world and not come 
home to ‘‘fortress America.’’ So some-
times when I hear my colleagues here 
talk about how they are Ronald 
Reagan Republicans, I do not think 
Ronald Reagan would have disagreed 
that we should have a budget, we 
should have a budget to guide the legis-
lative agenda of the Congress of the 
United States. 

So, as I said, I will not be coming 
back to the floor again while my col-
leagues object. And I see my colleague 
from Utah who was so unfamiliar with 
what we do here that he claimed it was 
behind closed doors in back rooms. The 
fact is that the budget conference is on 
C–SPAN and open to all. 

So I can just say to my colleagues 
that this is not a proud moment for 
me, as we block a process that was 
agreed to and enacted for many, many 
years; was not enacted for 4 years over 
the strenuous objections of myself and 

my colleagues that we did not enact a 
budget. We enacted a budget after an 
all-night marathon of vote after vote 
after vote on literally any issue, and 
there was not a single vote proposed by 
my colleagues here that said that we 
cannot agree to a lifting of the debt 
limit. Now, the floor was open for that 
amendment, and I do not know why my 
colleagues now view this as the criteria 
for us moving forward on the bill. So I 
wish them luck, and I will not be com-
ing to the floor again to object to their 
objection, and we will let the American 
people make a judgment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I 

thank the Senator from Arizona for his 
very heartfelt remarks. I know he and 
I do not agree on a lot, but we do agree 
that we want this country to work be-
cause the alternative is not great. The 
way for this country to work is for us 
to come together with our differences 
of opinion and move forward, and that 
is what the conference committee is all 
about. 

So, Madam President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of Calendar No. 33, 
H. Con. Res. 25; that the amendment 
which is at the desk, the text of S. Con. 
Res. 8, the budget resolution passed by 
the Senate, be inserted in lieu thereof; 
that H. Con. Res. 25, as amended, be 
agreed to, the motion to reconsider be 
considered made and laid upon the 
table; that the Senate insist on its 
amendment, request a conference with 
the House on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses, and the Chair be au-
thorized to appoint conferees on the 
part of the Senate; that following the 
authorization, two motions to instruct 
conferees be in order from each side: 
motion to instruct relative to the debt 
limit and motion to instruct relative 
to taxes and revenue; that there be 2 
hours of debate equally divided be-
tween the two leaders or their des-
ignees prior to votes in relation to the 
motions; further, that no amendments 
be in order to either of the motions 
prior to the votes, all of the above oc-
curring with no intervening action or 
debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from Florida. 
Mr. RUBIO. Madam President, re-

serving the right to object, first, I want 
to thank the Senator from Arizona for 
protecting my right to object in my ab-
sence before I made it to the floor. 

Just to set the record straight, I do 
not think that we object to moving to 
a budget conference; we object to mov-
ing to a budget conference and having 
the debt limit raised within that con-
ference. So I would ask the Senator if 
she would consider adding a unanimous 
consent agreement and that she modify 
her request so that it not be in order 
for the Senate to consider a conference 
report that includes reconciliation in-
structions to raise the debt limit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, if 
the Senator heard my request, I said 
we would consider a motion to instruct 
relative to the debt limit as part of our 
agreement to move to conference. So 
the Senator would be allowed to make 
his voice heard at that time. I would 
object to making it a requirement 
without a vote of the Senate that says 
the majority agrees with that. So I 
would object to his amendment and 
again ask for unanimous consent on 
the original request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. Is there objection to the 
original request? 

Mr. RUBIO. Madam President, I ob-
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The majority leader. 
f 

PROVIDING FOR USE OF THE 
CATAFALQUE 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent the Senate proceed 
to S. Con. Res. 18. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the concurrent resolu-
tion by title. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 18) 

providing for the use of the catafalque situ-
ated in Exhibition Hall of the Capitol Visitor 
Center in connection with memorial services 
to be conducted in the United States Senate 
Chamber for the Honorable Frank R. Lauten-
berg, late a Senator from the State of New 
Jersey. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the concurrent 
resolution. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
the concurrent resolution be agreed to, 
and the motion to reconsider be laid 
upon the table, with no intervening ac-
tion or debate. 

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

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 18) was agreed to. 

(The concurrent resolution is printed 
in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Submitted 
Resolutions’’.) 

f 

MEMORIAL OBSERVANCES OF THE 
HONORABLE FRANK R. LAUTEN-
BERG 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I now 
ask unanimous consent the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of S. Res. 160. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 160) relative to the 

memorial observances of the Honorable 
Frank R. Lautenberg, late a Senator from 
the State of New Jersey. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
the resolution be agreed to, the pre-
amble be agreed to, and the motions to 
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reconsider be laid upon the table, with 
no intervening action or debate. 

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

The resolution (S. Res. 160) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
(The resolution, with its preamble, is 

printed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Sub-
mitted Resolutions.’’) 

f 

RECESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 2:15 p.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:32 p.m., 
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Ms. BALDWIN). 

f 

AGRICULTURE REFORM, FOOD, 
AND JOBS ACT OF 2013—Continued 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona. 

THE PAST, PRESENT, AND FUTURE 

Mr. FLAKE. Madam President, the 
Senate, I am learning, is an institution 
bound by tradition and precedent. One 
of the time-honored and worthwhile 
traditions in this body is that new Sen-
ators, for at least the first few months 
of their service, are to be essentially 
seen and not heard until they deliver 
their maiden speeches on the Senate 
floor. This, Madam President, I am 
doing today. 

As an aside, and in the same vein of 
new Senators traditionally not being 
heard but seen, I may have been well 
advised for the first few months of my 
service to avoid the throngs of report-
ers who congregate outside this Cham-
ber, but it is too late for that. Politi-
cians, after all, can only heed so much 
advice. 

For the past 12 years it was my privi-
lege to serve in the House of Represent-
atives, a body that has its own tradi-
tions and precedents. At its core the 
House is governed by the concept of 
majority rule—one party can have a 
majority of only one or two and, by 
virtue of the rules, can still maintain 
control of that body. During my time 
in the House, I had the experience of 
being both in the majority and in the 
minority. All things equal, I have pre-
ferred the former, but I understood the 
power wielded by being in the majority 
is fleeting. That is as it should be. 

The Senate, on the other hand, is a 
body governed by consensus. The party 
holding the gavel is on a short leash. 
Bringing even the most noncontrover-
sial resolutions to the Senate floor re-
quires the agreement, or at least the 
acquiescence, of the minority party. 
Over the past decades, both parties 
have chafed under this arrangement. 
Both parties have at times considered 
changing the rules that would in some 
way make the Senate more like the 
House. Both parties have wisely recon-
sidered. The House has rules appro-
priate for the House. The rules of the 

Senate, however frustrating to the 
party that happens to wield the gavel, 
are appropriate for the Senate. 

I come to this point with great appre-
ciation for those Arizona Senators who 
have preceded me. The 48th State in 
the Union, Arizona celebrated its cen-
tennial just last year. Prior to my 
swearing in this year, Arizona had sent 
just 10 Senators to this body. These Ar-
izonans who came before me left more 
of an impression than simply carving 
their names in these desks. Few in this 
body have matched the longevity of 
Carl Hayden. Few have had the lasting 
impact of Barry Goldwater, who helped 
launch the conservative movement. 

I consider it a high honor to follow in 
the footsteps of Senator Jon Kyl, 
whose steady principled leadership 
shaped Arizona for the better and made 
our Nation stronger and more secure. 
My constituents now call the same 
telephone number I once answered as 
an intern for Senator Dennis DeCon-
cini. He taught me a great deal about 
constituent service. 

Now I have the incredible honor to 
serve here with Senator JOHN MCCAIN 
who, as a prisoner of war, taught us all 
the meaning of sacrifice. Since that 
time he has served Arizona, the coun-
try, and the Senate nobly and honor-
ably. Fortunately for all of us his serv-
ice to this institution continues. It is 
my great privilege to serve with him. 

The challenges America faces today 
are legion and growing. Abroad, cells of 
terrorists bent on our destruction con-
tinue to incubate. Some receive aid 
and comfort from countries with long- 
held grievances and irreconcilable en-
mity toward the United States. Other 
terrorists take advantage of failed 
states and lawless regions to hatch 
their plans. 

But it is not just individual terror-
ists or terror cells we have to worry 
about. Countries unbound by the norms 
and conventions of traditional nation- 
states now threaten peace. Today our 
concern is primarily focused on Iran 
and North Korea, but myriad other 
countries are but one election or coup 
removed from boiling over into re-
gional and international instability. 

Here at home our fiscal situation is 
dire. We continue to spend consider-
ably more than we take in. Worse yet, 
we have no serious plan to remedy the 
problem in any structural way. We 
seem to endlessly lurch from cliff to 
crisis and back again with fiscal high- 
wire acts that erode the confidence of 
markets and invite the disdain of our 
constituents. 

It is understandable that with 2-year 
election cycles the House of Represent-
atives begins to focus on the next elec-
tion as soon as one election is finished. 
In the House difficult issues are often 
avoided or perpetually shelved until 
the next election. But in the Senate we 
have 6-year terms. Senators, therefore, 
should come with an added dose of 
courage to take up the thorny and vex-
ing issues on which the other Chamber 
takes a pass. It is our responsibility to 

lead, and if there was ever a time for 
this body, this Chamber—the United 
States Senate—to lead, this is it. 

I am a proud and unapologetic con-
servative and a Republican, and I hope 
my votes will consistently reflect that 
philosophy. So I am not suggesting we 
hold hands and agree on every issue or 
even most issues. There are profound 
and meaningful differences between the 
parties. But I want to spend more time 
exercising my franchise while debating 
the legislation itself and less time on 
deciding whether such legislation 
should be debated on the Senate floor. 

There is a time and a place for using 
supermajority rules to block legisla-
tion and/or nominees from coming to 
the Senate floor; there is a time and a 
place for partisanship but not every 
time and not every place. 

This country yearns for a functioning 
Senate, a Senate that recognizes the 
gravity of our fiscal situation and its 
responsibility to propose and adopt 
measures to solve it for the long term. 
This country yearns for a Senate that 
exercises its prerogative as part of the 
first branch of government to rein in 
executive branch excesses in both do-
mestic and foreign affairs. 

Domestically, the parade of missteps 
and abuses at the IRS and other Fed-
eral agencies stand as exhibit A of the 
need for more robust legislative direc-
tion and oversight. Recent Presidents, 
both Republican and Democratic, have 
exercised authority in the foreign 
arena far beyond that contemplated for 
a Commander in Chief, often obligating 
future Congresses to financial commit-
ments far beyond security arrange-
ments. A better functioning Senate, 
less distracted by games of shirts and 
skins, would not countenance such 
theft of its authority. 

Now is not the time for this institu-
tion to retreat into irrelevance, where 
the sum of our influence is to sign off 
on another continuing resolution to 
fund the government for another 6 
months; where success is measured by 
how well our tracks are covered when 
the debt ceiling is raised; where 
prioritizing spending cuts are avoided 
by invoking another sequester. No, we 
have been there, done that. It is time 
now for the Senate to lead. 

There are encouraging signs we may 
be moving in this direction. Earlier 
this year a budget was passed by this 
Chamber. It wasn’t a budget I pre-
ferred, but I was given ample oppor-
tunity to offer and debate amendments 
to that legislation, as were my Repub-
lican colleagues. We came up short, but 
at least the Senate got back to regular 
order. 

In the coming weeks this body will 
consider an immigration bill. Immigra-
tion reform has been and remains a 
complex and vexing issue, with Mem-
bers holding strong and discordant 
views on many of its facets. Still, a bill 
having had a thorough vetting in com-
mittee will now be allowed to come to 
the Senate floor to be debated, amend-
ed, and, hopefully, improved upon. This 
is the way it should work. 
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To conclude, a few days after last No-

vember’s election, the 12 newly elected 
Senate freshmen were invited to the 
National Archives. We were taken to 
the legislative vault where we viewed 
the original signed copies of the first 
bill enacted by Congress, as well as 
other landmark pieces of legislation 
and memorabilia. Oaths of allegiance 
signed by Revolutionary War soldiers 
witnessed by General Washington, and 
documents and artifacts related to the 
Civil War, segregation, and women’s 
suffrage were also on hand. It was an 
affirmation to me of the tumultuous 
seas through which our ship of state 
has sailed for more than 200 years. 

We have had many brilliant and in-
spired individuals at the helm and 
trimming the sails along the way. We 
have also had personalities ranging 
from mediocre to malevolent. But our 
system of government has survived 
them all. 

Serious challenges lie ahead, but any 
honest reckoning of our history and 
our prospects will note we have con-
fronted and survived more daunting 
challenges than we now face. This is a 
durable, resilient system of govern-
ment, designed to withstand the foibles 
of men, including yours truly. 

It is the honor of a lifetime just to be 
here in this storied institution—more 
than I could have ever hoped for. My 
modest hope going forward is that my 
contributions will in some small way 
honor the Senate’s storied past and 
help it realize its full potential as the 
world’s most deliberative body. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut. 
GUN VIOLENCE 

Mr. MURPHY. Madam President, 
first let me congratulate Senator 
FLAKE on his maiden speech. It was 
very thoughtful and I think a challenge 
to this body to get back to the work it 
has been given by the American people. 

I come to the floor to once again talk 
about the 4,670 victims of gun violence 
we have seen across this country since 
December 14. 

December 14 is a date that everyone 
in Connecticut knows but, as time goes 
by, maybe fades from the memories of 
other Americans. That is the day in 
which a deranged young man walked 
into Sandy Hook Elementary School in 
Newtown, CT, and gunned down 20 6- 
and 7-year-olds, in addition to 6 teach-
ers and education professionals who 
were charged with taking care of those 
kids. That is a day none of us will ever 
forget. 

We came to the floor of the Senate in 
the weeks and months that followed 
with the intention of passing legisla-
tion that would make sure we did ev-
erything within our power to assure 
that another Sandy Hook didn’t hap-
pen somewhere else in this country. 
But we also were endeavoring to do 
something about the all too routine 
gun violence that has plagued our cit-
ies and our suburbs—frankly, almost 
every community in this country. 

This is a stunning number. Since De-
cember 14 of last year, in just over 6 
months, 4,670 people have died from 
gun violence, and during that time the 
Senate and the House of Representa-
tives have done nothing to try to 
change that reality. I will at least give 
this body credit; we debated a bill in 
the Judiciary Committee and we 
brought it to the Senate floor. Because 
of the rules of this place, unfortu-
nately, 55 votes was not enough to get 
a gun violence package passed that 
would have imposed criminal back-
ground checks on thousands of gun 
purchases that now operate outside 
that system that would have made it a 
Federal crime to illegally traffic in 
guns, that would have placed more re-
sources in the hands of mental health 
professionals. At least in the Senate we 
tried to do it. The House, on the other 
hand, has taken no steps to try to cut 
down on the 4,670 deaths all across this 
country just in the last 6 months. 

What I have tried to do every week 
since the failure of that bill is to come 
down to the floor of the Senate. In-
stead of talking over and over about 
the policy implications or the different 
ways and paths we can get to a gun vio-
lence package, instead, I think it is im-
portant to talk about the victims. Who 
are these 4,670 people? Because their 
stories should be the ones that move 
this place to action. 

One such story as that of Matthew 
Tarto, age 16, who died just a few days 
ago, May 24. He was killed implausibly 
by his father. His 52-year-old father 
killed his 16-year-old son in an appar-
ent murder-suicide. 

Matthew was an amazing young man. 
He was a backup offensive lineman for 
his high school, John Curtis Christian 
School. He was a superior track and 
field athlete. He was an honor roll stu-
dent. His friends called him a happy- 
go-lucky kid. They said he always had 
a smile. His football coach said: 

This kind of thing is unbelievable, that 
something like this could happen. The only 
way we know how to get through this is with 
deep prayer. I just feel so heartbroken, not 
only for his family but for the kids, his 
friends and his teammates. 

We talk a lot about the fact that it is 
important to change gun laws. There 
are others who say that all of our em-
phasis should be on early intervention; 
that our mental health system should 
be the sole focus of this place so we can 
stop these murders before they happen. 
But as we know, often we can’t see 
these things coming. 

The case of Matthew Tarto is such an 
illustration. Neighbors said they never 
saw any signs of trouble from this 
household. In fact, one neighbor re-
members seeing the father and the son 
taking walks together through the 
neighborhood just days and weeks be-
fore this happened. 

Matthew was an amazing guy: honor 
roll student, great athlete, friendly, 
happy-go-lucky kid, but in an awful 
murder-suicide, he was taken from us, 
as well as his father. 

Another 16-year-old 3 days before-
hand was gunned down in the Back of 
the Yards neighborhood of Chicago. 
Angel Cano was killed with a gunshot 
wound to the head. He was pronounced 
dead on the scene, according to the 
Cook County Medical Examiner’s Of-
fice. 

His father had brought his oldest son 
to Chicago from Mexico in 2004 in 
search of a better life. His father said 
his son just desperately wanted to be 
someone. His son, at 16 years old, had 
dreams of becoming a singer or a pro-
fessional soccer player. He was always 
down at the local soccer fields playing 
soccer, endlessly, teaching other young 
kids how to be better soccer players. 
At 16, he still had this dream. Yet ap-
parently on the way back from the soc-
cer fields that evening, he was gunned 
down. The police have said it may be 
gang related, but the family says that 
Angel was never, ever affiliated with 
any gangs. 

Then, lastly, the story of Jamica 
Woods. Ms. Woods was 37 years old. The 
night before she died, on May 20, her 
boyfriend uploaded pictures onto his 
Facebook page of a shotgun, along with 
pictures of a shotgun shell, that he had 
recently bought at Walmart. He 
uploaded the pictures because he had 
already set about a plan to kill his 
girlfriend the next night. 

According to police, Ms. Woods had 
taken out an emergency protective 
order against her boyfriend last De-
cember, but she had never gone about 
the process of finalizing it. She was in 
the process of kicking her boyfriend 
out when she got killed. Had she just 
taken a few more steps, it is possible 
he would have never been able to buy 
that gun in the first place. If she had 
taken those steps to fill out a protec-
tive order and if that order had been 
filed and if the Walmart had run a 
background check and found that pro-
tective order, it is possible she would 
still be alive today. 

Frankly, there are hundreds, if not 
thousands, of men and women across 
this country who are alive today be-
cause of that law—because of that law 
that came so very close to saving 
Jamica Woods: a protective order being 
filed due to domestic violence, a gun 
purchase being stopped because of that 
order. 

One of the reasons we have that law 
on the books today is the advocacy of 
Senator FRANK LAUTENBERG. Senator 
FRANK LAUTENBERG, who died this 
week, made it his life’s cause to try to 
make the streets of his State of New 
Jersey safer. He was advocating right 
up until his final days on the floor of 
this Chamber to enact a ban on high- 
capacity magazines such as the one 
that killed 20 little 6- and 7-year-olds 
in Connecticut. 

But he was successful in passing 
through this Chamber a piece of legis-
lation that keeps guns out of the hands 
of people who have been convicted of 
domestic violence. It is a law that has 
worked. It is a law that has saved the 
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lives of hundreds, if not thousands, of 
men and women all across this coun-
try. It is a reminder that this place can 
do something about the 4,670 people 
who have died since Newtown due to 
gun violence. 

FRANK LAUTENBERG knew this place 
had the power to save lives by enacting 
commonsense gun violence legisla-
tion—in his case, just a simple rule 
that if someone has been convicted of 
domestic violence, maybe they 
shouldn’t get their hands on a gun. 

Senator LAUTENBERG’s work is a re-
minder that whether it is next month, 
later this year or next year, we still 
have work to do to try to honor the 
memories of the thousands of victims 
of gun violence all across this country. 

I yield the floor. 
Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

IMMIGRATION 
Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, I 

rise this afternoon to say a few words 
about the immigration reform bill 
that, as I understand it, we will begin 
discussing next week. As the son of an 
immigrant, somebody who came to this 
country at the age of 17 without a 
nickel in his pocket and who was able 
to send his two kids to college, need-
less to say I support immigration. Our 
country is unique in the world. Our 
country is great because we are the 
sons and daughters of immigrants. I 
think we should all be very proud of 
that. 

I also commend the Judiciary Com-
mittee, Senator LEAHY and Senator 
SCHUMER and Senator DURBIN—all of 
those people who have been working 
very hard on what I consider to be a 
good and strong immigration reform 
bill. Here are some of the very strong 
components of that bill that I hope 
every Member of the Senate would sup-
port: That is the need for a pathway to 
citizenship for the 11 million undocu-
mented immigrants in this country. 
Bringing undocumented workers out of 
the shadows and giving them legal sta-
tus will make it more difficult for em-
ployers to undercut the wages and ben-
efits of all workers and, in my view, 
will be good for the entire economy. 

I have always—and continue to— 
strongly support the DREAM Act part 
of the immigration reform bill, which 
is to make sure that children of illegal 
immigrants who are brought into this 
country by their parents years and 
years ago are allowed to become citi-
zens. 

I strongly support a number of the 
provisions that deal with agriculture. 
Some years ago I was in Immokalee, 
FL, a place that I suspect has some of 
the most exploited workers in America. 

They pick the tomatoes which go to 
the fast-food restaurants throughout 
this country. I can tell everyone that 
in the State of Vermont, we have dairy 
farms that are now dependent on for-
eign labor, and it is important that we 
treat those workers with dignity and 
give them legal status. It is extremely 
important to have an approach which 
provides legal status for agricultural 
workers. 

I obviously support making sure our 
borders are strong and that we stop il-
legal immigration as best we can, and 
I applaud the committee for including 
all of those provisions in the immigra-
tion bill that is going to come to the 
Senate I expect next week. 

What I worry about very much, and 
have deep concerns about in terms of 
the current legislation, is that while 
we have made a good step forward in 
terms of improving our economy as to 
where it was in the midst of the finan-
cial crisis, we still have a long way to 
go. The real unemployment rate in 
America is not 7.5 percent. That is the 
official unemployment rate. The real 
unemployment rate is closer to 14 per-
cent. If we include those people who 
have given up looking for work in high- 
unemployment areas and people who 
are working part time and want to 
work full time, the real unemployment 
rate is closer to 14 percent. In other 
words, if we include unemployment 
among minorities as well as the young 
people in this country, we continue to 
have a very serious unemployment 
problem in the United States of Amer-
ica, and it is an issue with which we 
have to deal. I have a number of ideas 
on how to deal with it. One thing we 
sure as heck do not want to do is make 
a bad situation worse. 

It seems to me that in a moment 
when our middle class continues to dis-
appear, when millions of workers are 
working longer hours for lower wages, 
when median-family income has gone 
down by $5,000 since 1999, it does not 
make a lot of sense to me that we have 
an immigration reform bill which in-
cludes a massive increase in temporary 
guest worker programs that will allow 
large multinational corporations to 
import hundreds of thousands of tem-
porary blue-collar and white-collar 
guest workers. 

One of my major concerns is that 
corporate America is sort of using im-
migration reform as a means to con-
tinue their effort to lower wages in the 
United States of America, and we must 
not allow that to happen. 

We all know we have a serious crisis 
in terms of the high cost of a college 
education, which is another issue we 
are going to be dealing with soon on 
the floor. One thing I can say—and I 
suspect I speak for a number of other 
Members in Congress—is if we didn’t 
come from a family with a lot of 
money and we needed to get some fi-
nancial help in order to pay for college, 
we worked in the summertime. I find it 
alarming that within this bill we are 
looking at a situation in which we are 

importing a lot of young people from 
Europe and elsewhere to fill jobs which 
young people in this country need in 
the summertime to allow them to get 
going in terms of their careers and 
allow them to make a few bucks in 
order to help them with their college 
education. 

I understand that jobs such as a wait-
er, waitress, or busboy—and I did some 
of that when I was a kid—are not glam-
orous jobs. But you know what. They 
help a little bit as far as paying for col-
lege. I know it is not glamorous to 
work as a lifeguard, at the front desk 
of a hotel or resort, as a ski instructor, 
as a cook or chef in a kitchen, as a 
chambermaid, or as a landscaper. The 
jobs I just mentioned will not pay huge 
amounts of money, but for someone 
who needs to figure out how to pay for 
college in the fall, those jobs help. For 
someone who needs some experience in 
order to get their career off the ground, 
those jobs help. I am concerned that 
kids in this country are going to be 
looking for jobs and employers are 
going to say: Well, actually we don’t 
have any jobs; the job has been filled 
by some young person from Eastern 
Europe. So I want us to take that issue 
into account. 

Theoretically the J–1 Program is sup-
posed to bring young people into this 
country so they can learn about our 
culture. It is a program to expose 
young people from around the world to 
American culture, and that is a good 
thing. I believe in that. I believe young 
people in America should have the op-
portunity to go abroad, and young peo-
ple from around the world should have 
the opportunity to learn about Amer-
ica. It is a good thing. 

I fear this J–1 Program is being ex-
ploited by corporations such as Her-
shey’s and McDonald’s in an effort to 
simply bring students from abroad to 
work at low-paying jobs in the United 
States. 

Supporters of the temporary H–2B 
Guest Worker Program claim there are 
not enough Americans willing to do 
these types of jobs; that in essence 
what they are saying is the young 
American people are too lazy to work 
at these jobs. I do not accept that. I 
truly do not accept it. I think it is a 
slap in the face not only to our young 
people but to the many working people 
who do not have much in the way of an 
education and want to work so they 
can earn some money. It is a slap in 
the face to say to those people: No, we 
are going to have to bring people in 
from abroad to do those jobs, such as 
being a waiter, waitress, chambermaid, 
or lifeguard. These are not high-tech 
skilled jobs; these are jobs our young 
people can do and need to do. 

I have a great concern about the 
transformation of the J–1 Program 
from being a program dealing with 
American culture to being one where 
corporations are exploiting young peo-
ple from abroad to work in low-paying 
jobs in the United States. 
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I also find it interesting that instead 

of raising wages in this country to at-
tract workers, what many of these 
companies are doing is bringing in peo-
ple from abroad. We know what supply 
and demand is about. What we learned 
in economics 101 in college is that if an 
employer cannot find a certain type of 
worker, the way to entice that worker 
is to raise wages. Instead of raising 
wages, what employers are saying is: 
We have huge amounts of cheap labor 
all over the world. Instead of raising 
wages for American workers, we are 
going to bring in cheap labor from 
around the world, and I think that is 
wrong. I think as we deal with this leg-
islation, this is an issue we have to ad-
dress front and center. 

When we talk about H–2B jobs, what 
we are talking about is people who may 
be working as a landscaper, amusement 
park worker, housekeeper, waiter, or 
waitress. Further, during the summer, 
businesses are using guest worker pro-
grams to hire young people from other 
countries to be lifeguards. 

Maybe I am mistaken, but I kind of 
think there are young people in this 
country who can work as lifeguards 
and hold other positions in some of the 
resorts all over this country. We are 
talking jobs such as being a ski in-
structor in Vermont. I can tell every-
one that in the State of Vermont, we 
have a whole lot of young people who 
are very good at skiing and can teach 
skiing. We don’t need people from Eu-
rope to take those jobs away from 
young Americans. 

Let me be clear—and I find this to be 
interesting, if not ironic—the same 
corporations and businesses that sup-
port a massive expansion in guest 
worker programs coincidentally hap-
pen to be the same exact corporations 
that are opposed to raising the min-
imum wage. These are the same cor-
porations that support the outsourcing 
of American jobs, not to mention the 
same corporations which in some cases 
have reduced wages and benefits for 
American workers at a time when cor-
porate America is making record- 
breaking profits. 

In too many cases the H–2B Program 
for lower skilled guest workers, as well 
as the H–1B Program for high-skilled 
guest workers, is being used by em-
ployers to drive down the wages and 
benefits of American workers and to 
replace American workers with cheap 
labor from abroad. 

Here is what it comes down to: sup-
ply and demand. If the employers of 
this country need labor, let them start 
raising wages for American workers 
rather than bringing in cheap labor 
from all over this world. The immigra-
tion reform bill that passed the Senate 
Judiciary Committee could increase 
the number of low-skilled—I hear 
speeches here that we are going to have 
these genius high-tech guys who are 
going to start companies and create all 
kinds of jobs. Great. That is not what 
we are talking about here. We are talk-
ing about an immigration reform bill 

from the Judiciary Committee that 
could increase the number of low- 
skilled guest workers by as much as 800 
percent over the next 5 years and could 
more than triple the number of tem-
porary white-collar guest workers com-
ing into this country. During the next 
5 years, H–1B high-skilled visas could 
go from 85,000 to as many as 230,000. 
The number of H–2B low-skilled visas 
could go from 65,000 to as many as 
325,000. The new W visa program for 
low-skilled workers could go as high as 
200,000. 

The first question the American peo-
ple and Members have to ask is, is un-
employment throughout America in 
States such as Arizona, Oklahoma, 
Vermont, Michigan so low right now 
that we desperately need more and 
more foreign workers to fill jobs Amer-
icans cannot fill? 

The high-tech industry tells us they 
need the H–1B Program so they can 
hire the best and the brightest science, 
technology, engineering, and math 
workers in the world, and that there 
are not qualified American workers in 
these fields. Let me be the first to 
admit that in some cases I believe that 
is true. I have spoken to employers in 
Vermont. I suspect it is true all over 
this country, that there are areas 
where companies cannot find the 
skilled workers they need so they need 
employees from abroad, and to the de-
gree that is true, let us address that 
issue. But let’s also give some facts 
which suggest that may not be quite as 
true as some of the employers and cor-
porations are saying. 

In 2010, 54 percent of H–1B guest 
workers were employed in entry-level 
jobs. So the argument is: Hey, we need 
all of these brilliant guys who are 
going to start companies and create 
jobs. In 2010, 54 percent of the H–1B 
guest workers were employed in entry- 
level jobs and performed ‘‘routine tasks 
requiring limited judgment’’ according 
to the Government Accountability Of-
fice. 

In 2010 the official U.S. unemploy-
ment rate averaged more than 9.6 per-
cent per month. Why couldn’t these 
types of jobs be performed by Ameri-
cans? 

So, again, the point is—I know some 
of my friends say: Every one of these 
guys is some genius who is going to 
start a company. I wish that were the 
case. Many of these are lower wage, 
entry-level jobs that certainly Amer-
ican workers could do. 

Further, only 6 percent of H–1B visas 
were given to workers with highly spe-
cialized skills in 2010. That is the issue 
I keep hearing about, highly special-
ized skills, but only 6 percent of H–1B 
visas went to those folks. More than 80 
percent of H–1B guest workers are paid 
wages that are less than American 
workers in comparable positions, ac-
cording to the Economic Policy Insti-
tute. Over 9 million Americans have 
degrees in a STEM-related field, but 
only about 3 million have a job in that 
area. 

Last year the top 10 employers of H– 
1B guest workers were all offshore out-
sourcing companies. Let me repeat 
that. One of the great crises we have 
faced in the last 30 years is that com-
panies have shut down in America, 
moved abroad, and gotten cheap labor 
abroad. The top 10 employers of H–1B 
guest workers were all offshore out-
sourcing companies. These firms are 
responsible for shifting huge numbers 
of American information technology 
jobs to India and other countries. Near-
ly half of all H–1B visas go to offshore 
outsourcing firms, while less than 3 
percent of them apply to become per-
manent residents. 

Further, half of all recent college 
graduates majoring in computer and 
information science did not receive 
jobs in the information technology sec-
tor. In other words, we have large num-
bers of Americans who are graduating 
with degrees who can handle these 
jobs. Yet we are bringing in large num-
bers of people from abroad to do them. 
It doesn’t make a whole lot of sense to 
me. 

Not only would the Senate immigra-
tion bill greatly expand the number of 
H–1B guest workers, it also would pro-
vide an unlimited number of green 
cards to foreign graduates who receive 
a master’s degree or a Ph.D. in a 
STEM-related field. If we are going to 
provide green cards to every foreign 
student with an advanced STEM de-
gree, what purpose does the H–1B pro-
gram serve other than to suppress the 
wages of American workers who are al-
ready struggling? At the very least I 
believe we should prohibit offshore out-
sourcing firms from hiring temporary 
guest workers. 

Under the Senate immigration bill, 
the number of college-educated H–1B 
guest workers and STEM green card 
holders who are under 30 years of age 
will exceed the number of jobs that are 
available for young information tech-
nology graduates. What message does 
that send to young people in our coun-
try who are interested in pursuing ca-
reers in information technology? 

Making matters even worse, I am 
very concerned that Senator HATCH 
was able to gut the very modest re-
forms to the H–1B program designed to 
prevent companies from replacing 
American workers with H–1B guest 
workers. At a minimum it is essential 
that these proworker reforms be put 
back into the bill before it is passed by 
the full Senate. 

This country was built by immi-
grants. I am a son of an immigrant, 
and many of us are. I believe we are a 
nation that wants to see comprehen-
sive immigration reform passed. I cer-
tainly do. 

Again, I wish to congratulate all of 
those people who have worked on this 
bill because there are a lot of very im-
portant and positive provisions in the 
bill. But I think we have to improve 
the bill as it leaves committee and as 
it comes to the floor of the Senate. 
What we want to make certain of is 
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that at a time when this country con-
tinues to struggle economically, when 
millions of people are working longer 
hours for lower wages, when minority 
unemployment is extraordinarily high, 
we do not take any action that lowers 
wages or increases unemployment for 
American workers. 

Again, my congratulations to those 
who worked on this bill, but we have a 
whole lot of work to do as the bill 
reaches the floor, and I intend to be 
working with my colleagues to make 
those improvements. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

MANCHIN). The Senator from Arizona. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I say to 

the Senator from Vermont that I ap-
preciate much of what he had to say, 
and I look forward to working with 
him to see how we can best address 
some of his very legitimate concerns. 

I would point out to my friend from 
Vermont that there is going to be a re-
quirement for any of these foreign 
workers that first the job be advertised 
in a variety of ways to make sure there 
are no American workers who would 
take these jobs. I hope that to some de-
gree resolves some of his concerns. But 
I paid close attention to his statement, 
and I look forward to addressing some 
of those very legitimate concerns. I 
thank the Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to set aside the pending amend-
ment and call up McCain amendment 
No. 956. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from Louisiana. 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ob-

ject. Reserving the right to object, I 
have some difficulty with the amend-
ment the Senator from Arizona wishes 
to discuss. I have been trying to get a 
vote on amendment No. 1113 on flood 
insurance, and one of the Members 
from the other side is holding it up. So 
until we get things worked out—and I 
hope the Senator from Arizona will ap-
preciate the predicament we are in. I 
am happy for the Senator to discuss his 
amendment, but to call up an amend-
ment and to then vote on it, I would 
have to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the Senator from Louisiana al-
lowing me to discuss my amendment. I 
am deeply appreciative. 

This amendment would eliminate a 
proposed catfish inspection program 
within the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture, USDA. The Government Ac-
countability Office, GAO, warns that 
this catfish program will be ‘‘duplica-
tive’’ and ‘‘wasteful’’ of federal re-
sources. I am grateful for the support 
of my colleagues who have cosponsored 
this amendment: Senators SHAHEEN, 
CRAPO, COBURN, CANTWELL, MURRAY, 
WARNER, AYOTTE, RISCH, KIRK, LAUTEN-
BERG, and INHOFE. 

Mr. President, I will ask to add the 
following senators as cosponsors to 

this amendment: Senators WHITE-
HOUSE, REED, HELLER, and COWAN. 

When Congress passed the 2008 Farm 
Bill, a small provision was quietly 
added in conference that requires 
USDA to establish an office to inspect 
catfish. Just catfish. According to 
USDA, setting up the catfish office will 
cost taxpayers about $30 million, and 
then cost another $15 million a year to 
operate. At least 95 new government 
inspectors would be hired, trained, and 
placed throughout the United States to 
inspect catfish. I support ensuring that 
our Nation’s food supply is safe—except 
that USDA is not in the business of in-
specting catfish or any other seafood. 
USDA is responsible for inspecting 
meat, poultry, and egg products. All 
other food, including seafood, is in-
spected and certified by the Food and 
Drug Administration, FDA. 

There is no such thing as ‘‘USDA 
Grade A seafood.’’ So why should we 
spend millions in taxpayer dollars 
every year to inspect catfish? GAO 
asked the same question and in 4 dif-
ferent reports concluded that the cat-
fish office is duplicative of FDA func-
tions and explicitly recommended that 
Congress repeal it. 

It’s ‘‘duplicative’’ because we would 
be wasting tax dollars on having USDA 
inspectors doing the same work along-
side FDA inspectors. This would be a 
burden to any business that stores, 
processes or distributes seafood. 

According to a GAO report titled 
‘‘Actions Needed to Reduce Fragmenta-
tion, Overlap, and Duplication,’’ GAO 
said: ‘‘We suggest that Congress repeal 
the provisions that assigned USDA re-
sponsibilities for examining and in-
specting catfish’’ because ‘‘USDA plans 
are essentially the same as FDA’s haz-
ard analysis requirements.’’ 

In another report published in 2011, 
GAO said the USDA catfish program 
‘‘fragments our food safety system’’ 
and ‘‘splits up seafood oversight be-
tween FDA and USDA, expending 
scarce resources.’’ 

In another GAO report, simply ti-
tled—‘‘Responsibility for Inspecting 
Catfish Should Not Be Assigned to 
USDA,’’ GAO said: ‘‘[USDA] uses out-
dated and limited information as its 
scientific bases for catfish inspection’’ 
and that ‘‘the cost effectiveness of the 
catfish inspection program is unclear 
because USDA would oversee a small 
fraction of all seafood imports while 
FDA, using its enhanced authorities, 
could undertake oversight of all im-
ported seafood.’’ 

GAO is not the only critic of the cat-
fish office. The Centers for Disease 
Control reports that of the 1.8 billion 
catfish meals enjoyed by Americans, 
only two people get sick a year. FDA 
requires foreign producers to abide by 
the same food safety standards as do-
mestic facilities and turns away unsafe 
seafood. In fact, USDA itself says there 
is no benefit for having them inspect 
catfish. A report issued in 2010 by the 
USDA Food Safety Inspection Service 
said, ‘‘There is substantial uncertainty 

regarding the actual effectiveness of 
the catfish inspection program’’ and 
that there is ‘‘no rational relationship’’ 
between the Catfish Office and human 
health. That is probably why the Presi-
dent’s Budget for FY2014 proposes to 
eliminate the program. If USDA can’t 
justify a catfish inspection program— 
how can anyone in Congress? 

The USDA catfish does nothing to 
enhance food safety. GAO says it’s a 
sham. USDA says it’s a sham. FDA 
says it’s a sham. OMB says it’s a sham. 
So why did Congress propose it in 2008? 
It turns out there’s a group of domestic 
catfish farmers in two or three south-
ern States that are having a difficult 
time competing against catfish import-
ers. In classic Farm Bill politics, they 
worked up some talking points about 
how Americans need a whole new gov-
ernment agency to inspect foreign cat-
fish imports. 

Unfortunately, there are grave trade 
implications if we don’t repeal the cat-
fish program. Trade experts warn that 
Vietnam and other Asian exporters of 
catfish have a strong case that the 
USDA Catfish Office would constitute a 
WTO violation. 

I have a letter from former Congress-
man and WTO appellate judge Jim Bau-
cus to Congress concerning the WTO 
risk posed by this catfish office. He 
says, ‘‘There was, and still is no mean-
ingful evidence that catfish, domestic 
or imported, posed a significant health 
hazard when Congress acted in 2008 to 
shift [catfish] jurisdiction from FDA to 
USDA, in essence singling out catfish 
from all other seafood products.’’ He 
goes on to say, ‘‘the United States 
would face a daunting challenge in de-
fending the catfish rule . . . it will be 
giving other nations an opening to 
enact ‘copycat legislation’ which will 
disadvantage our exports.’’ This is 
‘‘particularly inopportune’’ in the face 
of Trans-Pacific Partnership, TPP, 
negations that are important to Amer-
ican exporters. 

The trade concern is that USDA cat-
fish office is a de facto trade barrier on 
foreign imports. It is meant to enrich 
the domestic catfish industry. The 
USDA would ban catfish imports for 5– 
7 years while USDA duplicates FDA’s 
rules for foreign catfish farms. During 
that time, American farmers, dairy-
men, cattle growers risk WTO retalia-
tion against a $20 billion export market 
for American soybean, pork, beef, 
dairy, and poultry exports. 

Is it worth sacrificing the export 
markets of our American beef pro-
ducers, wheat and soy farmers just be-
cause southern catfish farmers don’t 
want to compete? Absolutely not. 

USDA catfish office serves no public 
health purpose and duplicates FDA 
work in inspecting catfish. It wastes 
millions of tax dollars just so that 
southern catfish farmers will have less 
competition. My amendment would 
eliminate the USDA catfish office just 
as GAO recommends. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 
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I also wish to say to the distin-

guished managers of the bill that there 
are a number of amendments—my col-
league from Oklahoma has them—and 
it is going to be regrettable if we are 
not able to take up and address these 
amendments. It is not really what we 
had agreed to when we took up the bill. 
So I hope there will be another oppor-
tunity. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Louisiana. 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I do 

not like at all objecting to the McCain 
amendment, but I am compelled to be-
cause I have been literally trying for 
several weeks now—not just on this 
bill but the previous bill—to get a vote, 
just a vote. I will even take a 60-vote 
threshold. I am not asking for a 53-vote 
threshold; I will accept a 60-vote 
threshold on an amendment that will 
make it clear that we could grand-
father in flood insurance rates until an 
affordability study that was supposed 
to be done is done. 

The interesting thing about this is 
that my amendment has no score. It 
wouldn’t cost the Federal Government 
anything if this amendment were to 
pass. It is a zero score. It simply delays 
for 3 years a certain category of flood 
insurance premium until an afford-
ability study can be conducted. It is a 
zero score. 

Unfortunately, the Senator from 
Pennsylvania, to my knowledge, is still 
holding up this amendment. So I know 
there are other Republicans who would 
like to offer amendments, but I am 
going to object to the offering or vot-
ing on any Republican amendments 
until the Senator from Pennsylvania 
allows me to have a vote on my amend-
ment. 

I hate to be here because I don’t like 
being in this position, but I have no 
choice because I can’t even get the Re-
publicans to vote on the flood insur-
ance amendment. They can vote no. 
The amendment may not pass. I think 
I have the 60 votes to pass it. I hope it 
will. We have explained it. It is impor-
tant not just to Louisiana but to New 
York, California, New Jersey, and even 
Virginia has some issues. 

Please understand, because I have a 
lot of respect for Senator COBURN—he 
and I work together on the Homeland 
Security Committee. I know this pro-
gram has to be self-sustaining over 
time. No one depends on it to be self- 
sustaining more than the people in 
Florida and Louisiana and California. 
But there is a right way to get it self- 
sustaining and there is a wrong way. 
The wrong way is going to blow up the 
dreams of people who built their homes 
according to official flood maps, who 
did everything they were supposed to 
do under the official flood maps, and 
then when those maps changed, their 
rates then can go up 25 percent, com-
pounded for the next 5 years, not only 
pricing them out of the market but 
making their homes unsellable, and it 
affects banks in these communities. 

This is not just a Louisiana issue. I 
am proud to advocate so much for my 
State that when people come here and 
see me, they say: Oh, there she goes 
again, advocating for Louisiana. I wear 
that as a badge of honor. Let me be 
clear. My State has the 32 lowest kinds 
of rates of insurance on these claims. I 
am not even in the top three. This is 
affecting States—and I read them out 
earlier. Let me just say for the record 
that the top 10 States affected are 
Rhode Island, Connecticut, Massachu-
setts, Vermont, New York, Maine, New 
Jersey, Pennsylvania, Alaska, New 
Hampshire, Illinois, Michigan, West 
Virginia, Missouri, Indiana, Iowa, Cali-
fornia, and Ohio. These are the States 
with the highest premiums now, and 
they could double or triple—actually 
almost triple—in the next 5 years. 

Maybe some of these rates need to go 
up. Interestingly, when the recalcula-
tions are done, some of the rates 
around the country will go down. I am 
not disagreeing with that. What I am 
disagreeing with is the rapid rate in 
which it is going to happen, and it is 
going to have catastrophic effects on 
many communities—not all but 
many—and I happen to represent some 
of those on which it will. So my real-
tors have asked me to stand up for 
this. My homebuilders have called with 
concerns. My community bankers are 
very concerned. 

I wish to thank the Senator from 
Michigan and the Senator from Mis-
sissippi. I know they are doing their 
very best job to move this bill forward. 
I think they have been quite fair, giv-
ing people on both sides an opportunity 
for amendments. I have been very pa-
tient. I have not objected to many 
amendments. The irony of this is that 
even the Toomey amendment—the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania, my friend, 
who was going to end a program that 
was vitally important to my State, I 
even allowed him to have a vote on 
that. I mean, it is a terrible amend-
ment for Louisiana. We were happy we 
beat the amendment, but I even al-
lowed him to have a debate. I could 
have stopped it. I am one Senator here. 
One Senator can stop anything. But I 
am not trying to stop this, I am just 
trying to advance a vote on flood insur-
ance. 

So maybe Senator COBURN and Sen-
ator MCCAIN can be more convincing to 
their colleague from Pennsylvania 
than I have been. But I will just say for 
the record that if I have to stay on the 
floor until the end of the week, I will 
have to stay here, but I will object to 
any Republican amendment until we 
get a vote on the Landrieu-Vitter, et 
al., Schumer, Gillibrand, Menendez— 
and our good friend Senator LAUTEN-
BERG who just passed was also a sup-
porter. I would like to keep his name 
on it, if I could. 

I yield the floor, and I am very sorry, 
I say to my colleague from Oklahoma. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I some-
what associate myself with the re-

marks of the Senator from Louisiana. 
We have unwound because we don’t 
want to have real debates and real 
votes. We just fixed the flood insurance 
program. We didn’t fix it well enough, 
and if Senator LANDRIEU is allowed her 
amendment, I will vote against it, but 
I think she ought to be able to have her 
amendment. 

The reason the Senate isn’t working 
is because we want to use a procedure 
that has never before been used except 
in the last 2 or 3 years in this body, and 
that is to limit the rights of Senators 
to offer amendments. 

The fact is that Senator LANDRIEU 
may, in fact, win her amendment, but 
there is another chance. The House 
may not go along with it. There will be 
a conference committee. It may not go 
anywhere. She didn’t win this when we 
fixed the flood insurance. She wasn’t 
for us raising it to the extent we did. 
We didn’t raise it nearly enough to 
make it healthy yet. And delaying the 
3 years will markedly hurt the Flood 
Insurance Program, which is operated 
through FEMA, and I am the ranking 
member on that subcommittee. But the 
fact is that she ought to be able to 
offer her amendment. I agree with 
that. 

So what I am going to do is painfully 
go through and talk about every 
amendment I have for the farm bill. I 
understand there will be objections. If 
there are objections to mine—and even 
if the Landrieu amendment gets 
cleared, I am going to object to every-
body else’s until mine are cleared. 

So we can either keep going around 
in this circle or we can start acting 
like grownups and have debate. Even if 
a Member doesn’t like an amendment, 
we can vote on it. And if a Member is 
not capable of defending their vote on 
any issue, they don’t have any business 
being here in the first place. 

But to not vote, to not allow the 
managers of the bill to operate the bill 
the way they want to operate it and 
put it on the table—because the major-
ity leader is going to file cloture, and 
so all of these amendments are going 
to fall, which may be pleasing to the 
managers—I don’t know—and only the 
germane amendments are going to be 
available, and they are going to be 
under a time constraint. So the Amer-
ican people are actually going to get 
cheated out of a full and rigorous de-
bate on what ought to be changed in 
this bill. 

So I am going to act as though the 
amendments are approved even though 
they are not, and I am going to debate 
the amendments. I am going to propose 
every one of them, and I am going to 
let the Senator from Louisiana object, 
and then she can explain to her con-
stituents the dysfunction of the Sen-
ate. It does not just happen on the Re-
publican side, I would remind my col-
league from Louisiana. There are plen-
ty of unilateral objections on the other 
side. And if we are going to operate 
this way, then nothing is going to hap-
pen in the Senate. 
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With that, I will begin. 
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield for a question? 
Mr. COBURN. I will be happy to yield 

for a question. 
Ms. STABENOW. I thank the Sen-

ator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 

thank my friend. Before the Senator 
proceeds with his unanimous consent 
request, I would ask the Senator if he 
would agree that when we brought the 
farm bill to the floor the last time, we 
had 73 votes and it was done in a large 
agreement, but we worked through 
every one of them. I agree. My pref-
erence is—as I know our distinguished 
ranking member’s preference is—to be 
able to work through amendments and 
to have votes and so on. Would the 
Senator agree that process worked last 
time—and I know my friend did not 
end up voting for the final bill, but we 
did work through a process of 73 votes; 
it was a very long day or 2 days, I 
think, actually—and that would be a 
good way to proceed on this bill? 

Mr. COBURN. I agree. 
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 

certainly yield back to my friend, but 
I just want to indicate that is what we 
have been working on doing, and we do, 
in fact, have objections from various 
Members for various reasons. But we 
have been spending our time hoping to 
come up with—even postcloture it 
would be our desire to come up with a 
finite list of amendments that we could 
then move forward and get an agree-
ment to vote on because I am very 
happy to have additional votes on the 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be set aside and Coburn 
amendment No. 1003 be called up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I am 

going to talk about this amendment. 
This is an amendment that prohibits— 
let me set the stage for it. We are going 
to have somewhere between a $500 bil-
lion and $700 billion deficit. We have 
$17.5 trillion worth of debt today. What 
this amendment does is it prohibits 
people who are tax evaders from receiv-
ing government assistance, including 
grants, contracts, loans, and tax cred-
its provided in the farm bill, with the 
exception of SNAP. So we are still 
going to take care of the food provi-
sion. Even if they refuse to pay their 
taxes, we are going to still provide 
them food. But we are not going to 
allow them, with this amendment, to 
take advantage of other programs 
within the farm bill or any other area 
that is associated with direct grants or 
associated with the Agriculture bill. 

The most critical issues facing our 
country today—and everybody knows 

how to solve it. We know what has to 
be done to save Medicare. We know 
what has to be done to save Social Se-
curity. We know we need to reform the 
Tax Code so we generate more jobs, we 
generate more income to the Federal 
Government. We know all that. But we 
have billions of dollars that are owed— 
it is not being contested; it is owed— 
and then we turn around to those same 
people who owe us billions of dollars 
and give them programs and benefits. 
Whether it be conservation payments 
or whether it be crop insurance or 
whatever it is, we turn around and give 
them money. I think the average tax- 
paying American does not agree with 
that. 

Part of being a responsible citizen is 
paying the taxes you owe. We are not 
talking about things that are in dis-
pute. We are talking about settled 
agreements that are not paid, and they 
continue to not be paid, and it is bil-
lions of dollars. 

This provision would not apply if the 
individual is currently paying the 
taxes, interest, and penalties that are 
owed to the IRS: if the individual and 
the IRS have worked out a compromise 
on the amount of taxes, interest, and 
penalties and it is in the process of 
being repaid; if the individual has not 
exhausted his or her right to due proc-
ess under the law; if the individual has 
filed a joint return and successfully 
contends that he or she should not be 
fully liable for the taxes in a joint re-
turn because of something the other 
party to the return did or did not do. 
Further, this provision would not apply 
to SNAP payments provided in the bill. 

Farm income is subject to very little 
scrutiny and reporting requirements. 
In fact, there was a 78-percent report-
ing gap in farm income reported to the 
IRS just last year—a 78-percent gap. 
This is by far the largest gap in indi-
vidual income reporting to the IRS. 

In a time of strict budgets and when 
many in Washington are calling for an 
increase in revenue, it is inappropriate 
for us to continue to provide funding to 
individuals who owe back taxes and are 
not in compliance with their obliga-
tions. Total taxes owed in the United 
States in 2006 were $2.66 trillion. The 
gross tax gap for that year—taxes owed 
but not collected—was $450 billion. The 
net tax gap in 2006—taxes still not paid 
after late payments enforced—was still 
$385 billion. Now the President wants 
another $600 billion or $800 billion. 
What we have to do is start figuring 
out ways to collect the taxes that are 
owed. 

According to the Internal Revenue 
Service, the difference between the 
amount legally owed in taxes and the 
amount actually collected was this $385 
billion. That is the most recent year 
the IRS can give us—5-year-old data. 
Mr. President, $28 billion that was 
owed was because people failed to file. 
Underpayment was $46 billion, and in-
tentional underreporting of income was 
$376 billion. 

So what this amendment does is it 
just puts a prohibition in place. It says: 

You cannot have this money if you owe 
X money and it is settled, it is not 
under dispute. So it is not about not 
giving people their rights. It has al-
ready been adjudicated. Why would we 
not want to do that with the farm bill? 
Can you think of a reason why we 
would not want the people who owe 
taxes, who already have agreed they 
owe the taxes—that we are going to 
give them money, and they are not 
going to pay the taxes they owe the 
Federal Government? 

It is a commonsense amendment. We 
are not going to get a vote on that, and 
we are not going to get a vote on it be-
cause we have cowardly Members of 
the Senate—and I am not talking 
about the Senator from Louisiana— 
who refuse to come down here and 
voice their objections to bills and 
refuse to debate why they will not 
allow an amendment that does some-
thing for the future, that actually will 
make a difference in a kid’s life in the 
future, that will actually increase 
some income so we can afford the 
Flood Insurance Program we have. 
They will not come down and debate it 
and express an opinion why they will 
not allow a vote on it. It dishonors the 
Senate. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the pending amendment be 
set aside and amendment No. 1004 be 
called up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ob-
ject to that as well, but I know the 
Senator wants to speak about it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, this 
amendment ends conservation pay-
ments to millionaires—people who 
make a million bucks a year. 

We have a rule at the USDA that 
says people making $1 million a year 
are not supposed to get these pay-
ments. But guess what the USDA does. 
They waive the rule. What this amend-
ment would do is say you cannot waive 
the rule. 

If you, again, are talking about our 
debt, the very well-heeled, the very 
well-connected are getting a majority 
of the conservation payments in this 
country. They are the ones most capa-
ble of doing conservation on their own 
land, and do, but now they do it with 
the assistance of my or the President 
pro tempore’s grandchildren because 
what we are actually doing is paying 
them dollars that our grandkids are 
going to have to pay back. What we are 
doing with this program is 
incentivizing people to do what they 
are already going to do in their best in-
terests. 

All I am saying is, enforce the rule, 
the law today. Do not give the Depart-
ment of Agriculture the ability to 
waive. If somebody is making $1 mil-
lion a year, they do not need our help 
right now. Our kids need that help, our 
grandkids need that help, our schools 
need that help. They do not need that 
help. 
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Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield for actually a ques-
tion and a clarification? 

Mr. COBURN. Absolutely. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Ms. STABENOW. I have good news 

for the Senator. On page 309 of the bill, 
based on the fact that we took the 
amendments from last time, his lan-
guage is in the bill. It was part of the 
73 amendments that were offered. As I 
indicated earlier, we included every-
thing that was, in fact, passed by the 
Senate on the floor last time so that 
people would know that their amend-
ments were included in the bill. There 
was one exception to that, which was 
the Coburn-Durbin amendment, which 
was, in fact, revoted on and is now a 
part of the bill. But I refer the Senator 
to page 309, section 2610, ‘‘Adjusted 
Gross Income Limitation For Con-
servation Programs.’’ So the Senator is 
correct. It was passed last time. And 
the good news is that it is in the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. COBURN. Well, Mr. President, I 
thank the chairman of the committee. 
I will double-check that with my staff. 
This excludes something that was in 
the bill, so I will have to look at what 
the old bill said to be able to concur 
with that. If that is the case, then 
there should not be any problem with 
accepting this amendment if, in fact, it 
is not complete because it is the intent 
of the authors—both the chair and the 
ranking member—that this limitation 
be a part of this farm bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, if I 
might, I say to the Senator, we will 
work with you and look at the intent, 
and it is the intent. I would also just in 
passing indicate that hopefully we will 
have an opportunity, as we come to a 
universe of amendments, as we did last 
year, to have the Senator’s previous 
amendment that he talked about, 
which is also one that I support. 

So as we work through this, again, 
what we need to do is what we did last 
time: to come up with a universe—it 
can be large or small—and in the inter-
est of time make sure a variety of Sen-
ators have the opportunity to offer dif-
ferent amendments as well—not just 
one or two Senators but that a number 
of Senators have the opportunity to— 
and hopefully Members will be willing 
to come together and put together a 
list that includes Senator LANDRIEU’s 
flood insurance amendment, which is 
absolutely critical. We have other 
amendments. Senator GRASSLEY has an 
amendment we have been working on 
to pair with Senator LANDRIEU’s that 
we would like very much to put to-
gether. I would be very interested in 
including Senator COBURN’s amend-
ment No. 1003, which he talked about 
previously, because I think it makes 
sense. 

So right now we are at a point where 
we just have to get people positively 

working together on a list that we can 
move through together. But the good 
news is, I say to Senator COBURN, the 
one you are speaking about, I believe, 
is as you had offered it last time. But 
we will be happy to work with the Sen-
ator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. COBURN. I thank the chairman 
of the committee. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the pending amendment be 
set aside and amendment No. 1005 be 
called up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, 31⁄2 

years ago, with the debt limit increase, 
my colleagues and I overwhelmingly 
voted to ask the GAO to study duplica-
tive programs in the Federal Govern-
ment. This last April they gave the 
third in what will be a continuing roll-
out of the programs in the Federal 
Government. 

I will say that the Director of the 
OMB followed another amendment that 
I offered directing that all the pro-
grams of the Federal Government be 
published. They made their first stab 
at that. This was last week. Director 
Burwell, in whom I have the utmost 
confidence at OMB—a stellar indi-
vidual—made the first attempt. The 
problem is, what is a program in the 
Federal Government? There is no defi-
nition. So we have a rough start in an 
attempt to do that. 

But what the GAO has done—and 
they are magnificent employees—over 
the last 31⁄2 years is identified at least 
$250 billion of waste and duplication 
that we ought to be getting rid of. 

Here is an amendment that is not 
highly prescriptive but recognizes what 
GAO told us about food assistance pro-
grams—domestic food assistance pro-
grams. We did not make any attempt 
in this bill to streamline those or con-
solidate them or put metrics on them. 
So this amendment tries to bring that 
together through the USDA to put, No. 
1, metrics on them; and, No. 2, combine 
the ones that are duplicative so we can 
actually be effective in what we intend 
them to be, but also be efficient. 

Those are two words that hardly ever 
happen in Washington, ‘‘efficiency’’ 
and ‘‘effectiveness.’’ GAO found signs 
of overlap and inefficient use of the re-
sources within the 18 different pro-
grams. Now, we have 18 different pro-
grams. Three of them are outside of the 
Department of Agriculture. One of 
them is in Homeland Security. 

First of all, there should not be a 
food assistance program in the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security. Two of 
them are at HHS. We should not have 
duplicative bureaucracies in those 
other two departments when we have a 
bureaucracy in Agriculture. But of 
those 18 programs, what they found 
was the following: In 11 of the 18 pro-

grams, there was not enough research 
to even determine whether the pro-
grams were effective. 

We do not know if what we are doing 
is working because never when we pass 
these programs do we require a metric 
or some type of method to assess their 
effectiveness. So that is one of the 
things this amendment will do. It al-
lows the Department of Agriculture to 
do that. As a matter of fact, it man-
dates it. Is it effective? What param-
eters are you using to say it is effec-
tive? In other words, if the American 
taxpayers are going to spend money on 
this program, ought they to know 
whether it works? I mean, only in 
Washington do we do programs and not 
know whether they work and not ask 
whether they work. 

So in 11 of the 18 programs there is 
not enough knowledge even at the De-
partment of Agriculture to know 
whether they are working. This amend-
ment requires the Department of Agri-
culture to evaluate the following 10 
programs: Child and Adult Care Food 
Program, the Community Food 
Projects Competitive Grant Program, 
the Emergency Food and Shelter Na-
tional Board Program, the Grants to 
the American Indian, Alaska Native, 
and Native Hawaiian Program, the Or-
ganizations for Nutrition and Support 
Services Program, the Food Distribu-
tion Program on Indian Reservations, 
the Fresh Fruit and Vegetables Pro-
gram, the Senior Farmer Market Nu-
trition Program, the Summer Food 
Service Program, the Emergency Food 
Assistance Program, and the WIC 
Farmers Nutritional Program. 

Now, let me just mention one of 
these. The Summer Food Service Pro-
gram, as announced by KOTV in Tulsa, 
OK, just last night, no matter who you 
are they are going to feed you two 
meals a day in the summer, whether 
you make $100,000 a year or whether 
you are in need of a meal. So, first of 
all, we have a problem with that pro-
gram. We ought to be supplying food 
for people who need food, not for people 
who do not need food. Smart people are 
going to take advantage of that and 
say: Man, I can get two meals a day. I 
am not in need, but since it is free I am 
going to take it. 

Last summer we served 180,000 meals 
in Tulsa. A large proportion of those 
were not people in need. So I have no 
objection to helping people who have 
need, but here is a program that has no 
limits on it and no metrics on it. It is 
a wide open program—well intentioned, 
but there is not a metric and there is 
not a limitation. 

So here is all we are saying with this 
amendment: Here are 10 programs, De-
partment of Agriculture. Determine 
whether they are effective. And, by the 
way, how did you determine that? 
What were the parameters you used to 
do that? 

That is just common sense. Why 
would we not want to know if the pro-
grams are working? Why would we not 
want to know if they are efficient and 
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effective? Why shouldn’t we look at it 
when we are running—we are down to 
24 cents on the dollar that we are just 
borrowing against our kids’ future 
from 48. That is because of the econ-
omy growing last year to the tune of 
$360 billion coming in, and $620 billion 
over the next 10 years in tax increases 
on the very wealthy in this country. So 
we are down to 24 cents, but we are 
still borrowing 24 cents out of every 
dollar we spend. Why would we not 
want to spend the time to make sure 
these programs are effective and effi-
cient? 

It is very straightforward. This 
amendment also eliminates one pro-
gram, the Commodity Supplemental 
Food Program, and moves any incom-
plete or ongoing projects to the appro-
priate USDA programs. USDA proposed 
eliminating this program which targets 
low-income pregnant women, children, 
persons age 60 or over, but Congress 
continued to fund the program. The 
reason they wanted to get rid of it is 
because there are already programs 
that duplicate this one. Yet here we 
find it is still going to get funded. It is 
going to get authorized. Even USDA 
says we do not need this program. 

It is the only program we have—in 
2012, the program was funded at $177 
million, and it duplicates SNAP, 
Grants to Native Americans, the Home 
Delivered Nutrition Program. In other 
words, USDA already recognizes it is a 
duplicative program. They have asked 
for it to be eliminated. We did not 
eliminate it. So this amendment would 
eliminate it. 

This amendment also eliminates the 
Senior Farmers Market Nutrition Pro-
gram and moves the nonduplicate func-
tion to the WIC Farmers Nutrition 
Program. Both of these programs do 
exactly the same thing. They provide 
grants to participating States to offer 
vouchers and coupons and electronic 
benefit cards to low-income partici-
pants that may be used in farmers’ 
markets, roadside stands, and other ap-
proved venues to purchase fresh 
produce. 

They provide exactly the same assist-
ance to women, children, and seniors 
and should be combined. GAO says 
they should be combined. USDA says 
they should be combined. But they are 
not combined in the bill. All cost sav-
ings from the elimination of those con-
solidations and three eliminations are 
directed toward providing food assist-
ance. In other words, none of the 
money comes back out. It goes back 
into programs that have proven to be 
effective. 

This amendment also directs the 
USDA to coordinate with the Health 
and Human Services Administration on 
Aging to identify and address frag-
mentation, overlap, and duplication be-
tween the programs providing food 
services on Indian reservations where 
we have a real need. So we are not just 
looking for duplication, we are looking 
for gaps in service. 

It also requires them to report their 
recommendations back to Congress. 

Since I do not want to use my big 
slides today I will use my small slides. 

Here are the food assistance pro-
grams, all 18 of them. Fifteen are run 
at the Department of Agriculture, two 
are run through HHS, and one through 
Homeland Security. Yet GAO says we 
can collapse these 18 into 10 and be 
more effective and get better nutrition 
to the people in at-risk groups. We 
have not done it. So it is like we asked 
GAO to do all of this work, and then we 
did not pay any attention to it. 

I ask that the pending amendment be 
set aside and amendment No. 1006 be 
called up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I object. May I say 
something? First of all—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Would 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. COBURN. I will yield for a ques-
tion, but I will not yield the floor. I 
will be happy to yield for a question. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I would ask the Sen-
ator, does he know that some of us are 
very sympathetic with the amend-
ments he is offering, and does he know 
some of us would actually really like 
to vote on some of those amendments? 
I am sure he is aware. Is he aware that 
I am sorry that I have to object, but it 
is the only way I can get my amend-
ment up. 

Mr. COBURN. I would respond to the 
Senator from Louisiana, I have no ill 
will toward her objection. I stated it 
plainly before. I believe the Senate 
ought to have any and all amendments 
prior to cloture. I think Senators have 
the right to offer anything they think 
is pertinent to this country on any bill 
that is going through here. I used that 
tactic for the first 3 years I was in the 
Senate. Nobody objected. Now that we 
have become so partisan and so cow-
ardly that we are afraid to vote on 
issues, and that we abuse the rights in 
the Senate to the detriment of the 
whole body, I hold no ill will against 
the Senator for objecting. 

The point is, is the country worse off 
for it? I am sure some of my colleagues 
do not want to have to vote on some of 
my amendments. I understand that. 
There are amendments I do not like 
voting on either, but I have no problem 
going home and taking a stand. The 
fact is we can figure out what we are 
for and what we are against. You know, 
the fact is, when it goes through here 
it does not mean it is law. What it 
means is it has to be conferenced with 
the House. We ought to let it roll. We 
ought to open the spigot and let things 
roll in the Senate, have the votes. 

We used to have 10 and 12 votes at a 
time. We used to do bills. Come down 
and all morning long we would be offer-
ing amendments. We would have com-
mittee hearings and other things in the 
afternoon. At 4 o’clock we would come 
down and vote, 9, 10, 8 amendments. 
The next day we would do the same 
thing. The next day we would do the 
same thing. 

So the fact is, if we really want to 
get our country back, if we really want 

the confidence of the American people 
to return to those who represent them 
in Washington, we have to start say-
ing, you know, you cannot win every-
thing. I am going to try. If I lose, I 
lose. But I tried hard. That is how we 
ought to play the game. 

The fact that we have people abusing 
the process on both sides, not just one 
side—I will never forget, former Sen-
ator Akaka, one of the loveliest men I 
have ever met in my life, when I first 
came to the Senate and offered an 
amendment that was not germane, he 
objected to it. One of my colleagues 
stood up and said: Senator Akaka, do 
you really mean that? You have to un-
derstand where that starts. If you ob-
ject to his amendment, that means in 
the future I am going to be objecting to 
your amendment, and we have not done 
that. What we actually want is a free- 
wheeling, open amendment process so 
people can be heard. 

The fact is I represent 4 million peo-
ple. The Senators from California rep-
resent 37 million. Everybody’s voice 
ought to be heard. We each ought to be 
able to have our voice heard. We each 
ought to be able to offer amendments. 
We ought to be able to get votes on 
those amendments. What are we afraid 
of? Is the next election really that im-
portant that we do not want to allow 
people to offer their ideas, in what used 
to be the greatest deliberative body? It 
certainly is not now. It is not anywhere 
close. Do we really not want ideas to be 
offered and debated and the American 
people to understand what is at stake? 

I mean, what I have offered today 
maybe not everybody would agree 
with, but you cannot disagree that it 
does not make sense; that it is not 
common sense; that we should not be 
more efficient and more effective; that 
we should worry about the future as we 
worry about the present; that we ought 
not to be spending 24 cents out of every 
dollar by borrowing it from other peo-
ple in the world or having Ben 
Bernanke print it at the Federal Re-
serve. 

We can solve these problems. The 
grown-ups need to stand and say we are 
going to have debate, we are going to 
have amendments, even if we do not 
like them. 

So I have no ill will toward the Sen-
ator from Louisiana. I have ill will for 
the process that has devolved. I think 
the shame is that the American people 
are being shortchanged by the lack of 
debate and lack of votes. 

I think this amendment, even though 
objected to, is another critical area 
where we do not have our eye on the 
ball. This is an amendment that relates 
to the Specialty Crop Block Grant Pro-
gram. What it does is in this bill it has 
been increased, the amount of money 
has been increased to $70 million a 
year. It was at $55 million in 2012. 
There is nothing wrong with having 
this block grant program, but I want to 
show you how we can save $75 million 
over the next 5 years. And $75 million 
is not chump change, it is $75 million. 
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The amendment freezes spending for 

the specialty crop block grant at $55 
million authorized by the bill. The 
amendment prioritizes food safety and 
access to affordable foods for school-
children and low-income families. One- 
third of the projects funded by the Spe-
cialty Crop Block Grant Program last 
year were for marketing and pro-
motion. They were not for kids, they 
were not for seniors, they were spend-
ing money to promote. 

Let me show you who got the money. 
Let’s see. We spent money to promote 
the emotional benefits of real flowers 
and plants in the home. That has to be 
a priority right now; is it not? We are 
going to borrow $500 billion this year. 
We are going to spend money to make 
sure everyone in America knows the 
emotional value of having real flowers 
and plants in the home. That is a pri-
ority right now. How about grant funds 
for floats that travel to fairs and fes-
tivals and encourage people to eat 
more fruits and vegetables? That has 
to be a priority. We are going to pay 
for a float that goes around to all these 
festivals so we can promote eating. 
People know about eating properly. 
Could we spend that dollar in a better 
way and get a better effect? 

How about wine receptions and tast-
ing? By the way, the Market Access 
Program already covers it, but we take 
money from this block grant program 
and promote wines in China and in Tai-
wan. We do it also with the Market Ac-
cess Program. Here is an absolute di-
rect duplication. We are spending mil-
lions of dollars promoting something 
that another program is designed to 
promote, and we didn’t do anything 
about that. 

How about a short video showcasing 
pear growers and promoting State 
wines in Mexico and in India? Again, 
duplication of what the Market Access 
Program does, but we take from the 
Specialty Crop Block Grant Program. 
We have one program for market ac-
cess and promotion and then we take a 
different program and use it for exactly 
the same thing. 

Specifically, the amendment requires 
that no less than 80 percent of the total 
funding appropriated for the Specialty 
Crop Block Grant Program be spent on 
the following: increasing access, avail-
ability and affordability of specialty 
crops for children, youth, families and 
others at risk, including but not lim-
ited to specialty crops for meals served 
at schools and food banks; ensuring 
food safety; protecting crops from 
plant pests and disease; and production 
of specialty crops. 

That is what it was originally set up 
for, by the way. It wasn’t set up to pro-
mote wines in India or China or Taiwan 
or Brazil or Mexico. So part of it is the 
way we wrote the bill that allows 
USDA to give grants that go outside 
the original purposes of it. Funds could 
still be spent on marketing promotion 
but not at the expense of crops and 
consumers. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
pending amendment be set aside and 

Coburn amendment No. 1007 be called 
up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Reserving the right 
to object, may I ask the good Senator 
from Oklahoma, since he has talked 
about three amendments, may I ask 
unanimous consent for my amendment, 
to see if anybody would object to it? 

Mr. COBURN. I would be happy to 
yield a limited time for the Senator to 
ask for unanimous consent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator from Louisiana 
is recognized. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I will try to do this 
in less than 3 minutes. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
pending amendment be set aside and 
the following amendments be made 
pending en bloc: Landrieu No. 1113, 
Johnson No. 1117, Cardin No. 1159, and 
Grassley No. 1097; that the time until 5 
p.m. today be equally divided and con-
trolled in the usual form and that at 5 
p.m. the Senate proceed to vote on the 
amendments listed; that there be 2 
minutes of debate prior to each vote; 
that no second-degree amendments be 
in order to any of the amendments 
prior to the votes and that the amend-
ments be subject to a 60-affirmative- 
vote threshold. 

I would also like to add that I would 
not object personally to having one of 
Senator COBURN’s amendments added 
to this list, but this is the list I was 
given to ask unanimous consent for— 
just four amendments, two on flood in-
surance and the Grassley amendment 
on freedom of information regarding 
EPA. 

So we would have votes, all of them 
requiring a 60-vote threshold, with 
both sides having a side-by-side, which 
we sometimes do in this body so if 
someone wants to vote no they can 
then have something to vote yes for. 
This is the most reasonable way I could 
present this list to help us get a vote 
on flood insurance and another impor-
tant amendment to Senator GRASSLEY, 
a Republican. I am a Democrat, Sen-
ator GRASSLEY is a Republican, so it is 
very balanced on each side. 

So I am asking unanimous consent to 
try to get a vote this afternoon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, reserv-

ing the right to object, the Senator 
from Louisiana is proposing an amend-
ment that I strongly disagree with the 
substance on. Despite that, I don’t ob-
ject to her having a vote on her amend-
ment. What I object to is the fact there 
are only four Senators who get to have 
amendments. 

We have a list of maybe a dozen, 
maybe it is 15 amendments, that Sen-
ators from our side have been request-
ing to have considered and they have 
been objected to all week long. Now we 
are told that soon we can expect the 
majority leader to file a cloture mo-
tion on the bill which will lead to shut-

ting off this bill entirely. This seems to 
me a clear strategy to block amend-
ments. 

So far we have had 10 rollcall votes 
on amendments on this bill. Of those, 
three have been Republican. Last year, 
the farm bill had 42 rollcall votes. 
What I would like to do is work this 
out right now, and we can do that, as 
far as I am concerned, if these amend-
ments could be made in order. Maybe 
there are others on your side, and I 
would welcome them. 

I have no objection to the Senator 
from Louisiana having a vote on her 
amendment, but I don’t think we 
should be doing just these four or some 
subset thereof and continuing to shut 
out all the other Senators who have 
been trying to get their amendments 
agreed to. 

So, for that reason, I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
The Senator from Louisiana. 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 

would respond to the Senator from 
Pennsylvania, then I will relinquish 
the floor to the managers of the bill be-
cause it is their responsibility and they 
have been doing a great job trying to 
help us get through the farm bill. 

I wish to thank the Senator from 
Pennsylvania because this is real 
progress. He said he will not object to 
a vote on our amendment on flood in-
surance. I appreciate that because I 
know he has strong objections to it. I 
may not win the vote, but the people in 
my State have asked me to do every-
thing I can to fight for them. This is a 
very serious issue in the State of Lou-
isiana, in Texas, in Florida, in Rhode 
Island, in Maine, in Massachusetts, in 
Vermont, and even in Pennsylvania. 

So I thank the Senator. Let me yield 
the floor back to the chairman of the 
committee to see what could poten-
tially be worked out, but I am so happy 
the Senator will not object to a flood 
insurance amendment if we can ever 
get to one. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has the floor. 

Does the Senator from Oklahoma 
yield? 

Mr. COBURN. I yield to the chairman 
of the committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. I realize the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has the floor and 
he wishes to continue with his amend-
ments. 

I wish to speak to all the Members 
who are on the floor as well as those 
who are in their offices, because, as ev-
eryone knows—again, to hearken back 
to the last time around we did this—we 
had 73 amendments. Not all of them 
took a recorded vote, but we did come 
up with a finite list. It was 73. It was a 
big list, but we came up with a list. 

That is what we are trying to do now. 
We have been working with colleagues. 
We want that list. No one wants that 
more than I and Senator COCHRAN—to 
come up with a group of amendments, 
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so everyone knows what we will be vot-
ing on so we can begin to move through 
that. 

I indicated we had included in the 
bill the amendments we had voted on 
the floor the last time. I did make one 
error that my staff reminded me of. 
There was one we did vote on that is 
not in here, which was the amendment 
of Senator MCCAIN on catfish. That was 
not included, in deference to those who 
had objected. But everything else that 
was of substance, as I understand, is in 
the underlying bill. 

I also do want to note the distin-
guished Senator from Oklahoma did 
have a significant amendment that 
came very early in this process. In fact, 
it was one I did not support, but he won 
his amendment. We could have blocked 
it. I could have objected, because I 
don’t support the policy, but I did not 
do that. So the Senator’s amendment 
did pass, even though I voted no and do 
not support it. So from my perspective, 
as the chair of the committee, I am 
happy to have debate. I am happier 
when I win than when I lose, but I am 
happy to have debate. 

We want to put together a universe 
of amendments. Right now we don’t, at 
this point, have time to go through 150 
amendments. So we have to find out 
what is a priority for everyone, put to-
gether a finite list, and we are going to 
continue to work on that. If the major-
ity leader files cloture, we can still 
continue to do that. We can put to-
gether a finite list, vitiate the cloture 
vote, and move to a vote on a group of 
amendments. 

That would be my preference. I know 
it would be the preference of Senator 
COCHRAN as well. So we are going to 
continue to work on that, whether clo-
ture is filed or not—see if we can’t 
come together with a group of amend-
ments and, hopefully, we will be able to 
get that done. That is my preference on 
how to do a bill. We will continue to 
attempt to make that happen. 

I appreciate the time allotted, with 
the Senator from Oklahoma yielding to 
me, and we will continue to work with 
him as well as all Members to move to 
a place where we can have an oppor-
tunity for amendments to be offered in 
a timely manner to get the bill done. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Oklahoma to set aside the pend-
ing amendment? 

Ms. STABENOW. On behalf of Sen-
ator LANDRIEU, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I think 
I am starting to hear the Senate start-
ing to work the way it should, and so I 
am going to offer a unanimous consent 
request that the list she presently has, 
with the ranking member, the Senator 
from Mississippi, of a large number of 
amendments be considered as read and 
in order; that the list the Senator prof-
fered, which went through both cloak-
rooms this afternoon, I ask unanimous 
consent that be agreed to and those be 
filed and considered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Ms. STABENOW. Reserving the right 
to object, that is, unfortunately, an un-
realistic motion from my perspective. 
We have to work with Members. Many 
Members, including the Senator who is 
speaking, have multiple amendments 
and we need to get a list of priorities 
from people so we have a smaller list 
we can work with to get this done in a 
timely manner. 

So I object at this point. I would like 
very much to see us get together a list 
but to do this in a way where some 
Members have many amendments and 
others have very few—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. COBURN. Since objection is 

heard, it was my understanding the 
Senator from Michigan had an agreed- 
upon list that was sent to both cloak-
rooms. 

Ms. STABENOW. No. I wish I did. 
Mr. COBURN. Failing that, what I 

would propose, based on what I have 
heard out here this afternoon, is that 
the chairman put it together and let’s 
try it and let’s ask unanimous consent. 

The fact is the chairman and ranking 
member of this committee have 
worked hard to get this bill. We can do 
this bill. But one thing the Senator 
said in her statement is she wants a fi-
nite list. That is fine. What we want to 
do is have an open amendment process. 
So as the Senator considers that, let’s 
move it. 

Here is what will happen, and here is 
what used to happen in the Senate, for 
my colleagues who are new. People file 
all sorts of amendments, including me, 
and about half of them we wouldn’t 
bring up. So we don’t know in this uni-
verse of 150 how many are truly seri-
ous, how many are done filing an 
amendment and made a statement, 
such as I did on one amendment chang-
ing the name of SNAP. I have no inten-
tion of calling that up, but I wished to 
make a statement about whether it is 
really nutrition—the Supplemental Nu-
trition Access Program. So I would 
suggest the chairman and ranking 
member put that out there. Give it to 
me and let me offer a unanimous con-
sent request on the floor live. We have 
had a great debate. We understand 
what the problems are. Let’s start vot-
ing. Let’s start debating and voting. 

When we consider all the time 
huddled in a group of staffers, we don’t 
do anything. We don’t debate the bill, 
we don’t vote the bill, and so, con-
sequently, the American people get 
shortchanged. So I will offer that unan-
imous consent request. I will not even 
participate in what is in the mix. I be-
lieve the process ought to move for-
ward, whether I win or not. The fact is 
it is selfishness on the part of our col-
leagues, because they do not want to 
vote on something, that keeps us from 
doing the country’s work. 

I believe we are at a seminal moment 
right now in the Senate where we can 

change what is happening in this body 
if, in fact, we will lead in doing that. I 
know the President pro tempore wants 
to see that happen. I believe my col-
league from Michigan wants to see that 
happen. I know the ranking member 
has had that philosophy for years in 
the Senate. He taught it to me. I 
learned that from him. 

I offered a lot of amendments that he 
opposed and didn’t like, some of them 
affecting Mississippi, and he beat me 
every time. But he never said, You 
can’t offer the amendment. 

I think we are at a seminal moment. 
Let’s start moving things. What I will 
do is call on the ranking member and 
the chairman: Give me that list. Let 
me go fight for it. Let’s break this bea-
ver dam in the Senate, and let’s start 
acting like grownups here. 

Ms. STABENOW. Would the Senator 
be willing to yield? 

Mr. COBURN. I would be willing to 
yield for a question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Let me first say 
that if I am hearing the Senator right, 
he will work with us to move forward 
on a unanimous consent request on a 
list of amendments. I certainly would 
welcome his doing that. 

I also do need to indicate we spent 
last week and this week moving 
amendments. We started moving 
amendments. The Senator’s was one of 
the very first ones we did vote on. We 
have been working together today, try-
ing to move in small groups amend-
ments to be able to get things moving, 
now facing objections as we do that. 
But we did have the opportunity to do 
a number of amendments last week and 
have moved forward to vote on some. 
We will continue to do that with col-
leagues. That is our intent. 

Again, if my friend will remember, 
this is the second time around for us. 
We have already done this once. We are 
back doing it again. We want to get it 
done. We want to have the opportunity 
for people to offer more amendments. 

Mr. COBURN. I know there is a ques-
tion in there somewhere. 

Ms. STABENOW. Yes, there is a ques-
tion. If I might say to my friend I am 
hearing that he is desiring to work 
with us in order to get together a list. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. COBURN. That is correct. 
Mr. President, I have a unanimous 

consent, and I want to preface this 
unanimous consent. There are 150 
amendments, I think the chairman 
said, or thereabouts. A lot of those 
aren’t going to require votes; some are. 
I ask unanimous consent that every 
amendment that has been filed at this 
point be considered as read and consid-
ered debatable and votable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Ms. STABENOW. There is objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. COBURN. If an objection is 

heard—I retain my time. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. COBURN. I would appreciate my 

time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma has the floor. 
Mr. COBURN. Let me make this 

point. If the Senator from Michigan 
wouldn’t have objected, we could start 
voting tonight, we could vote tomor-
row, we could get through those. Half 
of those will be pulled, and we would be 
almost to the same number of votes 
you would have had, that you did have, 
the last time the bill came to the floor. 
So do we really want to break this log-
jam? Let me offer it again. We can 
move this thing. Let’s just do it. Let’s 
go out and vote. Let’s take the tough 
votes. Some of us are going to get 
bruised. Big deal. We are all grownups. 
Let’s have the votes. Let’s move 
amendments. Let’s debate in the Sen-
ate. Let’s do the country’s business. In-
stead, we are not going to do it. 

There is a compromise. More than 
half of those will be withdrawn. My 
colleagues know that. Let’s put them 
all in order. Let’s vote them, let’s take 
care of it, and let’s be grown up and get 
the Senate back to where it is supposed 
to be. 

I am going to offer my unanimous 
consent one more time, that every 
amendment that has been filed today 
as of now be considered as read and 
pending. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Ms. STABENOW. Reserving the right 
to object, let me indicate, as the man-
ager of this bill, I appreciate the advice 
we are receiving from the Senator from 
Oklahoma, and we will certainly look 
forward to working with him and re-
ceiving his advice. We are managing 
the bill on the floor. We appreciate 
very much the efforts of the Senator to 
come down and move things in the di-
rection he wishes. We will continue to 
manage this bill in a way that is fair 
and open and work with all of our col-
leagues and look forward to getting 
this done. 

I would—also reserving the right to 
object—indicate we have a bill in front 
of us that affects 16 million people and 
their jobs. We have a bill that is $24 bil-
lion in deficit reduction, unlike any 
other bill that has come before us in bi-
partisan deficit reduction. We have a 
bill in front of us that has eliminated 
100 different authorizations or pro-
grams because of duplication, which I 
know is near and dear to the heart of 
the Senator from Oklahoma. 

We have a bill right now worthy of 
voting on and passing. We will con-
tinue to work with all of our colleagues 
to move this forward to get this done 
on behalf of the 16 million men and 
women who work in agriculture. We 
will certainly take his ideas under con-
sideration as we move forward to man-
age this bill. 

I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, fair and 
balanced consideration to our col-
leagues is allowing them to have 
amendments, and the Senator just ob-
jected to that. So that is where we are. 
That doesn’t keep her from managing 
the bill. The Senator still gets to set 
the priorities of what comes up when. 
But here lies the problem in the Sen-
ate: There are obviously some amend-
ments in there they don’t want to vote 
on; otherwise, we would not have heard 
an objection. So it is not just Senator 
TOOMEY, who has now said he would 
not object to Senator LANDRIEU’s 
amendment, it is other objections of 
people who won’t come down here to 
the floor and show their constituency 
what they are objecting to. In other 
words, it is darkness. It is not light, it 
is not transparency, it is not of good 
character, it is not of good moral fiber. 
What it is, is the least of these, the 
lowest of these, who refuse to partici-
pate in an open and honest debate 
about what is going to happen in our 
country. 

I call on all my colleagues, Repub-
lican and Democrat alike. We know 
what has to happen to open the Senate. 
Let’s vote. Let’s vote. For my col-
leagues on the Republican side object-
ing, I disagree. Go ahead and vote. For 
my colleagues on the Democratic side, 
let’s vote. Let the chips fall. The Amer-
ican people decide who is to come up 
here. Gaming this system by hiding be-
hind an anonymous objection, putting 
it through the chairman—I am proud 
to see the Senator from Louisiana. She 
came down here, she showed courage 
and said, Here is why I am doing it. 
She spoke honestly to her constituents 
back home and also to the Members of 
this body. We don’t have enough of 
that. 

We had an opportunity just then to 
move this bill, restore the Senate to 
the way it should function, and we 
chose not to do it. The American peo-
ple have got to be shaking their head 
right now in disgust, because had the 
time been spent, instead of figuring out 
what is OK and what is not OK, actu-
ally debating and then voting amend-
ments, we could have voted 30 or 40 
amendments by now on this bill. But 
we chose not to do it. Some of us chose 
not to do it. 

Kindergarten is out around most of 
the rest of the country, except in the 
Senate, and it is still in session here. 
We ought to be disgusted with our-
selves, and the American people ought 
to be disgusted with us as well, because 
we are not allowing this body to do 
what our Founders intended it to do. I 
am going to spend a minute talking 
about that. 

This place is very different than the 
House. No matter who is in charge, the 
tendency is to overuse the power of the 
majority. But what our Founders in-
tended was the Senate to be totally dif-
ferent than the House. The reason 6- 
year terms were put there was so you 
wouldn’t be susceptible to the political 
influence of reelection, so you would 

become a long-term thinker, and that 
your motivation would be primarily a 
motivation for the best will of this 
country and not your State or your po-
litical career. 

The assessment of the Senate today 
is that we have lost our focus. It is 
about politics, not our country. It is 
about the short term, not the long 
term. It is about anything but the best 
interests of the country. 

Here we have commonsense amend-
ments. I appreciate the fact that the 
chairman and ranking member have in-
cluded some of mine in what they were 
proffering, but let’s include them all. 
What is so bad about voting on a stupid 
amendment? If it is really stupid, they 
are either going to withdraw it or lose 
big. If it is really controversial, the 
American people want to see us debate 
and vote on controversial topics. They 
do not want to see us duck our respon-
sibilities. 

We have met the enemy. The enemy 
is us. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, since I 
have an objection to that amendment 
1007, I ask unanimous consent that 
amendment No. 1008 be called up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, on 
behalf of Senator LANDRIEU, I would 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, even 
though the amendment has been ob-
jected to, I am going to talk about it. 

The amendment is to require the 
Rural Utilities Service of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture to ensure that the 
grants and loans it makes to provide 
access to broadband telecommuni-
cations services in rural areas are 
made to rural areas that don’t already 
have access to broadband. 

Wait a minute. Why would we want 
an amendment to do that? This is an 
amendment to tell them to do what 
they are supposed to be doing. 

Over the years, the rural broadband 
program has seen a large amount of 
Federal funding. In 2009, the Depart-
ment of Agriculture broadband pro-
gram received $2.5 billion from the 
stimulus bill. The inspector general ex-
amined the Rural Utilities Service 
broadband loan and guarantee pro-
gram, and what he found was that a 
large majority of the funds went to 
areas that already had broadband serv-
ices. In other words, they didn’t spend 
the money where we don’t have 
broadband; they spent the money 
where we already do. 

Specifically, this inspector general 
found that 148 communities that re-
ceived broadband service funded by this 
program were within 30 miles of cities 
with more than 200,000 people—includ-
ing the cities of Chicago and Las 
Vegas. 

Some of the Federal funds going to 
broadband programs originate from the 
Department of Commerce as well. So 
we have the Department of Agriculture 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 01:20 Jun 05, 2013 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00024 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G04JN6.040 S04JNPT1rf
re

de
ric

k 
on

 D
S

K
6S

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3939 June 4, 2013 
and the Department of Commerce both 
doing the same thing. 

The issue is highlighted by the prob-
lems with the broadband program that 
occurred in West Virginia, the Presi-
dent pro tempore’s State. Specifically, 
the State could not handle nor had the 
use for the routers that were delivered 
to them. Put simply, the libraries and 
schools didn’t have the need for the 
powerful stuff that was sent to them. 
So we wasted the money. It was a $24 
million error. 

You get to $1 billion $1 million at a 
time, and you get to $1 trillion $1 bil-
lion at a time. 

What this amendment does is make 
them spend the money where we don’t 
have broadband, not where we do. In 
other words, it prioritizes—which most 
of us would agree to—that broadband 
funds through this grant program go to 
areas that don’t have broadband rather 
than areas that already do. So let’s 
wire the whole country first before we 
upgrade everybody else. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the pending amendment be 
set aside, and amendment No. 1010 be 
brought up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Ms. STABENOW. There is objection. 
On behalf of Senator LANDRIEU, I ob-
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, this 
amendment is very controversial, I 
know, amongst my colleagues. But I 
have practiced medicine for 25 years, 
and before that I ran a pretty success-
ful business. 

The Department of Health and 
Human Services delayed the implemen-
tation of ICD–10. Let me explain what 
that is. ICD–10 is a new diagnostic code 
book. Why is that important? Well, we 
use ICD–9 now, which helps us write 
the diagnostic codes. Whether you are 
in a hospital, a clinic, a doctor’s office, 
an outpatient surgery center, a home 
health, whatever it is, those diagnostic 
codes categorize what we actually did 
for you. Well-intentioned public health 
experts thought we aren’t broad 
enough in what we do with the ICD–9, 
International Classification of Dis-
eases, so as a part of the Affordable 
Care Act, ICD–10 was implemented. 

There is nothing wrong with updat-
ing it, but let me explain to you what 
we did. We went from 18,000 codes of 
diseases to 140,000 codes, the cost of 
which, at a minimum, in the health 
care system under various studies will 
be at least $5 billion a year in added 
costs. 

Will there be some benefit? Yes, to 
the public health experts who study 
disease patterns there will be some 
limited benefit. The question we have 
to ask is, What is our biggest problem 
with health care? Our biggest problem 
with health care is it costs too much. 
What we have done with ICD–10 is, just 
the implementation—I am talking $5 
billion a year from here on. The imple-

mentation is going to cost $10 to $15 
billion to put it in. What this amend-
ment would do is make a significant 
delay in the implementation of ICD–10. 

The implementation of the Afford-
able Care Act is going to cost enough 
as it is. This would refocus us on what 
is important. It is important that pro-
viders spend time with patients, not 
spend time trying to figure out how 
they fill out a disease code. For any of 
you who doubt the significance of this 
now, if there are 18,000 codes now— 
most doctors write the disease code. 
They don’t have a staff to do that. 
When you go from 18,000 to 140,000, 
what are your doctors going to be 
doing? They are not going to take care 
of you, they are going to be spending 
time looking at a book that has 140,000 
diagnostic codes and listing that. So 
we are going to take time away from 
patient care. 

Why is it important that the doctors 
get it right? Because the penalties 
under Medicare for mislabeling are se-
vere and the sanctions are severe—pen-
alties of 1 percent to 2 percent payment 
per year on your total billing to Medi-
care or Medicaid. So the costs associ-
ated with ICD–10 are enormous. So it is 
not only hard and costly to implement 
it, but it takes people away, the very 
doctors we want spending time with 
patients. It limits that because they 
are going to be spending more time fill-
ing out paperwork for the Federal Gov-
ernment. 

The other thing it will do is it will 
not improve health care outcomes at 
all. It does nothing to improve health 
care outcomes. It will not improve the 
first patient, so there is no positive 
benefit in the short run or medium 
term to the patient. The only limited 
benefit would be to long-term studies 
of public health. 

Let me give some diagnostic codes to 
think about how foolish this is. 

The new codes account for injury 
sites ranging from opera houses to 
chicken coops to squash courts. Not 
only do you have to list what an injury 
was, you then have to go through this 
book and find out where it was. Was it 
on a ranch? Was it in the coral? Was it 
in the chicken coop? If you mislabel it, 
you are under threat of penalty from 
CMS. 

How about nine different codes where 
you got hurt around a mobile home? 
How about a burn due to water skis? 
How about walking into a lamp post? If 
you hit your head it is important for 
public health officials to know that 
you walked into a lamp post. 

It includes 300 different codes related 
to every different animal. So if you got 
a bite from a rat or a chipmunk or a 
squirrel, there are 312 different codes 
around each one of those animals. 

It has 72 codes pertaining to birds. 
You got pooped on, you got pecked at, 
you got bit—72 separate codes. 

How about bitten by a turtle or, the 
second one, struck by a turtle? Or 
walked on a turtle? Or kicked a turtle? 
That is how much foolishness is in 

ICD–10. We are going to ask our doctors 
to spend time figuring out 160,000 dif-
ferent codes, disease related, when 
18,000 does it just fine right now. What 
this would do would forego the imple-
mentation of ICD–10. 

I ask the present amendment be set 
aside and amendment No. 1076 be called 
up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Ms. STABENOW. On behalf of Sen-
ator LANDRIEU, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. COBURN. I understand the objec-
tion. I have no ill will toward my 
chairman or ranking member for their 
objection. 

What this amendment does is during 
sequester, it prohibits performance 
awards in the Senior Executive Serv-
ice. We are paying performance bo-
nuses right now during sequester. The 
Office of Management and Budget has 
ordered a freeze on most bonuses for 
Federal workers during sequestration, 
but the current law provides an exemp-
tion for members of the Senior Execu-
tive Service who are among the most 
highly paid Federal Government em-
ployees. This amendment closes that 
exemption loophole. If we are all going 
to suffer, everybody is going to suffer. 
Just because you work in the Senior 
Executive Service doesn’t mean you 
should not have to participate and lead 
on the sacrifice this country is going to 
have to be making and is making. This 
treats SES personnel just like every 
other Federal employee. 

I ask the pending amendment be set 
aside—actually, I think I will stop with 
that—one other. 

Mr. President, I ask amendment No. 
1152 be called up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Ms. STABENOW. Reserving the right 
to object, I will object, Mr. President, 
but I would like to ask my friend, 
given all the amendments, if we were 
able to accept all of his amendments 
would he be supporting the bill? 

Mr. COBURN. I have not made that 
decision. 

Ms. STABENOW. I object on behalf of 
Senator LANDRIEU. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. COBURN. I will tell you how I go 
through looking at the farm bill. I be-
lieve farmers ought to farm. I don’t be-
lieve they ought to farm the govern-
ment. I think you all, over the last few 
years, have done a good job changing 
that scenario. 

I believe food security is an impor-
tant part of what America can do for 
both our country and our world. I also 
know our farmers are some of our hard-
est working people. 

Having said all of that, there are a 
ton of programs in here that do not di-
rectly benefit food security in this 
country or the American public. When 
we still have the well-heeled, well-con-
nected in this country taking advan-
tage of farm programs, from pro ath-
letes to everything else, who use the 
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farm program as a method, as a tax 
hedge, and use the supplemental sys-
tems, by eliminating direct payments, 
you have done a great deal. 

I am all for crop insurance. I think it 
ought to be a little more costly and 
spread around. I think crop insurance 
in terms of the commissions paid to 
the people who sell it are a little too 
rich. There are a lot of people who 
would like to have that book of busi-
ness for a whole lot less money. We 
have not done that. It will be a balance 
to me as I look at improvements. 

I congratulate the chairman and 
ranking member for making progress 
on the farm bill. We have a long way to 
go. This amendment relates to one of 
those, which is how do we I make sure, 
if we are going to take taxpayer money 
and help people with their needs under 
the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 
Program, how do we make sure we are 
doing it in a way that actually gives 
them nutritious food? 

As a physician who has cared for obe-
sity and heart disease and cancer and 
high blood pressure for years, diet is a 
big factor on that. Senator HARKIN and 
I have an amendment together, this 
amendment, which would create a pilot 
project in two States to allow States to 
use a nutrition assessment for setting 
what can be brought with SNAP. That 
is what this amendment does. 

A lot of the companies do not like it. 
A lot of people say: How can you do 
that? But I remind our colleagues, for 
many of the people who do not buy nu-
tritious food when we are helping 
them, we are paying for it twice. That 
is because when they make poor 
choices with our money to buy their 
food, they are creating disease cat-
egories that we are going to pay for in 
the future, with our money, for their 
disease. 

So the idea of trying a pilot project 
in two States where they use nutri-
tional value to make a determination 
of what food products are eligible and 
what are not for the SNAP program, 
this is a try that most people out in 
the country would like to see. 

Most Americans want to help any-
body who needs help, but I hear it all 
the time when people say: I see people 
buying stuff I don’t buy or I can’t af-
ford to buy with their SNAP card. 

There is no good way to do that other 
than do it on a nutritional basis. That 
is the only way we should look at that. 
If we are going to help somebody we 
ought to help them. 

There is a great book by Marvin 
Olasky. It is called ‘‘The Tragedy of 
American Compassion.’’ He talks about 
how to help people. You do not help 
people by giving them a blank check. 
You help people in short term. You 
help them as long as they have a need. 
But you help them in a way that they 
get to help themselves and by that 
they get to help themselves and get 
their dignity back. 

Senator HARKIN and I have agreed 
that this is a pilot project that will 
have to be evaluated at the end of 2 

years. All the costs of it have to be 
borne by the States. We have checked 
out all the computer companies. There 
is no problem in putting limitations on 
UPC codes or anything on all the 
checkout items. It is not an issue. We 
have done all the homework on it. 

It would be interesting to see, once 
we do a nutritional evaluation and a 
limitation on SNAP products, what 
would happen to the health of the peo-
ple we are helping. That is the amend-
ment he and I have worked on to-
gether. We would love to see it go. We 
think it is time for that to happen. It 
certainty will be good. 

The key is, can we help people get 
back to being self-reliant? I don’t want 
us to be a big brother, but I also want 
to make sure the money we are steal-
ing from our kids, from their future, 
actually does help somebody and 
doesn’t hurt them. 

With that, I again congratulate both 
the chairman and ranking member for 
the bill they brought. It has marked 
improvements. I thank them for their 
patience dealing with me today on the 
floor. I very much regret that you have 
objected to a way to move this bill for-
ward because it doesn’t just have im-
plications for this bill. The courage to 
stand up and say let’s do that will have 
great implications for how this body 
functions for the next 16 months. I 
think we are going to miss a big oppor-
tunity if we do not do that. 

I would love to see the Senate go 
back to operating the way it did when 
I first came here. My hopes were 
dashed, however, with that objection. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington. 
REMEMBERING FRANK R. LAUTENBERG 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I 
have been listening to this debate with 
my colleagues, but I came to share a 
few thoughts about the passing of our 
dear friend Senator FRANK LAUTEN-
BERG. He was a dear friend, a colleague. 
When I originally sat in the Senate, he 
sat right behind me. We shared seats 
together on the Commerce Committee. 
I can tell you FRANK’s wit was as quick 
as his downhill slalom skiing. He al-
ways had something funny to say. 

We knew him as somebody who had 
been in one of the largest computer 
services companies, ADP, and helped 
get that company started, and as some-
body who represented veterans as one 
of the last World War II veterans in 
this body. He served here for almost 30 
years. 

What always amazed me about Frank 
is that he brought that business atti-
tude to the Senate when it came to leg-
islating; that is, results matter. Be-
cause of that, he had a long list of leg-
islative accomplishments. 

I don’t know if everybody, because of 
the turnover in the Senate, realized 
how many things FRANK accomplished: 
banning smoking on airplanes, low-
ering the threshold for drunk driving, 
better protection against toxic chemi-
cals, helping to improve the everyday 

safety of Americans, improving the 
quality of our environmental laws in 
the United States. He also had an 
amendment that helped allow for bet-
ter refugee status, for members of his-
torically persecuted groups to easily 
get refugee status in the United States. 

He did many different things while he 
was in the Senate, and he worked very 
hard because of that experience in 
World War II and being a veteran and 
going to school on the GI bill—some-
body who lost his father at a very early 
age. He used that GI bill to get the edu-
cation he needed to do these incredible 
things. 

When Frank had a victory, he didn’t 
stop at that victory, he kept going. 
After he and DICK DURBIN helped ban 
smoking on commercial flights, he fol-
lowed that with a provision to the 
Transportation appropriations bill that 
extended the ban to include all Federal 
buildings. 

In the same kind of fervor, once he 
helped make our drunk driving laws 
stronger, he continued to try to imple-
ment stronger measures as a key play-
er in establishing a national blood al-
cohol level at 0.08 percent. At the time, 
many States decided to do otherwise, 
but Frank worked to try to champion 
this at the Federal level, and as a re-
sult he helped to save tens of thou-
sands of lives. 

He was also a huge champion of our 
environment. He championed ocean 
acidification issues before they were 
probably really known by a lot of peo-
ple in America. He understood that 
this was a looming disaster and that 
we needed to do more research for ma-
rine life, our economy, and our way of 
life. 

He also knew and understood that 
Americans needed protection from 
toxic pollutants. Well, that is some-
thing most of us would say: Yes, we 
don’t like toxic pollutants. Back in 
1986 he wrote a bill that created a pub-
lic database about toxins released in 
the United States. That was certainly 
brave for somebody from New Jersey 
because it was a leading chemical-pro-
ducing State. The fact that Frank took 
that on showed a lot of tenacity and a 
lot of courage, and just as he did on the 
other things, he followed that up. 

Recently, he introduced the Safe 
Chemicals Act to improve the under-
standing and reporting of chemicals 
found in products that make their way 
into the hands of Americans every sin-
gle day. 

He also championed improving our 
transportation system. I asked him: 
Frank, how did you already get a train 
station named for you on the Jersey 
line? Anyone who has taken the Am-
trak up to New York has had a chance 
to see that one of the stops in Secaucus 
is named the FRANK R. LAUTENBERG 
Station. He had been a great champion 
for Amtrak, but he was also a great 
champion for freight and freight mobil-
ity. He knew it was important to New 
Jersey as a major port in our country, 
and he wanted to make sure that not 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 01:20 Jun 05, 2013 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00026 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G04JN6.042 S04JNPT1rf
re

de
ric

k 
on

 D
S

K
6S

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3941 June 4, 2013 
only people but products got to where 
they needed to go and got there on 
time. 

We all like to think we are remem-
bered by the American people for the 
accomplishments we have, and I am 
not sure whether they will remember 
all of the things FRANK LAUTENBERG 
did to contribute to their way of life. 
One thing I can say is that when I 
think about his advocacy for a modern-
ized GI bill or banning smoking on 
planes, he touched the lives of millions 
of Americans. 

He also had tenacity. He had the te-
nacity once to help a boy from New 
Jersey who had been involved in a do-
mestic dispute where the father had 
lost custody. The young boy at that 
time, Sean Goldman, who was from 
New Jersey, had been taken by a fam-
ily member and was in Brazil. His fa-
ther tried going through the Brazilian 
courts for years to get him back. He 
really wasn’t successful until FRANK 
LAUTENBERG joined the fight. Frank 
brought the same tenacity he had 
shown in the past and held up a gener-
alized system of preferences bill— 
which remove tariffs on $2.7 billion 
worth of Brazilian goods—here in the 
Senate. He knew that threatening to 
hold up that bill would get their atten-
tion, and he was right. He literally got 
them to do something and return this 
young boy, Sean Goldman, to his fa-
ther. FRANK really cared about results. 
He knew it was important to get that 
father and son reunited, and he knew 
the importance of getting results for 
his constituency in New Jersey. 

We will miss FRANK. We will miss all 
of his legislative actions, his standing 
on the Senate floor and giving a speech 
or, as he would say, giving heck to 
somebody. Oftentimes it was somebody 
on the other side or somebody he 
thought was a big giant doing too 
many things that needed to be chal-
lenged. He will be remembered as part 
of a great generation of Americans who 
were successful in so many ways. He 
lived the American dream, came to the 
Senate and was a contributor. He will 
be remembered for his tenacity and 
standing and fighting for people. 

We are going to miss you, FRANK. 
I yield the floor. 
Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. WAR-

REN). The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. HOEVEN. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

IRAN ELECTIONS 
Mr. HOEVEN. Madam President, I 

rise to speak about S. Res. 154. S. Res. 
154 is a resolution I submitted last 
month with Senator BLUMENTHAL. It 
calls for fair and free elections in Iran 
and points out that the Iranian regime 
is fundamentally illegitimate. 

Americans believe in the power of 
elections. We believe voting means 

something. The rest of the world also 
understands and respects that elections 
are powerful events. Most countries 
that hold elections want to channel the 
will of their people into the governing 
of their country. 

The Supreme Leader of Iran believes 
in the power of elections too, but he 
does not respect them. He himself has 
never been elected, and he knows a free 
election might threaten his power base. 
So he ensures that a truly free election 
is impossible for the Iranian people. 

In past elections fraud has been 
rampant. The government has cracked 
down on public dissent and moved 
against media sources that are not offi-
cially sanctioned. 

But most of all, Iran’s Supreme Lead-
er has developed the unfortunate habit 
of selecting which candidates may be 
permitted to run for office. 

Hundreds of candidates were prohib-
ited from running for Parliament last 
year and hundreds more were denied 
the right to run for President this year. 
Apparently, the Supreme Leader be-
lieves there is too much at stake to 
risk anyone other than a handpicked 
candidate to prevail at the voting 
booth. 

The restrictions on candidates are so 
strict it almost seems it would be easi-
er for the Supreme Leader to cancel 
the elections altogether and just ap-
point a President. But the Supreme 
Leader wants the legitimacy conferred 
by elections as badly as he wants to re-
tain full control of the Iranian regime. 

There are lots of analysts in the 
United States and elsewhere who at-
tempt to understand which way Iran is 
going based on which candidates stand 
for election and which ones prevail. 
Some candidates are judged to be re-
formers, others conservatives, and so 
forth. 

But this analysis gives the Iranian 
regime more legitimacy than it de-
serves. Because dissent is stifled, be-
cause candidates are blocked for polit-
ical reasons, and, most of all, because 
the Supreme Leader holds all of the le-
vers of power, Iran’s regime cannot be 
seen to have legitimacy. 

Consider that the current Supreme 
Leader came to power in 1989. He has 
never been held accountable to the peo-
ple of Iran, but he is in full control of 
the country. He controls the defense 
and foreign policy outright. 

He has the power to veto anything 
that comes from Parliament. He vets 
candidates for Parliament, and he 
helps choose the members of the As-
sembly of Experts and the Guardian 
Council—the very governing bodies 
that formally oversee the Supreme 
Leader. Simply put, power in Iran be-
gins and ends with the Supreme Lead-
er. 

On June 14, Iran will elect a new 
President. While much will be said 
about who wins that election, we al-
ready know what the outcome will be. 
The Supreme Leader will continue to 
dominate Iran, run roughshod over the 
rights of the people of Iran, and deny 

the Iranian people the ability to chart 
their own future. 

For this reason I urge my colleagues 
to join Senator BLUMENTHAL and my-
self in supporting S. Res. 154. Our reso-
lution points out, first, that Iran has a 
terrible track record of fraudulent and 
illegitimate elections; two, that Iran 
crushes the right to free speech and to 
a free press; and, three, that true power 
in Iran remains firmly in the grip of 
the Supreme Leader. 

Our resolution calls on Iran to cor-
rect these injustices. It makes clear 
that the United States will not view 
Iran’s regime as a legitimate expres-
sion of the will of its people unless and 
until its elections are free and truly 
fair, until those at the highest level of 
power are made accountable. 

Holding autocracy responsible is im-
portant not only to the Iranian people 
but to the people of the world at large. 

We face an enormous challenge in 
trying to get Iran to abandon its nu-
clear program, and we would be dan-
gerously mistaken if we believed that 
the winner of the June 14 election will 
somehow represent the Iranian people. 

We must remember—and remind the 
world—that if Iran continues to work 
toward a nuclear weapon, it will be be-
cause that is the course plotted and 
pursued by the Supreme Leader. The 
June 14 elections, unfortunately, will 
not change that reality. 

I hope my colleagues will join us in 
standing with the Iranian people and 
against an unelected and illegitimate 
regime bent on a dangerous course of 
action. 

I hope we can adopt this resolution 
to demonstrate that we are not fooled 
by elections that give voters false 
choices and install leaders determined 
to threaten the security of other na-
tions. 

Only true and fair elections that hold 
Iran’s leaders accountable to the Ira-
nian people will produce a government 
that deserves to be seen by the world 
as legitimate. I call on my Senate col-
leagues to send that message loud and 
clear to Tehran. 

I now yield the floor to my esteemed 
colleague from the State of Con-
necticut who is joining me in this reso-
lution, Senator BLUMENTHAL. I wish to 
thank him for his support of this reso-
lution and for his willingness to not 
only speak up but to stand up for the 
people of Iran. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Madam Presi-
dent, I thank my colleague Senator 
HOEVEN for his leadership on this issue, 
for his dedication to this cause, his per-
severance and persistence in support of 
democracy. 

This resolution, in fact, is all about 
democracy in a land that has been de-
prived of it for far too long. Unless 
Americans think this cause of democ-
racy is far removed and inconsequen-
tial to their lives, Americans know 
elections have consequences. In this in-
stance, the consequences have rami-
fications across the world because it is 
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the authoritarian, undemocratic re-
gime of Iran that is pursuing nuclear 
weapons without regard to the well- 
being of its people. 

If it does not answer to its people, if 
it is undemocratic and authoritarian, 
it can continue to pursue this nonsen-
sical, thoughtless, lawless course of 
seeking to arm itself with nuclear 
weapons. That is bad not only for the 
Iranian people but for the American 
people and for the people of the world. 

I rise today in support of the Hoeven- 
Blumenthal resolution calling for free 
and fair elections in Iran and con-
demning the Government of the Is-
lamic Republic of Iran for its ongoing 
violation of human rights. 

On June 14, Iran will hold what looks 
to be yet another round of elections 
that are not fair, not free, and cer-
tainly not democratic—a sham, a cha-
rade that demeans even the pretense of 
democracy. On June 14 Iranians will 
elect a new president, but they will do 
so in an environment filled with sys-
tematic fraud and manipulation. They 
will be faced with a ballot hand-se-
lected by the Supreme Leader, because 
he and his aides have prohibited lit-
erally hundreds of candidates from run-
ning. They have accepted only eight 
candidates for this election. 

They are doing so in a country with 
severe restrictions on freedom of ex-
pression and assembly and without 
media freedom. We ought to note and, 
as my colleague Senator HOEVEN says 
so well, remind the world that the real 
power in Iran continues to rest with 
the Supreme Leader who controls for-
eign policy and defense and can veto 
any decision made by the President or 
the Parliament. The Supreme Leader 
has been in power since 1989. He has 
never been subject to an election or 
popular referendum of any kind. That 
is why Senator HOEVEN and I are again 
offering this resolution supporting po-
litical reform and freedom in Iran, and 
strongly siding with the Iranian people 
on behalf of the American people in the 
struggle for democracy. I thank Sen-
ator HOEVEN and so many of my col-
leagues who worked with us before 
when we sponsored a similar resolution 
last year condemning the 2012 elections 
which were neither free nor fair. 

We rise again to speak this truth to 
power. The Iranian people are denied 
basic and fundamental universal 
human rights and continue to suffer a 
repressive leadership that denies the 
validity of their views. As a global 
leader on human rights and a beacon to 
the world on democratic values, this 
body has an obligation to stand with 
the people of Iran and demand account-
ability from their leaders. 

Other countries around the world are 
struggling for democracy, and our ally 
in the Middle East, Israel, exemplifies 
it as a shining model. I am reminded of 
how many people in that region are de-
nied rights and freedoms. But we 
should reaffirm at every opportunity 
our commitment to democracy and 
urge the Iranian Government to hold 

free elections, end arbitrary deten-
tions, stop harassing people who fight 
for basic rights and freedoms, and re-
form their political process. 

I also want to commend President 
Obama for tightening sanctions on 
Iran’s currency and auto industry, 
which should prevent the government 
from procuring some equipment used in 
nuclear programs. I support continuing 
efforts to show Iran that we are serious 
when we say they must halt their nu-
clear weapons development program. 
People look to the United States for 
democracy and freedom. They watch 
what we do and what we say on this 
floor of the greatest deliberative body 
in the world. 

We must be unequivocal and remind 
the world how important it is to stand 
with the people of Iran, which is what 
the Hoeven-Blumenthal resolution 
does. I thank again my colleague Sen-
ator HOEVEN. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

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

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ator from Ohio, Mr. BROWN, speak after 
me for up to 10 minutes. 

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

Mr. BARRASSO. I ask unanimous 
consent to speak as in morning busi-
ness. 

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

HEALTH CARE 
Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, I 

come to the floor today as millions of 
students in high school and colleges 
across the country have recently grad-
uated. I had an opportunity to attend a 
number of commencements across Wy-
oming to speak to a number of stu-
dents who were graduating. I note that 
President Obama has also been out giv-
ing graduation speeches this year. At 
Ohio State University, the President 
criticized those of us who warn that 
government does not always have the 
best answer. The President suggested 
that anyone who thinks Washington 
has grown too inefficient or too inef-
fective is somehow opposed to democ-
racy entirely. That is what President 
Obama told new college graduates. It is 
absurd, but that is exactly what he had 
to say. He told them he wants to give 
everyone, as he says, ‘‘a fair shake.’’ 
What he did not tell these young peo-
ple, these young men and woman, is 
that his policies—the policies he has 
been promoting and passing—have ac-
tually been hurting them and millions 
of other young Americans. 

He made no mention of the heavy 
burdens he has heaped on their backs, 
or the damage his policies have done to 

our economy. President Obama did not 
say anything about it, but those grad-
uates are actually going to figure it 
out very quickly. They are going to see 
what they are getting from President 
Obama is not at all a fair shake. 

The first thing they will notice is 
how difficult it is for them to find a 
good job in the Obama economy. One of 
the things the Wall Street Journal had 
to say in an article by Dan Henninger: 

In Campaign 2012, Barack Obama promised 
the youth vote a rose garden. What they’ve 
got instead, as far as the eye can see, is an 
employment wasteland. 

According to a report by the Center 
for American Progress, the unemploy-
ment rate for Americans under age 24 
is 16.2 percent. Their study estimated 
that even when this group eventually 
starts earning a paycheck, these young 
Americans, they will collectively suffer 
reduced earnings of about $20 billion 
over the next decade. It works out to 
about $22,000 for each one of those 
young men and young women. 

The Center for American Progress, 
which did this study and did this re-
port, is actually a very liberal think 
tank. Here is what else they said: ‘‘Em-
ployment prospects for young Ameri-
cans are dismal.’’ This is what the lib-
eral think tank is saying. ‘‘The em-
ployment prospects for young Ameri-
cans are dismal by both historical and 
by international comparisons.’’ 

We know young people who do find 
jobs are often stuck with part-time 
work. What they are looking for is a 
career. It has been nearly 4 years since 
the recession ended. Since then we 
have had a much weaker economic re-
covery than we should have. In the 
first quarter of this year alone, the 
economy grew at an annual rate of 2.4 
percent. Wages have continued to stag-
nate. The average work week continues 
to shrink. 

Why would that be? Why would we 
see wages stagnating? Why would the 
average work week shrink? Why are 
employment prospects so dismal for 
young Americans? One big reason is 
the weight of government regulations 
on our economy. Businesses want to 
grow. They want to hire. But they have 
been buried under a mountain of new 
rules and Washington mandates. 

So far in 2013, the Obama administra-
tion has released more than 32,000 
pages of new regulations. All of that 
new redtape is strangling our economy 
and making it tougher for businesses 
to create jobs for these young grad-
uates. 

One part of this—and I have warned 
about it before—is the new mandate in 
the President’s health care law. It says 
businesses with 50 or more full-time 
workers have to provide expensive gov-
ernment-approved health insurance. 
The law does not say ‘‘expensive’’ gov-
ernment-approved health insurance, 
but the government-approved health 
insurance is turning out to be expen-
sive. 

A lot of us on this side of the aisle 
predicted the President’s mandates 
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were going to do terrible things to the 
economy. Well, that is exactly what 
happened. That is exactly what hap-
pened. It is one of the reasons we have 
had such weak job creation. The new 
jobs we do get, well, they are con-
centrated in businesses that basically 
use hourly workers. 

I have come to the floor and talked 
about one small business after another 
that is saying they are keeping work-
ers to less than 30 hours. That usually 
hits people without work experience. It 
hits people like new graduates, just 
starting out, especially hard. Of course, 
the President didn’t mention any of 
that at his graduation speeches. 

There is another thing the President 
hasn’t told young people. It has to do 
with the sticker shock a lot of them 
are going to have when they try to buy 
health insurance. One reason is because 
the health care law forces young 
healthy people to pay more so that 
older sicker people can pay less. An-
other reason is because the Obama ad-
ministration has come up with a long 
list of things insurance policies have to 
cover. Remember, none of these extras 
is free; they are just prepaid at higher 
premiums. Young people won’t be able 
to just get the insurance they want 
that is right for them or that they can 
afford. No. Now they will have to pay 
for the Obama administration man-
dated and approved health insurance. 
It is going to be much more expensive, 
and it may actually do them no med-
ical good. 

Why should Washington tell a single 
23-year-old woman she has to pay for 
prostate cancer screening? Why should 
a 22-year-old man with no children 
have to pay for a plan that covers pedi-
atric eye exams? Young people don’t 
need many of these mandated services, 
they do not want them, and they don’t 
want to pay for them. Yet they are 
mandated to buy them. Again, Presi-
dent Obama is making young people 
pay more for health insurance so that 
someone else might pay less. 

How much more are they going to 
have to pay? Well, according to one 
survey of insurance companies, young-
er and healthier people can expect av-
erage premium increases of 169 percent 
next year. While some people are going 
to get government subsidies to help 
cover part of this extra cost, not every-
one will. Even with the subsidies, a lot 
of young people are still going to pay 
much more than they would have with-
out the President’s health care law. We 
haven’t heard the President talk much 
about that during his graduation 
speeches. 

Young people and future generations 
have already been saddled with $6 tril-
lion in new debt since President Obama 
took office. Washington’s debt is now 
more than $53,000 for every man, 
woman, and child in the United States. 
These are people who will end up 
spending the rest of their lives paying 
higher taxes to cover that debt and the 
interest on the debt. President 
Obama’s latest budget called for young 

people to pay even more by increasing 
the debt another $7 trillion over the 
next decade. That is something else he 
didn’t happen to tell young people dur-
ing his graduation speeches. 

That doesn’t mean Washington 
Democrats are keeping quiet. Accord-
ing to an article by Bloomberg, they 
are trying hard to sell the President’s 
health care law. Here is how they put it 
in the article by Bloomberg: 

The White House has told all cabinet mem-
bers and senior officials to use commence-
ment speeches to drive home for graduating 
college students and their parents the bene-
fits they gain from a provision of the law 
that allows young adults to stay on their 
families’ insurance plans until they turn 26. 

Other Democrats are trying to say 
the same thing. NANCY PELOSI sent out 
a 78-page booklet telling Democrats in 
the House how to spin this unpopular 
health care law. I have a copy of it 
here. It is astonishing. Roll Call wrote 
about it the other day. The article is 
entitled ‘‘Democrats Unleash a Binder 
Full of Obamacare Messaging.’’ One of 
the suggestions was to find one or two 
young adults in your district who are 
now on their parents’ plan because of 
the new law. That is what NANCY 
PELOSI is recommending to the Demo-
crats. That is the sales pitch. The 
President wants young people to be-
lieve they are getting free insurance. 
He doesn’t want them to see all the 
ways the health care law is going to 
hurt them. That is what the President 
is telling young people. That is his 
message. That is what he wants other 
Washington Democrats to tell everyone 
too. 

Health and Human Services Sec-
retary Kathleen Sebelius is leading the 
cheers. She says she plans to travel 
around the country to spread the word 
about enrollment. The enrollment she 
is talking about is trying to get people 
to sign up for the health care law’s in-
surance exchanges. She especially 
needs young healthy people to sign up 
for the exchanges, such as these new 
graduates. In the Wall Street Journal, 
Dr. Ezekiel Emanuel spelled out why in 
an op-ed. Remember, he was one of the 
President’s top advisers in creating the 
health care law. He is also the brother 
of former White House Chief of Staff 
Rahm Emanuel. This is what he had to 
say. He wrote that young people ‘‘are 
bewildered about the health care re-
form in general and exchanges in par-
ticular.’’ The title is ‘‘Health Care Ex-
changes Will Need the Young 
Invincibles.’’ 

Just yesterday the Los Angeles 
Times front page read ‘‘Young adults a 
hurdle for health act.’’ Dr. Emanuel is 
concerned these young people won’t see 
the Obama exchanges as being in their 
best interest. Well, of course they 
won’t see it as being in their best inter-
est, and that is because the exchanges 
are not in their best interest. That is 
why the Los Angeles Times is right— 
‘‘Young adults a hurdle for health act.’’ 
The solution, Ezekiel Emanuel writes, 
is that ‘‘every commencement address 

by an administration official should 
encourage young graduates to get 
health insurance.’’ 

That is not going to be an easy sell 
for this administration. A recent Har-
vard poll of 18-to-24-year-old college 
students found that only 42 percent ap-
prove of how the President has handled 
health care. Young people are skeptical 
about the health care law. They are 
being told they have to buy expensive 
insurance that they may not need or 
may not want and that is not right for 
them because if they do not, the only 
people in the exchanges will be the old 
and the sick, and the whole thing will 
collapse under its own weight. For the 
President, that would be a terrible po-
litical disaster, and apparently this ad-
ministration is willing to do whatever 
it takes to avoid that disaster. 

According to the Washington Post, 
Secretary Sebelius is now going hat in 
hand to health industry officials ask-
ing them to donate to nonprofit groups 
in trying to enroll more people in the 
exchanges. At best, the Sebelius shake-
down is a conflict of interest. And this 
latest scandal will only make young 
people more skeptical of the Presi-
dent’s sales job on his health care law. 

Young people understand they will 
have to pay more for health coverage 
so that older people will pay less. 
Young people understand they are 
being told to do something that is not 
in their best interest, and the reason 
they are being told to do it is to give 
the President a political win—not be-
cause they will get better health care 
but to give the President a political 
win. They understand the President’s 
bad economy means they may not find 
a job, but they are supposed to be OK 
with that because mom and dad are al-
lowed to pay their bills for a couple 
more years. Young people know a Cabi-
net Secretary shouldn’t pressure busi-
nesses to support organizations that 
share the President’s political agenda. 
They understand all of that even if the 
President won’t say it to them during 
commencement speeches. If the Presi-
dent really wants to give young people 
a speech they will remember, he will 
tell them the truth about how terrible 
these policies are for them. 

The President should leave the spin 
for the campaign trail and then come 
back to Washington and be ready to sit 
down and work with Republicans on 
policies that work for our economy, 
that work for young people, that work 
for future generations, and that work 
for all Americans. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Ohio. 
Mr. BROWN. I thank the Senator 

from Wyoming for his unanimous con-
sent request, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that after I conclude my remarks, 
the Senator from Rhode Island Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE be recognized for up to 15 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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U.S.-CHINA TRADE DEFICIT 

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, 
today new U.S.-China trade deficit fig-
ures from April show a 34-percent in-
crease since March. Last month our 
trade deficit with the world’s second 
largest economy was more than $24 bil-
lion. I remember about a dozen years 
ago when the Senate and the House ap-
proved PNTR—permanent normal 
trade relations—with China. Around 
that time the bilateral yearly trade 
deficit with China was barely $10 bil-
lion. Today, just for last month, it was 
$24 billion. It has persistently and con-
sistently been over $200 billion a year 
in recent history. 

This kind of trade deficit keeps our 
domestic companies on the defensive. 
It means workers in Ohio, Massachu-
setts, Rhode Island, throughout the 
Midwest, and across America are pre-
vented from unlocking their potential. 
Our manufacturers are still the most 
productive in the world. Our workers 
are the most skilled and the most pro-
ductive in the world. Their produc-
tivity continues to go up and up and 
up, in part because of globalization; 
however, their wages have been stag-
nant. That is part of the price our 
country has paid for globalization. 

Our workers can’t compete when 
China cheats. How can we win the fu-
ture when our manufacturers can’t win 
contracts because China doesn’t play 
fair? In many ways China and so many 
of our trading partners practice trade 
according to their national interest. 
Yet we in the United States practice 
trade according to some economics 
textbook that has been out of print for 
the last 20 years. 

Despite universal agreement that 
China continues to manipulate its cur-
rency to gain an artificial advantage 
over American-made goods, no action 
has been taken down the hall by the 
House of Representatives and no action 
has been taken down the street at the 
White House. No action has been taken 
by the House despite widespread sup-
port for legislation this Chamber 
passed in October 2011. That legisla-
tion, worked on by many of my col-
leagues, would establish new criteria 
for the Treasury Department to iden-
tify countries that misalign their cur-
rency. The bill would trigger tough 
consequences for those countries which 
engage in such unfair trade practices. 
It would allow for industries harmed by 
currency manipulation to seek relief, 
the way they do for other export sub-
sidies, which several industries in my 
State have sought, such as steel pipe 
producers in Lorain, where I visited 
last week, in Youngstown. 

We can solve this problem. The major 
reason there have been new invest-
ments in the Lorain U.S. Steel plant, 
at V&M Star in Youngstown, at 
Wheatland Tube, also in the Mahoning 
Valley, stabilization in jobs, and 
growth in jobs is because we have en-
forced trade laws. We can solve this 
problem further with currency reform. 
That is why Senator SESSIONS, a Re-

publican from Alabama, and I will join 
our colleagues, including Senators 
Schumer, Collins, Stabenow, and Burr, 
tomorrow when we reintroduce this 
bill. Why? Because more nations are 
engaged in this practice, and it is clear 
we don’t have the tools to address it. 

It is no longer just China manipu-
lating its currency. There are a number 
of other countries—especially in East 
Asia—that are engaging in this prac-
tice, and, as I said, we don’t have the 
tools to address it. 

In 2009, as nations were seeking to re-
store stability to financial markets 
and respond to the global financial cri-
sis, G–20 leaders met in Pittsburgh to 
set a framework that would better pro-
mote more evenly balanced trade. 
Among the steps to be taken would be 
a more market-oriented exchange 
rate—something China obviously isn’t 
familiar with—and a move away from 
the practice of adopting artificial, ma-
nipulated exchange rates not based on 
market forces. 

While this appeared to be a step in 
the right direction, there has been too 
little to show for the good intentions 
stated back in 2009. Here is what we 
know. Workers and manufacturers still 
face an unfair advantage from currency 
manipulation. By keeping the value of 
the RMB—the Chinese currency—arti-
ficially low, China drives foreign cor-
porations to shift production there be-
cause it makes exports to China more 
expensive and it makes Chinese exports 
back into the United States cheaper. 

It has only been in recent history 
that business after business after busi-
ness, as we have seen in the United 
States, has developed a business plan 
that involves shutting down production 
in Lima, OH, move that production to 
Beijing, and then sell back to the 
United States of America. Never really 
in history has that been a widely 
adopted business plan in a country— 
shut down production in Springfield, 
MA, or Springfield, OH, move that pro-
duction to Shihan, China, or Wuhan, 
China, get tax breaks for doing it, and 
then sell those products back into the 
United States. Part of the reason for 
that is currency manipulation. 

This continued undervaluation has 
caused serious harm for this economy. 
It has cost American jobs. The first 
President Bush said in the 1980s that $1 
billion in trade surplus or trade deficit 
could translate into some 12,000 jobs— 
meaning that if there is a trade deficit 
with a country, it costs this country 
12,000 jobs. Multiply that by a $500 bil-
lion, $600 billion, or $700 billion trade 
deficit, and see what we get. 

A December 2012 report by the Peter-
son Institute for International Eco-
nomics found that currency manipula-
tion by foreign governments had cost 
the U.S. from 1 to 5 million jobs and in-
creased the U.S. trade deficit by $200 
billion to $500 billion per year. 

Think of that. By addressing cur-
rency manipulation now, we could cre-
ate up to 5 million jobs and reduce our 
trade deficit by tens of billions of dol-

lars, and doing so wouldn’t cost tax-
payers a cent. 

But let’s look for a moment beyond 
the numbers. Workers in my home 
State who work hard and play by the 
rules at Titan Tire in Bryan, OH, 
American Aluminum Extrusions in 
Stark County, Wheatland Tube in 
Trumbull County, the people who make 
coated paper and lightweight thermal 
paper in southern Ohio, the Ohioans 
who forge steel into products we all 
use—these women and men deserve a 
chance to earn a living without compa-
nies in other countries illegally dump-
ing goods—or legally if we don’t do 
anything about currency—on our mar-
kets. We can’t afford to sit idly by 
while our trade deficit grows and our 
domestic manufacturing base erodes. 

By addressing currency manipulation 
and other unfair trade practices, we 
create American jobs and position our-
selves to meet the challenges and op-
portunities of globalization. 

I look forward to continued debate 
and action on finally penalizing the 
countries that cheat on trade. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-

dent, I would like to yield 5 minutes to 
my friend Senator BLUNT and then re-
claim the floor. 

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

Mr. BLUNT. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as if in 
morning business. 

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

Mr. BLUNT. I appreciate my good 
friend Senator WHITEHOUSE yielding 
the time for me. 

REMEMBERING FRANK R. LAUTENBERG 
Mr. BLUNT. I would like to talk for 

a few minutes about Senator LAUTEN-
BERG and what he brought to this body 
and what he brought to public service. 

I represent Missouri in the Senate, 
and in the House I represented south-
west Missouri. Many times in the last 
21⁄2 years, Senator LAUTENBERG wanted 
to talk about going to basic training at 
Camp Crowder near Neosho, MO, as a 
young man barely on the edge of his 
twenties—I am not sure which edge of 
his twenties it was, but he was serving 
in World War II, first as a teenager and 
then as a man barely in his twenties— 
and what it was like to be surrounded 
by small communities, all of which 
were smaller than the camp at which 
the enlisted men were training, and 
what it was like when they had some 
free time and could go to any of these 
communities where they probably out-
numbered the community. He always 
remembered that part of his training 
with some pleasure. The story was al-
ways different from the story before, 
but I am sure all the stories happened. 

But what he was really talking about 
to me every time was that commit-
ment to service that particularly our 
World War II veterans brought to this 
body. And we all know, after the reflec-
tions of the last 2 days, that he was the 
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last of the World War II veterans to 
serve here and likely to be the last of 
the World War II veterans to ever serve 
here, and the spirit of service they all 
brought was reflected in Senator LAU-
TENBERG in lots of ways. 

All you would have to do is look at 
our voting record to know there were 
lots of areas at the end of the day we 
didn’t agree on, but somehow we man-
aged to do that and still appreciate the 
commitment to public service that he 
reflected, and I think he appreciated 
that in me. 

One of the chances I missed here was 
the opportunity to serve with him on 
the surface subcommittee in Com-
merce. He was going to be the chair-
man of that committee for this Con-
gress, and I was going to be the leading 
Republican and was looking forward to 
that because this was one area where I 
thought we were going to find and 
would have found a lot of common 
ground. Senator LAUTENBERG’s under-
standing of transportation, his under-
standing beyond most of us of the im-
portance of passenger rail and rail gen-
erally and how you need to integrate 
this system so that it works the best 
and the most efficiently, was clearly 
one of the areas where he had spent a 
lot of time over the years. 

Remember, Senator LAUTENBERG was 
here as a Senator, and then he decided 
to retire and then called back into pub-
lic service. At a time when most people 
would have made that decision and 
moved on, he came back and served 
here, as it turned out, for the rest of 
his life of service. 

It was an honor for us to get to serve 
with him. It was an honor for me to get 
to serve with him. It is a disappoint-
ment for me that I didn’t get to learn 
more about this issue he and I were 
about to join hands on together. 

But there is a lot we should learn 
from his service and the service of that 
World War II generation. I hope that is 
one of the things we will be reflecting 
on over the next few days as we reflect 
on his career of service and that whole 
generation of service. We really do see 
that moment pass with Senator Inouye 
and Senator LAUTENBERG and others 
who have served here just in recent 
years, all gone. But if we could look at 
the times they could come together in 
that spirit of World War II to make 
things happen, we would all learn an 
important lesson. 

I join his family and his friends and 
his colleagues in missing him and miss-
ing his service. 

I am pleased to yield the time back 
to my good friend Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
who gave me the time to say these 
words. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island. 

GASPEE DAYS 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-

dent, American summertime is when 
we celebrate and commemorate the pa-
triots who fought to establish and pro-
tect this great Republic. From Memo-
rial Day through Independence Day 

and on to Veterans Day, communities 
across this country turn out star-span-
gled bunting and gather for parades, 
cookouts, and wreath layings to reflect 
on the heroes and events that embody 
our Nation’s great spirit. 

June in Rhode Island is marked by 
the annual celebration of Gaspee Days, 
when we recognize and celebrate one of 
the earliest acts of defiance against the 
British Crown in our American strug-
gle for independence. Most Americans 
remember and I know the Presiding 
Senator from Massachusetts certainly 
is well aware of the Boston Tea Party 
when, in fact, literally spirited Bosto-
nians clamored onto the decks of the 
East India Company’s ships and 
dumped tea bags into Boston Harbor to 
protest British taxation without rep-
resentation. 

I am sure throwing tea bags into the 
harbor is a very big deal, but there was 
another milestone in the path to the 
Revolutionary War that is too often 
overlooked. It is the story of 60 brave 
Rhode Islanders who, more than a year 
before the Tea Party in Boston, risked 
their lives in defiance of oppression 
more than 240 years ago and drew the 
first blood in what became the revolu-
tionary conflict. 

In the years before the Revolutionary 
War, one of the most notorious of the 
armed customs vessels patrolling 
Rhode Island’s Narragansett Bay, im-
posing the authority of the British 
Crown, was Her Majesty’s ship Gaspee. 
The ship and its captain, Lieutenant 
William Dudingston, were known for 
destroying fishing vessels, seizing 
cargo, and flagging down ships only to 
harass, humiliate, and interrogate the 
colonials. 

A 100-year-old report says: 
This unprincipled ruffian had ruthlessly 

ravaged the Rhode Island coast for several 
months, destroying unoffending fishing ves-
sels, and confiscating everything he could 
lay hands on. The attack on the ‘‘Gaspe’ ’’ 
caused the first bloodshed in the struggle for 
American independence, and was the first re-
sistance to the British navy. 

How did it come about? Well, on June 
9, 1772, Rhode Island ship captain Ben-
jamin Lindsey was en route to Provi-
dence from Newport, sailing in his 
packet sloop the Hannah, when he was 
accosted and ordered to yield for in-
spection by the Gaspee. Captain 
Lindsey had had enough of the Gaspee. 
He ignored the command and raced up 
Narragansett Bay, ignoring warning 
shots fired at him by the Gaspee. As the 
Gaspee gave chase, Captain Lindsey— 
who was a wily Rhode Island ship cap-
tain—realized that his ship was lighter 
and drew less water than the Gaspee, so 
he sped north toward Pawtuxet Cove, 
toward the shallows off of Namquid 
Point. The Hannah shot over these 
shallows, but the heavier Gaspee 
grounded and stuck firm. The British 
ship and her crew were caught stranded 
in a falling tide and would need to wait 
many hours for a rising tide to free the 
hulking Gaspee. 

Captain Lindsey continued on his 
way to Providence and rallied a group 

of Rhode Island patriots at Sabin’s 
Tavern. Together, the group resolved 
to put an end to the Gaspee’s menace to 
Rhode Island waters. They may have 
shared one thing with their Boston 
compatriots: They may have been spir-
ited themselves. 

That night the men embarked down 
Narragansett Bay in eight longboats 
with muffled oars. They encircled the 
stranded Gaspee and called on Lieuten-
ant Dudingston to surrender his ship. 
Dudingston refused and ordered his 
men to fire on anyone who tried to 
board. The Rhode Islanders forced their 
way onto the Gaspee’s deck, and in the 
struggle Lieutenant Dudingston was 
wounded, shot with a musket ball. 
Right there in the waters off Warwick, 
RI, the very first blood in the conflict 
that was to become the American Rev-
olution thus was drawn. 

The brave patriots took the captive 
Englishmen ashore and returned to the 
Gaspee to rid Narragansett Bay of her 
noxious presence once and for all. Near 
daylight on June 10, they set her afire. 
The blaze spread to the ship’s powder 
magazine, and the resulting blast 
echoed across Narragansett Bay as air-
borne fragments of this former ship 
splashed down into the water. 

The incident prompted a special com-
mission instructed by King George III 
to deliver any persons indicted in the 
burning of the Gaspee to the Royal 
Navy for transport to England for trial 
and execution. 

Samuel Adams, in a letter published 
in the Newport Mercury on December 
21, 1772, and reprinted in the Provi-
dence Gazette on December 26, called it 
‘‘a court of inquisition, more horrid 
than that of Spain or Portugal. The 
persons who are the commissioners of 
this new-fangled court are vested with 
most exorbitant and unconstitutional 
power.’’ A few days later he wrote that 
‘‘an Attack upon the Liberties of one 
Colony is an Attack upon the Liberties 
of all; and therefore in this Instance all 
should be ready to yield Assistance to 
Rhode Island.’’ 

In a letter to a friend in Rhode Is-
land, John Adams, the future Presi-
dent, summed up the tension felt 
across the Colonies: 

‘‘We are all in a fury here about . . . the 
Commission for trying the Rhode Islanders 
for Burning the Gaspee. I wonder how your 
Colony happens to sleep so securely in a 
whole skin, when her sisters are so worried 
and tormented.’’ 

King George III offered a handsome 
reward for information leading to the 
arrest of those responsible for the 
burning and destruction of his revenue 
cutter. But Rhode Islanders are a loyal 
bunch—the reward went unclaimed. 

The site of Rhode Island’s opening 
salvo in the American Revolution is 
now named Gaspee Point. The annual 
Gaspee Days celebration has grown to 
span several weeks each June and in-
cludes an arts and crafts festival, a 
walking tour with students playing the 
roles of Colonialists, an encampment of 
local militia, a parade down Narragan-
sett Parkway in Warwick, and, of 
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course, a mock burning of the HMS 
Gaspee. 

My friend, State Representative Joe 
McNamara, and the Gaspee Days Com-
mittee work each year to make these 
events the best they can be and to re-
mind our State and Nation of the brav-
ery of those few dozen souls. Indeed, 
this year another Rhode Islander Mark 
Tracy, a pediatric neurologist at 
Hasbro Children’s Hospital, was able to 
acquire original news stories from 1772 
that related this incident and gave 
them to the Gaspee Committee. I will 
note that he was able to get them rath-
er inexpensively because ‘‘the auction 
house concentrated on describing the 
batches of newspapers—from the estate 
of an unnamed Providence collector— 
in terms of the coming Boston Tea 
Party and other events,’’ paying no at-
tention to the fact that Rhode Island’s 
greater act and prior act was actually 
enclosed and described in these news-
papers. 

This summer will also mark another 
historic anniversary for Rhode Island 
because it was in July of 1663—350 
years ago this summer—that King 
Charles II granted a royal charter es-
tablishing the Colony of Rhode Island 
and Providence Plantations. 

‘‘To hold forth a lively experiment,’’ 
it declared ‘‘that a most flourishing 
civil state may stand and best be main-
tained . . . with a full liberty in reli-
gious concernments.’’ 

This charter provided in Rhode Is-
land the world’s first formal establish-
ment of freedom of religion, distin-
guishing us from the rigid theocracy of 
Massachusetts, I am sorry to say, 
where ideological conformity was en-
forced by the gallows and the lash. 

This charter has been called Amer-
ica’s Magna Carta, for it is the first 
formal document in all of history 
granting the separation of church and 
state, along with extraordinary free-
doms of speech, to a political entity. 
This ‘‘lively experiment’’ in Rhode Is-
land blazed a path for American free-
dom of religion, one of our greatest na-
tional blessings. And, more practically, 
this liberty also allowed trading net-
works of Quakers and Baptists and 
Jews to connect in Newport and cre-
ated their abundant wealth and com-
merce. 

That freedom of religion, that free-
dom of conscience was the great legacy 
of Rhode Island’s founder Roger Wil-
liams, who had been banished from 
Massachusetts for his beliefs about re-
ligious tolerance. Williams established 
his new colony as ‘‘a shelter for per-
sons,’’ as he said, ‘‘distressed for con-
science.’’ His battle for freedom of con-
science, won and reflected in the King 
Charles Charter, is the reason his stat-
ue stands right out there, outside the 
Chamber of the Senate. 

I know these events and the patriots 
whose efforts allowed for their success 
are not forgotten in my home State. 
This summer we will gather in these 
ways to celebrate Rhode Island’s inde-
pendent streak. We will recall the 

courage and zeal of these men and 
women who embodied those most 
American values—freedom of con-
science and freedom from tyranny, val-
ues that ignited a revolution in the 
summer of 1776. 

I yield the floor. 
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. MERKLEY. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent to enter into a 
colloquy with Senator STABENOW. 

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

MONSANTO PROTECTION ACT 
Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, I 

rise to talk about an issue that is im-
portant to many Oregonians, section 
735 of the continuing resolution, also 
known as the Monsanto Protection 
Act. I appreciate this opportunity to 
engage in a dialog about it with Sen-
ator STABENOW, who, as the chair of 
the committee, is doing a magnificent 
job of guiding this farm bill through 
the Senate. 

The Monsanto Protection Act refers 
to a policy rider the House slipped into 
the recently passed continuing resolu-
tion and sent over to the Senate. Be-
cause of the time-urgent consideration 
of this must-pass legislation—nec-
essary to avert a government shut-
down—this policy rider slipped through 
without examination or debate. 

That outcome is unfortunate and un-
acceptable because the content of the 
policy rider is nothing short of as-
tounding. It allows the unrestricted 
sale and planting of new variants of ge-
netically modified seeds that a court 
ruled have not been properly examined 
for their effect on other farmers, the 
environment, and human health. 

The impact on other farmers can be 
significant. The current situation in 
Oregon of GMO wheat escaping a field 
test—resulting in several nations sus-
pending the import of white wheat 
from the United States—underscores 
the fact that poorly regulated GMO 
cultivation can pose a significant 
threat to farmers who are not culti-
vating GMO crops. 

Equally troubling to the policy rid-
er’s allowance of unrestricted sale and 
planting of GMO seeds is the fact that 
the Monsanto Protection Act instructs 
the seed producers to ignore a ruling of 
the court, thereby raising profound 
questions about the constitutional sep-
aration of powers and the ability of our 
courts to hold agencies accountable. 

Moreover, while there is undoubtedly 
some difference in this legislative body 
on the wisdom of the core policy, there 
should be outrage on all sides about 
the manner in which this policy rider 
was adopted. I have certainly heard 
that outrage from my constituents in 

Oregon. They have come to my town-
halls to protest, and more than 2,200 
have written to me. 

In an accountable and transparent 
legislative system, the Monsanto Pro-
tection Act would have had to be con-
sidered by the Agriculture Committee, 
complete with testimony by relevant 
parties. If the committee had approved 
the act, there would have been a subse-
quent opportunity to debate it on the 
floor of this Chamber. Complete trans-
parency with a full opportunity for the 
public to weigh in is essential. 

Since these features of an account-
able and transparent legislative system 
were not honored and because I think 
the policy itself is unacceptable, I have 
offered an amendment to the farm bill 
which would repeal this rider in its en-
tirety. To this point, my efforts to in-
troduce that amendment have been ob-
jected to, and it takes unanimous con-
sent. This type of rider has no place in 
an appropriations bill to fund the Fed-
eral Government, and a bill that inter-
feres with our system of checks and 
balances should never have become 
law. 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 
absolutely understand Senator 
MERKLEY’s concerns about the issue 
and the concerns of many people about 
this issue. There has been a long-run-
ning understanding that we should not 
be legislating on appropriations, and I 
share the concern of my colleague that 
the Agriculture Committee and other 
appropriate committees didn’t have an 
opportunity to engage in this debate. 

As the Senator from Oregon knows, 
this language was included in the con-
tinuing resolution, the bill that funds 
the government, and that bill will ex-
pire on September 30 of this year. I 
agree with my colleague; we should not 
extend that provision through the ap-
propriations process. We should have 
the same type of full and transparent 
process that both Senator MERKLEY 
and I have talked about today. 

I wish to assure my friend that I 
think it would be inappropriate for 
that language to be adopted in a con-
ference committee or otherwise adopt-
ed in a manner designed to bypass open 
debate in the relevant committees and 
this Chamber. 

I will do my best to oppose any effort 
to add this kind of extension in the 
conference committee on this farm bill 
or to otherwise extend it without ap-
propriate legislative examination. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, I 
thank Senator STABENOW. I deeply ap-
preciate the commitment of my col-
league to ensure that the Monsanto 
Protection Act is not tucked into sub-
sequent legislation in a manner that 
bypasses full committee examination 
and Senate debate. 

The farm bill is extremely important 
to our Nation. The Senator from Michi-
gan has worked with me to incorporate 
a number of provisions that are impor-
tant to the farmers in Oregon, includ-
ing disaster programs, responding to 
forest fires, specialty crop research 
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programs, improvements in insurance 
for organic farmers, and low-cost loans 
offered through rural electrical co-ops 
for energy-saving home and business 
renovations. 

It has been a real pleasure to work 
with Senator STABENOW on those provi-
sions and, again, I thank the Senator 
for her support for them and for advo-
cating responsible legislative examina-
tion of measures such as the Monsanto 
Protection Act. 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 
thank the Senator from Oregon for his 
advocacy on so many important poli-
cies in this legislation. We worked to-
gether closely on forest fires. Senator 
MERKLEY and I have been on the phone 
many times. He wanted to make sure I 
was aware of what has happened to 
farmers, homeowners, and landowners 
in Oregon. 

We share a great interest in so many 
areas as it relates to our organic grow-
ers and rural development as well as 
what is happening in terms of energy 
efficiency, and, as my friend men-
tioned, rural electric co-ops. 

I thank Senator MERKLEY for his 
leadership in many areas, and I look 
forward to working with the Senator 
from Oregon as we bring the farm bill 
to a final vote. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, 
again, I thank the chair for her leader-
ship. I know how much she looks for-
ward to the conclusion of this process 
as we try to enable folks to have var-
ious amendments which are appro-
priate for the farm bill debated on the 
floor. 

I note the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam 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. WHITEHOUSE. I ask unanimous 
consent to speak for up to 15 minutes 
as in morning business. 

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

CLIMATE CHANGE 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-

dent, the last week we were here, I 
gave my weekly ‘‘Time To Wake Up’’ 
speech, as usual. It is a speech I wrote 
well earlier. In a truly and, unfortu-
nately, almost eerie coincidence, in my 
speech last week I spoke about a vari-
ety of natural disasters, including—and 
I will quote my own speech—‘‘cyclones 
in Oklahoma.’’ I said that in the same 
hour the cyclone touched down in 
Moore, OK. 

When people are suffering in the 
wake of a calamity such as that, they 
need to hear one thing from Wash-
ington; that is, how can we help. That 
is all they need to hear. No one likes to 
be chided when what they need is help 
and comfort. 

J.E. Reynolds of the Daily Oklaho-
man wrote: ‘‘Victims and survivors 
need help, not a sermon in the first 
hours following a storm.’’ I agree. I 
agree very much. My thoughts are with 
the victims of those Oklahoma storms 
and with everyone who is working to 
pick up the pieces. 

Far from seeking to exploit their 
tragedy, I had no idea of the weather in 
Oklahoma that was happening vir-
tually at the time I gave the speech, 
mentioning Oklahoma cyclones among 
other examples of extreme weather. 
But the eerie timing was what it was, 
and it did not send that single simple 
message: How can we help? So I am 
sorry. I have apologized to my Okla-
homa colleagues for the unfortunate 
coincidence of timing of my earlier re-
marks, and I, of course, stand ready to 
help them speed relief to their State. 

It is, of course, impossible to say 
that any single weather event is caused 
by climate change, and that is not 
something I have ever said. What is 
true is that climate change is altering 
weather patterns. Scientists have stud-
ied these changes in weather patterns, 
and they have modeled what is to 
come. Most are convinced that in-
creases in the frequency and intensity 
of extreme weather will be a result of 
the megatons of carbon pollution we 
continue to emit. 

The way I have described it is that 
climate change ‘‘loads the dice’’ for ex-
treme weather. We might not know 
which roll is caused by the loaded dice. 
We are going to get a 6 or a 7 or a 12 or 
a 2 sooner or later anyway, but the ex-
treme weather will come more often 
because of this. We cannot pretend this 
isn’t happening. We just hit 400 parts 
per million of carbon in the atmos-
phere, measured at the NOAA observ-
atory on Mauna Loa in Hawaii. 

What does 400 parts per million 
mean? Well, look at it this way: For at 
least 800,000 years, and perhaps mil-
lions, we have been in a range on Earth 
between 170 and 300 parts per million of 
carbon in our atmosphere—800,000 
years, minimum. Homo sapiens as a 
species have only been around for 
about 200,000 years, but just since the 
industrial revolution and the ‘‘Great 
Carbon Dump’’ began, we have blown 
out of the 170- to 300-parts-per-million 
range and have now hit 400. 

This is very serious. We already see 
the effects. In Alaska, permafrost is 
melting and native villages once pro-
tected by winter ice are being eroded 
into the sea. In the Carolinas, roads to 
the Outer Banks have to be raised as 
seas rise and storms worsen. Coral 
reefs are fading off in Florida and in 
the Caribbean. In Rhode Island, we 
have measured almost 10 inches of sea 
level rise since the 1930s. Rhode Island 
fishermen going out to sea from Point 
Judith are reporting ‘‘real anomalies 
. . . things just aren’t making sense.’’ 

All of these effects from climate 
change hit our farmers too. Since be-
fore the founding of this Republic, our 
farmers have relied on the Sun, the 

rain, and the land to provide us their 
bounty. In 2011, farming and the indus-
tries that rely directly on agriculture 
accounted for almost 5 percent of the 
entire U.S. economy. But growing con-
ditions in the United States are chang-
ing. More and more of our rainfall is 
coming in heavy downpours. Since 1991, 
the amount of rain falling in what sci-
entists call ‘‘extreme precipitation 
events’’—the amount of rain falling in 
extreme precipitation events has been 
above the 1901-to-1960 average in every 
region of the country. 

In the Northeast where I am from ex-
treme precipitation has increased 74 
percent just between 1958 and 2010. 
That matters to our farmers. The very 
seasons are shifting. During the last 
two decades, the average frost-free sea-
son was about 10 days longer than dur-
ing that period between 1901 and 1960. 
In the Southwest it is an astonishing 3 
weeks longer. That matters to our 
farmers. 

Average temperature in the contig-
uous United States has increased by 
about 1.5 degrees Fahrenheit since 
records began in 1895. Most of that in-
crease occurred since the 1980s, and 
2012 was the warmest year ever. That 
matters to our farmers. 

This chart shows the extent of the 
U.S. drought in August of 2012. The red 
and the dark areas indicate extreme 
and exceptional drought. These condi-
tions lasted most of the year. That 
matters to our farmers. 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Chief Economist Joseph Glauber testi-
fied before the Agriculture Committee 
that ‘‘the heat and rainfall deficit con-
ditions that characterized the summer 
of 2012 were well outside the range of 
normal weather variation.’’ That is 
precisely what scientists mean when 
they say climate change ‘‘loads the 
dice’’ for extreme weather. 

Climate change doesn’t cause specific 
heat waves but the average tempera-
ture shifts to warmer weather and the 
extremes move with it. 

The New York Botanical Garden has 
seen apricot trees blossom in February. 
The Audubon Society of Rhode Island 
has reported cherry trees in Providence 
blooming as early as December. This 
could affect farmers too. 

Jeff Send, a Michigan cherry farmer, 
explained to the Agriculture Com-
mittee that the record warm March 
temperatures brought his region’s 
cherry trees out of dormancy early and 
exposed them to later freezes. In Michi-
gan he said: 

We have the capacity to produce 275 mil-
lion pounds of tart cherries. In 2012, our total 
was 11.6 million pounds. 

A potential of 275 million pounds; ac-
tual crop, 11.6 million pounds, less than 
one-twentieth, all because of that early 
warming and that early bloom and the 
freezes that then killed them. 

These changes I keep speaking about 
will continue if we go on polluting our 
atmosphere with greenhouse gases. As 
the harmful effects of climate change 
become more prevalent, our agricul-
tural policies should reflect the threat 
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posed to farming and food production 
by these changes. Yet in the farm bill 
climate change and extreme weather 
are not mentioned once. 

Well, let me correct myself. They are 
mentioned once. The bill makes ref-
erence to an earlier law from 1990, and 
in the title of that 1990 law the words 
‘‘climate change’’ appear. So by refer-
ring to the 1990 law, the farm bill once 
mentions climate change. But with all 
of this going on, that is the only ref-
erence. And the reason is that our Re-
publican colleagues will oppose legisla-
tion if it even mentions the words ‘‘cli-
mate change.’’ 

We can’t get around using the name 
of a statute that passed 20-plus years 
ago, if ‘‘climate change’’ is in the 
name, so that one had to go in. But, 
otherwise, climate change is not men-
tioned in the farm bill, despite all of 
this activity and effect on farming. 

It is not that there aren’t things we 
could do. The Bicameral Task Force on 
Climate Change, which I cochair with 
Representative WAXMAN, Senator 
CARDIN, and Representative MARKEY, 
asked stakeholders in the agriculture 
economy about carbon pollution and 
our resiliency to climate change. 

The National Farmers Union, which 
represents more than 200,000 family 
farmers, ranchers, and rural members, 
responded—this is the National Farm-
ers Union: 

Mitigating and adapting to climate change 
is of significant concern to our membership 
and will be a defining trend that shapes the 
world. 

That is the National Farmers Union 
on climate change. It will be ‘‘a defin-
ing trend that shapes the world.’’ 

Cap-and-trade legislation, the Farm-
ers Union said, would provide a boon to 
farming and forest lands that take the 
lead on reducing greenhouse gases. The 
National Sustainable Agricultural Coa-
lition encouraged a comprehensive ap-
proach. An effective policy to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions, wrote the 
group, ‘‘should have as its cornerstone 
the support and promotion of sustain-
able organic cultural systems through-
out USDA’s programs and initiatives.’’ 

Even the American Farm Bureau 
Federation, which has at times opposed 
climate change legislation, expressed 
clear support for farming practices 
that keep carbon out of the atmosphere 
and for investments in biofuels and in 
renewable energy. 

We are grateful to all of the sci-
entific and industry leaders who have 
shared their ideas with the Bicameral 
Task Force on Climate Change. We 
need active and willing partners in the 
effort to ensure our farms can meet the 
needs of a strong nation. 

They are not alone. Responsible peo-
ple across the spectrum want us to act 
on carbon and climate. Responsible 
people such as the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
of the United States of America, the 
U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops, 
and dozens of major scientific soci-
eties—virtually every major one—and 
the folks in the corporate sector who 

run Apple and Ford and Nike and Coca 
Cola—get it. Republicans such as Ron-
ald Reagan’s Secretary of State George 
Schultz, former House Science Com-
mittee chair Sherry Boehlert, former 
Utah Governor and GOP Presidential 
candidate John Huntsman—responsible 
people across the spectrum get it. The 
scientists at NASA get it, and they are 
telling us to get serious. They are the 
ones who took a robot the size of an 
SUV and sent it millions of miles to 
Mars where they landed it safely on the 
surface of Mars and now they are driv-
ing it around. Do we think they might 
know what they are talking about? 
They get it. All across the spectrum, 
people get it. They are on one side get-
ting something done about climate 
change. 

On the other side are the polluters 
with their familiar retinue of cranks, 
extremists, and front organizations. 
That is basically it. And for some rea-
son, the Republican Party—the great 
American Republican Party—has cho-
sen to hitch its wagon to the polluters. 
I do not get it. I do not see how that 
works out for them. 

Every day the pollution gets worse, 
and every day the evidence that this is 
serious gets stronger. I do not know 
why the Republican Party of Theodore 
Roosevelt wants to paint itself as the 
party that went with the polluters and 
not the scientists; that went with the 
fringe extreme against the responsible 
center. It has to be a bad bet. It is a 
crazy bet. 

To make that bet you have to believe 
God will intervene and perform some 
magic, in violation of His own laws of 
physics and chemistry. Is that a bet 
you want to take? You have to believe 
that the market will work, even 
though the market is flagrantly 
skewed. Is that a bet you want to 
make? And you have to believe the peo-
ple who have a vested interest to lie 
and disbelieve the people who have no 
conflict of interest, unless you are pre-
pared to think that the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff and the Catholic bishops and all 
the major scientific organizations all 
have a conflict of interest. Does that 
sound very sensible? Does that sound 
like where you want to hitch the 
wagon of one of America’s great polit-
ical parties? 

Let me close, as we talk about cli-
mate change in the context of the farm 
bill, by quoting our friend Senator 
TESTER, who recently spelled out the 
crisis facing our farmers in an op-ed in 
USA Today. 

I ask unanimous consent that op-ed 
be printed at the conclusion of my re-
marks. 

Senator TESTER and his wife Sharla 
have been farming for almost 40 
years—the same land that his grand-
parents homesteaded. This is how our 
friend from Montana described the 
changes he sees: 

When I was younger, frequent bone-chilling 
winds whipped snow off the Rocky Mountain 
Front and brought bitterly cold days that 
reached -30 degrees. Today, we have only a 

handful of days that even reach 0 degrees. 
Changes in the weather are forcing Sharla 
and I to change how we operate our farm. It’s 
now more difficult to know when to plant to 
take advantage of the rains. 

Some might say the end of bitter winters 
will be a boon for Montana’s economy. But 
with milder winters, we’ve seen the sawfly 
come out earlier to destroy our crops before 
they can be harvested. Montana’s deep 
freezes also used to kill off the pine bark 
beetle, which today kills millions of acres of 
trees across the American West. 

He writes: 
Montanans already understand that cli-

mate change is affecting our daily lives. The 
argument isn’t whether the world is chang-
ing, it’s how to respond. 

I will say, once again, it is time—it is 
well past time—for us in Congress to 
wake up to the urgent challenge of our 
time. There is a lot at stake. There is 
a lot at stake for all of us. There is a 
lot at stake for every State, and there 
is a lot at stake for every generation, 
particularly for the generations that 
are to follow. 

So often I hear my Republican col-
leagues expressing concern about what 
our debt will do to future generations. 
Fine. What will a ruined climate do to 
future generations? What will acidified 
seas do to future generations? What 
will worse extreme weather and rising 
seas do to future generations? 

There is indeed a lot at stake, and it 
is time to wake up. It is time to take 
action. 

I yield the floor. 
There being no objection, the mate-

rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From USA Today, Apr. 5, 2013] 
CLIMATE CHANGE ALREADY FELT BY FARMERS 

Montanans already understand that cli-
mate change is affecting our daily lives. The 
argument isn’t whether the world is chang-
ing, it’s how to respond. 

I am a third-generation farmer from north- 
central Montana. My wife, Sharla, and I 
farm the same land homesteaded by my 
grandparents a century ago, continuing a 
Montana tradition of making a living off the 
land. We’ve farmed this land for nearly 40 
years. 

For the average American, particularly 
those of us from rural America, the political 
conversation about climate change seems 
worlds away. For us, warmer winters and ex-
treme weather events are already presenting 
new challenges for our way of life. 

It’s an experience with climate change 
that too often goes unreported and over-
looked. But as a nation we must start paying 
attention, because the experiences of Amer-
ica’s farmers, ranchers, and sportsmen and 
women will change the debate if policy-
makers start listening. 

Scientists tell us that climate change will 
bring shorter, warmer and drier winters to 
Montana. I see it every time I get on my 
tractor. 

When I was younger, frequent bone-chilling 
winds whipped snow off the Rocky Mountain 
Front and brought bitterly cold days that 
reached -30 degrees. Today, we have only a 
handful of days that even reach 0 degrees. 
Changes in the weather are forcing Sharla 
and I to change how we operate our farm. It’s 
now more difficult to know when to plant to 
take advantage of the rains. 

Some might say the end of bitter winters 
will be a boon for Montana’s economy. But 
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with milder winters, we’ve seen the sawfly 
come out earlier to destroy our crops before 
they can be harvested. Montana’s deep 
freezes also used to kill off the pine bark 
beetle, which today kills millions of acres of 
trees across the American West. 

Those dead trees—many of which litter our 
National Forests—combined with historic 
drought to make 2012’s record-setting 
wildfires possible. Last year’s blazes, which 
burned Colorado suburbs, National Parks 
and more than 1 million acres in Montana, 
will become commonplace as the West con-
tinues to heat up. And I fear that epic 
droughts and floods will continue to be reg-
ular stories in the national news. 

Montana’s economy depends in part on the 
natural beauty of our state. Our outdoor 
economy generates nearly $6 billion each 
year. But decimated forests, wildfires and 
lost wildlife habitat put our outdoor econ-
omy at risk. 

Our economy also depends on our state’s 
number one industry: agriculture. Montana’s 
farmers and ranchers feed our state and our 
nation, but back-to-back years of record 
flooding and drought are testing even the 
hardiest of our producers. 

Montanans already understand that cli-
mate change is affecting our daily lives. The 
argument isn’t whether the world is chang-
ing, it’s how to respond. 

History will judge us based on what we do 
next. In the Senate, I am pushing to develop 
more sources of renewable energy. I still fill 
up my tractor with diesel fuel because there 
are no better options available, but by en-
couraging the development of wind, water, 
next-generation biofuels and other renew-
ables, we will create new jobs as we cut the 
emissions that warm our planet and increase 
our energy options. That’s why I introduced 
my Public Lands Renewable Energy Develop-
ment Act (http://www.wildlifemanagement 
institute.org/index.php?option=com_content 
&view=article&id=562:bipartisan-senate-bill- 
would-establish-renewable-energy-leasing- 
process&catid=34:ONB%20Articles&ltemid 
=54) to streamline the permitting for renew-
able energy projects on public lands. 

I’ve also proposed my Forest Jobs and 
Recreation Act (http://www.tester.senate.gov 
/?p=issue&id=70). For decades, conservation-
ists and loggers fought to control Montana’s 
forests while our trees became fodder for fire 
and infestation. My bill brought Montanans 
together to set aside some lands for recre-
ation while requiring logging in others. By 
better taking care of our forests, we will re-
duce the growing threat of wildfire. 

These are important steps, but achieving a 
comprehensive solution to climate change 
and energy development and use will require 
all Americans to work together before it’s 
too late. Last year was the hottest year on 
record (http://articles.washingtonpost.com/ 
2013-01-08/national/36207396_1_noaa-analysis- 
climate-change-thomas-r-karl) in the United 
States. We are increasingly victims of strong 
and frequent natural disasters that leave us 
struggling to pay for both prevention and re-
covery efforts. 

Folks in rural America are already adapt-
ing to the new realities brought by climate 
change. For farmers like me, it means er-
ratic weather is putting my ability to make 
a living off the land and produce food at risk. 

But for folks devastated by Hurricane 
Sandy or picking up the pieces from last 
year’s wildfires, the ongoing political debate 
over climate change is even more frus-
trating. They know action is needed. They’re 
calling for change. The only question is when 
we are going to listen. 

Jon Tester is the junior Senator from Mon-
tana. He and his wife, Sharla, still farm the 
1,800 acres his grandparents homesteaded in 
1912. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KING). The majority leader. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, before my 
friend leaves the floor, I appreciate 
very much him doing his utmost to 
keep our eye on the problem we have 
facing this country. We have no more 
important issue in the world than this 
issue, period. So I appreciate very 
much the Senator from Rhode Island 
keeping us focused on this. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I thank the ma-
jority leader. 

CLOTURE MOTION 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have a 

cloture motion at the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-

ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on S. 954, a bill to 
reauthorize agricultural programs through 
2018. 

Harry Reid, Debbie Stabenow, Amy Klo-
buchar, Christopher A. Coons, Sherrod 
Brown, Tom Harkin, Benjamin L. 
Cardin, Heidi Heitkamp, Patrick J. 
Leahy, Michael F. Bennet, Joe Don-
nelly, Al Franken, Max Baucus, Patty 
Murray, Tim Johnson, Mark Udall, Jon 
Tester. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT—S. 1003 AND 
S. 953 

CLOTURE MOTIONS 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that it be considered as 
if the following motions to proceed 
were made: motion to proceed to Cal-
endar No. 76, S. 1003, and motion to 
proceed to Calendar No. 74, S. 953; fur-
ther, that the cloture motions, which 
are at the desk, be reported in the 
order the motions were considered 
made; finally, that the mandatory 
quorum required under rule XXII be 
waived for these cloture motions and 
the cloture motion for S. 954. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The cloture motions having been pre-

sented under rule XXII, the Chair di-
rects the clerk to read the motions. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the mo-
tion to proceed to S. 1003, a bill to amend the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 to reset inter-
est rates for new student loans. 

Mitch McConnell, John Cornyn, Lamar 
Alexander, Kelly Ayotte, David Vitter, 
Thad Cochran, Orrin G. Hatch, John 
Thune, Rob Portman, Lisa Murkowski, 
Michael B. Enzi, John Barrasso, John 
McCain, Roger F. Wicker, Roy Blunt, 
Johnny Isakson, Daniel Coats. 

CLOTURE MOTION 
We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-

ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on the motion to 
proceed to Calendar No. 74, S. 953, a bill to 

amend the Higher Education Act of 1965 to 
extend the reduced interest rate for under-
graduate Federal Direct Stafford Loans, to 
modify required distribution rules for pen-
sions plans, to limit earnings stripping by 
expatriated entities, to provide for modifica-
tions related to the Oil Spill Liability Trust 
Fund, and for other purposes. 

Harry Reid, Jack Reed, Tom Harkin, 
Richard J. Durbin, Patty Murray, Ben-
jamin L. Cardin, Al Franken, Amy Klo-
buchar, Jeff Merkley, Jon Tester, 
Sherrod Brown, Barbara A. Mikulski, 
Robert P. Casey, Jr., Elizabeth Warren, 
Charles E. Schumer, Sheldon White-
house, Barbara Boxer. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that at 10 a.m. on 
Thursday, June 6, the Senate proceed 
to vote on the motion to invoke clo-
ture on S. 954; that upon the conclusion 
of that vote and notwithstanding clo-
ture having been invoked, if invoked, 
the Senate then proceed to vote on the 
motion to invoke cloture on the mo-
tion to proceed to Calendar No. 76, S. 
1003; that upon the conclusion of the 
vote and notwithstanding cloture hav-
ing been invoked, if invoked, the Sen-
ate proceed to vote on the motion to 
invoke cloture on the motion to pro-
ceed to Calendar No. 74, S. 953; that 
upon the conclusion of the vote and 
notwithstanding cloture having been 
invoked, if invoked, the Senate resume 
consideration of S. 954, postcloture, if 
cloture was invoked on the bill; that 
upon disposition of S. 954, if cloture 
had been invoked on one of the motions 
to proceed, the Senate then resume 
that motion to proceed postcloture; 
further, if cloture was invoked on both 
motions to proceed, the Senate con-
sider the motions, postcloture, in the 
order in which cloture was invoked; fi-
nally, if the motion to proceed to S. 
1003 is agreed to, and notwithstanding 
cloture having been invoked on the 
other motion to proceed to S. 953, the 
Senate resume the following motion to 
proceed, postcloture, upon disposition 
of S. 1003. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to a period of morning business with 
Senators permitted to speak for up to 
10 minutes each. 

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

f 

TRIBUTE TO KRYS BART 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I rise today 
to recognize the leadership of Krys 
Bart, the president and CEO of the 
Reno-Tahoe Airport Authority. Krys 
has worked at the airport authority for 
14 years and transformed the airport 
into a modern facility that welcomes 
visitors from across the United States 
and the world to Northern Nevada. 

Krys arrived in Northern Nevada in 
1998 at a turning point for the airport. 
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Decisions by the previous management 
team had negatively impacted em-
ployee morale and hurt the airport 
authority’s reputation in the commu-
nity. With her steady leadership, Krys 
focused on achievable goals to deliver 
results for airport passengers and im-
prove the airport authority’s reputa-
tion. Krys helped direct more than $500 
million in infrastructure upgrades at 
the airport, including upgrading run-
ways, taxiways, safety systems, and 
noise mitigation programs. I worked 
with Krys to secure more than $250 
million in Federal funding for Reno- 
Tahoe, including a new $27 million air 
traffic control tower. These infrastruc-
ture upgrades not only created jobs in 
Northern Nevada, but they also im-
proved the passenger experience for 
flyers. In fact, the Reno-Tahoe Airport 
was recognized as one of the top five 
most efficient airports in North Amer-
ica three times under Krys’ leadership. 

Krys’ reputation as an innovative Ne-
vada leader has been recognized on a 
national scale by major industry 
groups and associations. She was se-
lected by her peers to serve as the 
chair of the board of the American As-
sociation of Airport Executives, the 
largest airport association in the 
world. Krys is a frequent lecturer at 
international aviation conferences, 
sharing the best management practices 
from her time as an airport executive. 
In 2011, Krys received the Distin-
guished Service Award from the Amer-
ican Association of Airport Executives. 
In 2008, she was chair of the American 
Association of Airport Executives, and 
the Airport Revenue News named her 
the 2006 Airport Manager of the Year. 
These are just a few of the many 
awards and accomplishments that have 
followed Krys throughout her career, 
and it is a testament to the respect she 
has earned as one of the Nation’s great 
airport managers. 

Later this year, Krys will step down 
as the president of the Reno-Tahoe Air-
port Authority after a long and distin-
guished career in the aviation indus-
try. While Krys’ departure is a loss for 
the greater Reno community, her work 
to improve the airport and the greater 
community will benefit Nevadans for 
decades to come. I am pleased to recog-
nize Krys’ accomplishments before the 
Senate today and I wish her all the 
best in her retirement. 

f 

VOTE EXPLANATION 
Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 

was absent for the vote on an amend-
ment to S. 954 on Monday, June 3, 2013. 
Had I been present, I would have voted 
in favor of amendment No. 987. Alfalfa 
growers face unique risk management 
challenges and the amendment would 
require the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture to develop improved crop insur-
ance policies for this crop. 

I have been closely monitoring re-
ports of widespread loss of alfalfa in 
Minnesota this spring. Following last 
year’s drought, this loss of alfalfa is 

particularly troubling for cattle and 
dairy producers. I am working closely 
with the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture and Minnesota farmers to re-
move barriers for planting forages and 
also to expand opportunities for graz-
ing livestock on conservation program 
acres. I will continue to push for imme-
diate relief for Minnesota agriculture 
producers. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO CAPTAIN JAMES T. 
LOEBLEIN 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, today I 
honor a superb leader, liaison, and war-
rior. After more than 3 years of service 
as Director of the Navy Senate Liaison 
Office, CAPT James T. Loeblein is very 
deservedly moving on and moving up to 
assume the responsibilities of a rear 
admiral, lower half. On this occasion, I 
believe it is fitting to recognize Cap-
tain Loeblein’s distinguished service 
and dedication to fostering the rela-
tionship between the U.S. Navy and 
this Chamber. 

The captain is a 1985 graduate of the 
U.S. Naval Academy. In addition to 
serving as the executive officer of the 
USS John S. McCain DDG 56, he has 
held both command-at-sea and major 
command. Captain Loeblein has also 
served as executive assistant to com-
mander, U.S. Third Fleet, and as chief 
of staff and Maritime Operations Cen-
ter (MOC) director, U.S. Naval Forces 
Central Command/U.S. Fifth Fleet in 
Manama, Bahrain. Captain Loeblein re-
ported as director, Navy Senate Liai-
son, in May 2010. 

Over the course of the last 3 years, 
Captain Loeblein has led 37 congres-
sional delegations to 47 different coun-
tries. He has escorted 44 Members of 
Congress, 48 personal and professional 
staff members, and I have had the 
pleasure of traveling with Captain 
Loeblein on many of these trips. He has 
distinguished himself by going above 
and beyond the call of duty to facili-
tate and successfully execute each and 
every trip, despite any number of 
weather, aircraft, and diplomatic com-
plications. 

This Chamber will feel Captain 
Loeblein’s absence. I join many past 
and present Members of Congress in my 
gratitude and appreciation to Captain 
Loeblein for his outstanding leadership 
and his unwavering support of the mis-
sions of the U.S. Navy, the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee, Senate 
Select Committee on Intelligence, and 
others. I wish him and his wife CAPT 
Carol Loeblein ‘‘fair winds and fol-
lowing seas.’’ 

f 

OBSERVING PRIDE MONTH 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, when 
Governor Christine Gregoire signed the 
Washington State marriage equality 
bill into law last year, it was a day of 
joy for all of the loving, committed 
LGBT couples of Washington—and for 
all who love, respect, and support 

them. And when voters approved the 
law in a referendum last November, we 
showed the Nation once again that we 
can change the course of history and 
give true voice and meaning to the idea 
that all are created equal. This law 
takes us one important step closer to-
wards true equality for LGBT families 
across Washington State. It is proof of 
the incredible power a community can 
have when we come together to fight 
for equality. Washington is now 1 of 12 
States to have affirmed the right for 
LGBT couples to marry—an amazing 
sign of progress in our Nation. 

I am proud to work with my col-
leagues in the Senate to achieve equal 
rights for LGBT Americans in Wash-
ington State and across the country. 
Earlier this year, I joined 172 Members 
of the House of Representatives and 39 
Senators in filing an amicus brief to 
the U.S. Supreme Court in United 
States v. Windsor, arguing the Defense 
of Marriage Act is unconstitutional 
and should be struck down. And, as a 
senior member of the Senate Veterans’ 
Affairs Committee, I led a letter to 
Veterans Affairs Secretary Eric 
Shinseki calling for an expedited waiv-
er process to grant every same-sex 
spouse of a veteran burial rights in our 
national cemeteries. 

There is much to celebrate today, but 
still so much more to be done to ensure 
equal rights for LGBT Americans. As 
we look back upon our recent victories, 
we must also recommit to our efforts 
and harness the energy we used to 
achieve marriage equality last year to 
continue this fight. From our immigra-
tion and employment laws to our poli-
cies for veterans and military families, 
there is still plenty of work to be done 
to ensure all Americans, including 
members of our LGBT community, are 
treated equally. 

Equal protection under the law is a 
fundamental right in our country. No 
one should suffer discrimination be-
cause of their race, religion, national 
origin, age, sex, disability, sexual ori-
entation, or gender identity. Whether 
applying for a job, finding a home, eat-
ing in a restaurant, seeking credit, 
serving in our military, or attending 
school, we must ensure all citizens are 
treated fairly and equally. To me, the 
fight for equality for the LGBT com-
munity is a fight for what it means to 
be American. That is why Pride Month 
is so important. 

Each June, Pride Month brings our 
community together to honor diver-
sity, equality, and love. And this year, 
we can celebrate some truly historic 
gains as LGBT couples are finally able 
to express their commitment to each 
other in the same way so many other 
Washingtonians have throughout our 
State’s history—by joining in marriage 
and saying ‘‘I do.’’ 

Pride Month is a time to commemo-
rate our accomplishments and recharge 
for the fight ahead. We have many 
more opportunities to advance our ef-
forts in the coming months and years, 
and we will not give up until we have 
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achieved full equality under the law for 
all Washingtonians and all Americans. 
I wish to thank the countless organiza-
tions that have led us to the victories 
and accomplishments we celebrate in 
June. When we gather together in mo-
ments such as this, we speak with one 
unified voice for the cause of equality 
and give true meaning to our Founders’ 
belief that all are created equal. I am 
proud to fight for the LGBT commu-
nity in Washington and across the 
country, and I will continue to ensure 
the voices of LGBT Americans and 
their allies are heard in the United 
States Senate. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

RECOGNIZING COLORADO 
EXPORTERS 

∑ Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, today I 
wish to congratulate four outstanding 
businesses that have won the Presi-
dent’s ‘‘E’’ Award for their role in ad-
vancing Colorado’s export industry. 
The ‘‘E’’ Award was created by Presi-
dent John F. Kennedy in 1961 to recog-
nize companies that have made signifi-
cant contributions to increasing Amer-
ican exports. It is one of the highest 
honors an export company can receive. 

Many of these companies are small- 
and medium-sized firms—the lifeblood 
of our economy—and we can proudly 
say that of the 57 businesses honored, 4 
were from our home State of Colorado: 
Frederick Exports, World Trade Center 
Denver, Geotech Environmental Equip-
ment, and Lightning Eliminators. 
These innovative companies are 
strengthening our State’s economy, 
creating jobs, and paving the way for 
other businesses in the State inter-
ested in exporting their products and 
services overseas. 

In 2012, American exports hit an all- 
time record high of $2.2 trillion and 
Colorado exports increased by more 
than 10 percent growing to $8.1 billion. 
These businesses are a perfect example 
of how companies across the State can 
take advantage of this trend by tap-
ping the growing international market. 
These achievements not only benefit 
these individual businesses, but they 
increase economic development for our 
State. 

The World Trade Center Denver and 
Frederick Export, both based in Den-
ver, were honored for assisting and fa-
cilitating export activities. The World 
Trade Center Denver educates busi-
nesses throughout the Rocky Mountain 
region about international trade and 
connects these businesses to the more 
than 300 World Trade Centers located 
in 100 countries. With over 250 members 
locally, the World Trade Center Denver 
has helped countless local businesses 
expand their markets and build stra-
tegic partnerships. 

Frederick Export is an export man-
agement company that has success-
fully helped more businesses in Colo-
rado export their products and services 

abroad and grow their customer base. 
Companies represented by Frederick 
Export have seen growth of 20 percent 
or more each year. 

Denver-based Geotech Environmental 
Equipment and Boulder-based Light-
ening Eliminators were recognized for 
showing sustained export growth. 
Lightning Eliminators, a leading sup-
plier of lightning protection and pre-
vention products and services, has 
grown its exports by nearly 200 percent 
over the past 4 years. Lightning Elimi-
nators exports its innovative, patented 
lightning protection technology to 
such faraway places as Bangladesh, Ni-
geria, and Taiwan. 

Geotech Environment Equipment 
provides quality environmental equip-
ment to more than 20,000 companies 
worldwide and employs almost 100 peo-
ple. Its exports have grown 40 percent 
over the past 4 years. 

The pioneering spirit and innovative 
nature of Coloradans like these are 
spurring new job growth, driving our 
economy, and moving our State for-
ward. I join the White House in hon-
oring the contributions these compa-
nies have made to both Colorado and 
the country. I look forward to seeing 
their future progress and thank them 
for the vital part they have played in 
helping our State thrive.∑ 

f 

RECOGNIZING EXCEPTIONAL 
NEVADA STUDENTS 

∑ Mr. HELLER. Mr. President, today I 
wish to recognize three of Nevada’s 
brightest students—Caolinn Mejza, 
Sharon Fang, and Justin Joseph—for 
earning the prestigious title of Presi-
dential Scholar from the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education. Presidential schol-
ars are chosen for outstanding test 
scores, essays, grades, and community 
service commitments. 

The White House Commission on 
Presidential Scholars named only 141 
scholars throughout the United States 
this year. Caolinn Mejza, who attends 
the Las Vegas Academy of Inter-
national Studies, Performing & Visual 
Arts, Sharon Fang of Clark High 
School, and Justin Joseph of Valley 
High School will represent Nevada as 
our State’s winners. Each Presidential 
scholar will receive a medallion at a 
ceremony on June 16 in Washington, 
DC. 

While honoring these students’ aca-
demic achievements, it is also impor-
tant to recognize the value and impor-
tance of education in our State. We 
must continue to support teachers and 
to improve our education system for 
students at all stages. I am dedicated 
to increasing the quality of education 
and ensuring that every student grad-
uates prepared to enter college or the 
workforce. 

On behalf of the residents of the Sil-
ver State, I am proud to recognize 
Caolinn, Sharon, and Justin for their 
accomplishments and their contribu-
tions to our State. They are undoubt-
edly some of the finest and most tal-

ented students in Nevada. Today, I ask 
my colleagues to join me in congratu-
lating these exceptional young Nevad-
ans.∑ 

f 

CONGRATULATING CEASAR 
SALICCHI 

∑ Mr. HELLER. Mr. President, today I 
wish to congratulate Ceasar Salicchi 
for being named a Distinguished Ne-
vadan by the Nevada System of Higher 
Education Board of Regents during the 
commencement ceremony at the Uni-
versity of Nevada, Reno, UNR. Mr. 
Salicchi is a military veteran and ad-
vocate for people with disabilities. He 
is truly deserving of this prestigious 
honor, which is awarded to current and 
former Nevadans who have made sig-
nificant contributions to the cultural, 
economic, and scientific or social ad-
vancement of Nevada and its people. 

Mr. Salicchi served in the U.S. Army 
from 1946 to 1947. After he contracted 
polio at the age of 25 in 1952, he became 
an advocate for others with disabil-
ities. He is a founding member of the 
Elko Association for Retarded Chil-
dren, established in 1969, and served as 
the office manager for Elko General 
Hospital from 1962 to 1970. Mr. Salicchi 
went on to serve four different Nevada 
Governors as a committee member for 
the Developmental Disabilities Act as 
well as the Employ the Handicapped 
Act. His lifetime dedication to serving 
those with disabilities is inspiring. 

Not only is Mr. Salicchi a strong ad-
vocate and proponent for those with 
disabilities, but he is also a dedicated 
public servant. He has served the peo-
ple and community of Elko County 
with dignity and honor as the county 
treasurer from 1971 to 2006. 

Today, I ask my colleagues to join 
me in congratulating Ceasar Salicchi 
for his accomplishments and contribu-
tions to Nevada. I hope Mr. Salicchi’s 
example of public service and advocacy 
will be an example to all of us of the 
power that one individual can have on 
the positive progression of the Silver 
State and its people. He is a truly a 
distinguished Nevadan and has earned 
our admiration and gratitude.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO ARTHUR H. WILSON 
∑ Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I rise 
to ask that this body pay high tribute 
to an outstanding leader and trusted 
advocate for our nation’s injured and 
ill veterans, their families, and sur-
vivors. I am referring to Arthur H. Wil-
son, the chief executive officer and na-
tional adjutant of the Disabled Amer-
ican Veterans. Mr. Wilson, after dedi-
cating 47 years of service to our na-
tion’s veterans, is retiring as leader of 
that august group of 1.2 million vet-
erans. His steadfast devotion and dedi-
cation in leading DAV has made the or-
ganization the Nation’s premier vet-
erans service organization offering as-
sistance, compassion, and support to 
our injured heroes. 

DAV is a service organization rep-
resenting the brave men and women 
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who have suffered and survived war-
time military service. Founded in 1920 
by those wounded in World War I, DAV 
has been a devoted advocate for 92 
years on behalf of those who have sac-
rificed for our freedom. 

Mr. Wilson served with distinction in 
the U.S. Air Force as a runway con-
struction specialist from 1962 to 1966, 
including service in Southeast Asia. He 
joined DAV as a national service offi-
cer trainee in Atlanta following his 
honorable discharge in 1966. He was 
subsequently assigned as a national 
service officer in Buffalo, NY, and 
Philadelphia, PA, and later held super-
visory positions in DAV’s national ap-
peals office at the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs’ Board of Veterans Ap-
peals in Washington, DC, in 1974. 

In 1976, Mr. Wilson was promoted to 
management duties at DAV’s National 
Service and Legislative Headquarters 
in Washington, DC, serving for 12 years 
as national service director before 
being appointed Executive Director of 
the Washington headquarters in 1993. 

For the past 19 years, Mr. Wilson has 
served as national adjutant and chief 
executive Officer of DAV. 

He is retiring from his distinguished 
career as only the sixth national adju-
tant in the history of the organization. 
He also serves as president of the Dis-
abled Veterans’ LIFE Memorial Foun-
dation working to build the American 
Veterans Disabled for Life Memorial in 
Washington, DC, and is a member of 
the board of trustees of the USS In-
trepid Museum Foundation. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in ex-
tending our nation’s thanks to Arthur 
Wilson for his dedication and commit-
ment to our nation’s veterans and his 
leadership of DAV. His devotion to 
America’s wartime heroes serves as a 
brilliant example to all citizens of our 
nation.∑ 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Pate, one of his sec-
retaries. 

f 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The messages received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

At 12:25 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bills, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 126. An act to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to enter into an agreement to 

provide for management of the free-roaming 
wild horses in and around the Currituck Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge. 

H.R. 885. An act to expand the boundary of 
the San Antonio Missions National Histor-
ical Park, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 1206. An act to grant the Secretary of 
the Interior permanent authority to author-
ize States to issue electronic duck stamps, 
and for other purposes. 

H.R. 1919. An act to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act with respect 
to the pharmaceutical distribution supply 
chain, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following bill, 
without amendment: 

S. 622. An act to amend the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to reauthorize user 
fee programs relating to new animal drugs 
and generic new animal drugs. 

The message further announced that 
the House has agreed to the following 
resolution: 

H. Res. 242. Resolution relative to the 
death of the Honorable Frank R. Lautenberg, 
a Senator from the State of New Jersey. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bills were read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 885. An act to expand the boundary of 
San Antonio Missions National Historical 
Park, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

H.R. 1206. An act to grant the Secretary of 
the Interior permanent authority to author-
ize States to issue electronic duck stamps, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

H.R. 1919. An act to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act with respect 
to the pharmaceutical distribution supply 
chain, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

f 

MEASURES DISCHARGED 

The following bill was discharged 
from the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs, and referred as 
indicated: 

S. 993; A bill to authorize and request the 
President to award the Medal of Honor to 
James Megellas, formerly of Fond du Lac, 
Wisconsin, and currently of Colleyville, 
Texas, for acts of valor on January 28, 1945, 
during the Battle of the Bulge in World War 
II; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

f 

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–1732. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘United States Standards for Grades 
of Almonds in the Shell’’ (Docket No. AMS– 
FV–11–0046) received during adjournment of 
the Senate in the Office of the President of 
the Senate on May 28, 2013; to the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–1733. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-

ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Pork Promotion, Research, and Con-
sumer Information Program; Section 610 Re-
view’’ (Docket No. AMS–LS–07–0143) received 
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on May 28, 
2013; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry. 

EC–1734. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Lamb Promotion, Research, and In-
formation Order; Amendment to the Order to 
Raise the Assessment Rate’’ (Docket No. 
AMS–LS–11–0038) received during adjourn-
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on May 28, 2013; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

EC–1735. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Mandatory Country of Origin Label-
ing of Beef, Pork, Lamb, Chicken, Goat 
Meat, Wild and Farm-Raised Fish and Shell-
fish, Perishable Agricultural Commodities, 
Peanuts, Pecans, Ginseng, and Macadamia 
Nuts’’ (Docket No. AMS–LS–13–0004) received 
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on May 28, 
2013; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry. 

EC–1736. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Revision of Regulations Defining 
Bona Fide Cotton Spot Markets’’ (Docket 
No. AMS–CN–12–0024) received during ad-
journment of the Senate in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on May 28, 2013; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC–1737. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Milk in the Northeast and Other Mar-
keting Areas; Order Amending the Orders’’ 
(Docket No. AMS–DA–07–0026; AO–14–A77) re-
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
May 28, 2013; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–1738. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Milk in the Northeast and Other Mar-
keting Areas; Termination of Proceeding on 
Proposed Amendments to Tentative Mar-
keting Agreements and Orders’’ (Docket No. 
AMS–DA–13–0016; AO–14–A74) received during 
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on May 28, 2013; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC–1739. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Cranberries Grown in States of Mas-
sachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, New 
Jersey, Wisconsin, Michigan, Minnesota, Or-
egon, Washington, and Long Island in the 
State of New York; Changing Reporting Re-
quirements’’ (Docket No. AMS–FV–12–0002; 
FV12–929–1 FIR) received during adjourn-
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on May 28, 2013; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

EC–1740. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Oranges and Grapefruit Grown in 
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Lower Rio Grande Valley in Texas; Increased 
Assessment Rate’’ (Docket No. AMS–FV–12– 
0038; FV12–906–1 FR) received during adjourn-
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on May 28, 2013; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

EC–1741. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Pears Grown in Oregon and Wash-
ington; Committee Membership Reappor-
tionment for Processed Pears’’ (Docket No. 
AMS–FV–12–0032; FV12–927–3 FR) received 
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on May 28, 
2013; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry. 

EC–1742. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Pears Grown in Oregon and Wash-
ington; Modification of the Assessment Rate 
for Fresh Pears’’ (Docket No. AMS–FV–12– 
0030; FV12–927–1 FR) received during adjourn-
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on May 28, 2013; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

EC–1743. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Onions Grown in South Texas; In-
creased Assessment Rate’’ (Docket No. AMS– 
FV–12–0039; FV12–959–1 FR) received during 
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on May 28, 2013; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC–1744. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Irish Potatoes Grown in Colorado; 
Modification of the Handling Regulation for 
Area No. 2’’ (Docket No. AMS–FV–12–0043; 
FV12–948–1 FIR) received during adjourn-
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on May 28, 2013; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

EC–1745. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Irish Potatoes Grown in Washington; 
Decreased Assessment Rate’’ (Docket No. 
AMS–FV–13–0010; FV13–946–1 IR) received 
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on May 28, 
2013; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry. 

EC–1746. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Domestic Dates Produced or Packed 
in Riverside County, California; Decreased 
Assessment Rate’’ (Docket No. AMS–FV–12– 
0035; FV12–987–1 FIR) received during ad-
journment of the Senate in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on May 28, 2013; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC–1747. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Olives Grown in California; De-
creased Assessment Rate’’ (Docket No. AMS– 
FV–12–0076; FV13–932–1 IR) received during 
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on May 28, 2013; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC–1748. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Oranges, Grapefruit, Tangerines, and 
Tangelos Grown in Florida; Redistricting 
and Reapportionment of Grower Members, 
and Changing the Qualifications for Grower 
Membership on the Citrus Administrative 
Committee’’ (Docket No. AMS–FV–11–0076; 
FV11–905–1 FR) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on May 28, 2013; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry. 

EC–1749. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Pears Grown in Oregon and Wash-
ington; Assessment Rate Decrease for Proc-
essed Pears’’ (Docket No. AMS–FV–12–0031; 
FV12–927–2 FIR) received during adjourn-
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on May 28, 2013; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

EC–1750. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Apricots Grown in Designated Coun-
ties in Washington; Temporary Suspension 
of Handling Regulations’’ (Docket No. AMS– 
FV–12–0028; FV12–922–2 FIR) received during 
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on May 28, 2013; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC–1751. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Marketing Order Regulating the Han-
dling of Spearmint Oil Produced in the Far 
West; Revision of the Salable Quantity and 
Allotment Percentage for Class 1 (Scotch) 
and Class 3 (Native) Spearmint Oil for the 
2012–2013 Marketing Year’’ (Docket No. AMS– 
FV–11–0088; FV12–985–1A FIR) received during 
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on May 28, 2013; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC–1752. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Vidalia Onions Grown in Georgia; 
Change in Reporting and Assessment Re-
quirements’’ (Docket No. AMS–FV–12–0071; 
FV13–955–1 IR) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on May 28, 2013; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry. 

EC–1753. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Irish Potatoes Grown in Colorado; 
Reestablishment of Membership on the Colo-
rado Potato Administrative Committee, 
Area No. 2’’ (Docket No. AMS–FV–12–0044; 
FV12–948–2 FR) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on May 28, 2013; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry. 

EC–1754. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Oranges, Grapefruit, Tangerines, and 
Tangelos Grown in Florida; Relaxing Size 
and Grade Requirements on Valencia and 
Other Late Type Oranges’’ (Docket No. 
AMS–FV–13–0009; FV13–905–2 IR) received 

during adjournment of the Senate in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on May 28, 
2013; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry. 

EC–1755. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Sweet Cherries Grown in Designated 
Counties in Washington; Decreased Assess-
ment Rate’’ (Docket No. AMS–FV–12–0026; 
FV12–923–1 FIR) received during adjourn-
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on May 28, 2013; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

EC–1756. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Tomatoes Grown in Florida; De-
creased Assessment Rate’’ (Docket No. AMS– 
FV–12–0051; FV12–966–1 FIR) received during 
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on May 28, 2013; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC–1757. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Oranges, Grapefruit, Tangerines, and 
Tangelos Grown in Florida; Increased Assess-
ment Rate’’ (Docket No. AMS–FV–12–0045; 
FV12–905–1 FR) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on May 28, 2013; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry. 

EC–1758. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Apricots Grown in Designated Coun-
ties in Washington; Decreased Assessment 
Rate’’ (Docket No. AMS–FV–12–0027; FV12– 
922–1 FIR) received during adjournment of 
the Senate in the Office of the President of 
the Senate on May 28, 2013; to the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–1759. 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 ‘‘Azoxystrobin; Pesticide Tolerance; 
Technical Correction’’ (FRL No. 9387–4) re-
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
May 29, 2013; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–1760. 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 ‘‘Guarhydroxypropyltrimethyl- 
ammonium chloride; Exemption from the 
Requirement of a Tolerance’’ (FRL No. 9387– 
2) received during adjournment of the Senate 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on May 29, 2013; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–1761. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Core Principles 
and Other Requirements for Swap Execution 
Facilities’’ (RIN3038–AD18) received during 
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on May 30, 2013; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC–1762. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Procedures to 
Establish Appropriate Minimum Block Sizes 
for Large Notional Off-Facility Swaps and 
Block Trades’’ (RIN3038–AD08) received dur-
ing adjournment of the Senate in the Office 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:52 Jun 05, 2013 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00039 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A04JN6.007 S04JNPT1rf
re

de
ric

k 
on

 D
S

K
6S

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES3954 June 4, 2013 
of the President of the Senate on May 30, 
2013; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry. 

EC–1763. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Tech-
nology and Logistics), transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, Selected Acquisition Reports 
(SARs) for the quarter ending December 31, 
2012 (DCN OSS 2013–0764); to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

EC–1764. A communication from the Acting 
Under Secretary of Defense (Personnel and 
Readiness), transmitting the report of two 
(2) officers authorized to wear the insignia of 
the grade of major general and brigadier gen-
eral, respectively, in accordance with title 
10, United States Code, section 777; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–1765. A communication from the Acting 
Under Secretary of Defense (Personnel and 
Readiness), transmitting a report on the ap-
proved retirement of Vice Admiral Joseph D. 
Kernan, United States Navy, and his ad-
vancement to the grade of vice admiral on 
the retired list; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

EC–1766. 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 2014; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. 

EC–1767. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the six-month periodic report on 
the national emergency with respect to 
blocking property of the Government of the 
Russian Federation relating to the disposi-
tion of highly enriched uranium extracted 
from nuclear weapons that was declared in 
Executive Order 13617 of June 25, 2012; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

EC–1768. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the six-month periodic report on 
the national emergency with respect to 
North Korea that was declared in Executive 
Order 13466 of June 26, 2008; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs. 

EC–1769. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Board of Governors, Federal Re-
serve System, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a report entitled ‘‘Report to the Congress on 
the Profitability of Credit Card Operations of 
Depository Institutions’’; to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–1770. A communication from the Attor-
ney, Legal Division, Bureau of Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amend-
ments to the 2013 Escrows Final Rule under 
the Truth in Lending Act (Regulation Z)’’ 
((RIN3170–AA37) (Docket No. CFPB–2013– 
0009)) received during adjournment of the 
Senate in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on May 29, 2013; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–1771. 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 and Designation of Areas 
for Air Quality Planning Purposes; State of 
California; Redesignation of San Diego Coun-
ty to Attainment for the 1997 8-Hour Ozone 
Standard’’ (FRL No. 9818–1) received during 
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on May 29, 2013; 
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works. 

EC–1772. 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 ‘‘Oklahoma: Final Authorization of 
State Hazardous Waste Management Pro-
gram Revision’’ (FRL No. 9817–6) received 
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on May 29, 
2013; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

EC–1773. 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 ‘‘United States - Korea Free Trade 
Agreement’’ (RIN1515–AD86) received during 
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on May 28, 2013; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–1774. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Political- 
Military Affairs, Department of State, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, an addendum to a 
certification, transmittal number: DDTC 13– 
090, of the proposed sale or export of defense 
articles and/or defense services to a Middle 
East country regarding any possible affects 
such a sale might have relating to Israel’s 
Qualitative Military Edge over military 
threats to Israel; to the Committee on For-
eign Relations. 

EC–1775. A joint communication from the 
Secretary of Defense and the Chairman of 
the Joints Chiefs of Staff, transmitting a re-
quest relative to distinguished visitor trips 
to Afghanistan for the period of June 1 
through October 1, 2013; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

EC–1776. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to section 36(c) of the 
Arms Export Control Act (DDTC 13–064); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC–1777. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to section 36(c) of the 
Arms Export Control Act (DDTC 13–026); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC–1778. A communication from the Assist-
ant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to the 
Case-Zablocki Act, 1 U.S.C. 112b, as amended, 
the report of the texts and background state-
ments of international agreements, other 
than treaties (List 2013–0084 - 2013–0098); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC–1779. A communication from the Presi-
dent and CEO of the African Development 
Foundation, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the Foundation’s Congressional Budget Jus-
tification for fiscal year 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

EC–1780. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Office of Special Education 
and Rehabilitative Services, Department of 
Education, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Final Priority; 
Technical Assistance to Improve State Data 
Capacity—National Technical Assistance 
Center to Improve State Capacity to Accu-
rately Collect and Report IDEA Data’’ 
(CFDA No. 84.373Y) received during adjourn-
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on May 29, 2013; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

EC–1781. A communication from the Acting 
Chief Policy Officer, Legislative and Regu-
latory Department, Pension Benefit Guar-
anty Corporation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Benefits 
Payable in Terminated Single-Employer 
Plans; Interest Assumptions for Valuing and 
Paying Benefits’’ (29 CFR Part 4022) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on May 23, 2013; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–1782. A communication from the White 
House Liaison, Department of Health and 

Human Services, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to a vacancy in the po-
sition of General Counsel, Department of 
Health and Human Services, received during 
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on May 29, 2013; 
to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

f 

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 Mrs. HAGAN (for herself, Mrs. MUR-
RAY, and Ms. BALDWIN): 

S. 1087. A bill to award grants to encourage 
State educational agencies, local edu-
cational agencies, and schools to utilize 
technology to improve student achievement 
and college and career readiness, the skills 
of teachers and school leaders, and the effi-
ciency and productivity of education sys-
tems at all levels; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. FRANKEN (for himself, Mrs. 
MURRAY, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. 
CASEY, Mr. LEAHY, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. 
BEGICH, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. UDALL of 
New Mexico, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE, Mr. BENNET, Mr. SAND-
ERS, Mr. HARKIN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. 
BROWN, Mr. COWAN, Ms. WARREN, 
Mrs. HAGAN, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr. 
COONS, Mr. MURPHY, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, 
Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. SCHATZ, Mr. HEIN-
RICH, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mr. REED, Mr. UDALL of Colo-
rado, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. CARDIN, and 
Mr. MERKLEY): 

S. 1088. A bill to end discrimination based 
on actual or perceived sexual orientation or 
gender identity in public schools, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. 
MANCHIN, Ms. MURKOWSKI, and Mr. 
BOOZMAN): 

S. 1089. A bill to provide for a prescription 
drug take-back program for members of the 
Armed Forces and veterans, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

By Mr. RUBIO: 
S. 1090. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to consolidate the current 
education tax incentives into one credit 
against income tax for higher education ex-
penses, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Ms. MIKULSKI: 
S. 1091. A bill to provide for the issuance of 

an Alzheimer’s Disease Research Semipostal 
Stamp; to the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs. 

By Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself, Mrs. 
MCCASKILL, and Mr. SCHATZ): 

S. 1092. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to require an Inspector General 
investigation of allegations of retaliatory 
personnel actions taken in response to mak-
ing protected communications regarding sex-
ual assault; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. COCHRAN: 
S. 1093. A bill to designate the facility of 

the United States Postal Service located at 
130 Caldwell Drive in Hazlehurst, Mississippi, 
as the ‘‘First Lieutenant Alvin Chester 
Cockrell, Jr. Post Office Building’’; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs. 

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Ms. MI-
KULSKI, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. SANDERS, 
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Mr. CASEY, Mrs. HAGAN, Mr. 
FRANKEN, Mr. BENNET, Mr. WHITE-
HOUSE, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. MURPHY, 
and Ms. WARREN): 

S. 1094. A bill to amend the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. UDALL of New Mexico (for 
himself and Mr. HEINRICH): 

S. 1095. A bill to amend the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act in order to 
limit the penalties to a State that does not 
meet its maintenance of effort level of fund-
ing to a one-time penalty; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, and Ms. COLLINS): 

S. 1096. A bill to establish an Office of 
Rural Education Policy in the Department of 
Education; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. PAUL: 
S. Res. 159. A resolution expressing the 

sense of the Senate condemning the tar-
geting of Tea Party groups by the Internal 
Revenue Service and calling for an investiga-
tion; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. REID: 
S. Res. 160. A resolution relative to the me-

morial observances of the Honorable Frank 
R. Lautenberg, late a Senator from the State 
of New Jersey; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself, Mr. 
REID, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. ALEX-
ANDER, Ms. AYOTTE, Ms. BALDWIN, 
Mr. BARRASSO, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. 
BEGICH, Mr. BENNET, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. BOOZ-
MAN, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BROWN, Mr. 
BURR, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. CARDIN, 
Mr. CARPER, Mr. CASEY, Mr. CHAM-
BLISS, Mr. COATS, Mr. COBURN, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. COONS, 
Mr. CORKER, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. COWAN, 
Mr. CRAPO, Mr. CRUZ, Mr. DONNELLY, 
Mr. DURBIN, Mr. ENZI, Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN, Mrs. FISCHER, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. 
FRANKEN, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. GRA-
HAM, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mrs. HAGAN, Mr. 
HARKIN, Mr. HATCH, Mr. HEINRICH, 
Ms. HEITKAMP, Mr. HELLER, Ms. 
HIRONO, Mr. HOEVEN, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. 
ISAKSON, Mr. JOHANNS, Mr. JOHNSON 
of Wisconsin, Mr. JOHNSON of South 
Dakota, Mr. KAINE, Mr. KING, Mr. 
KIRK, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Ms. LANDRIEU, 
Mr. LEAHY, Mr. LEE, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 
MANCHIN, Mr. MCCAIN, Mrs. MCCAS-
KILL, Mr. MERKLEY, Ms. MIKULSKI, 
Mr. MORAN, Ms. MURKOWSKI, Mr. 
MURPHY, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. NELSON, 
Mr. PAUL, Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. PRYOR, 
Mr. REED, Mr. RISCH, Mr. ROBERTS, 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. RUBIO, Mr. 
SANDERS, Mr. SCHATZ, Mr. SCHUMER, 
Mr. SCOTT, Mr. SESSIONS, Mrs. SHA-
HEEN, Mr. SHELBY, Ms. STABENOW, 
Mr. TESTER, Mr. THUNE, Mr. TOOMEY, 
Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr. UDALL of 
New Mexico, Mr. VITTER, Mr. WAR-
NER, Ms. WARREN, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
Mr. WICKER, and Mr. WYDEN): 

S. Res. 161. A resolution relative to the 
death of the Honorable Frank R. Lautenberg, 
Senator from the State of New Jersey; con-
sidered and agreed to. 

By Mr. BLUMENTHAL (for himself, 
Mr. CHAMBLISS, and Mr. MURPHY): 

S. Res. 162. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate with respect to childhood 
stroke and recognizing May 2013 as ‘‘Na-
tional Pediatric Stroke Awareness Month’’; 
considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. REID: 
S. Con. Res. 18. A concurrent resolution 

providing for the use of the catafalque situ-
ated in the Exhibition Hall of the Capitol 
Visitor Center in connection with memorial 
services to be conducted in the United States 
Senate Chamber for the Honorable Frank R. 
Lautenberg, late a Senator from the State of 
New Jersey; considered and agreed to. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 104 

At the request of Mr. VITTER, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAPO) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
104, a bill to provide for congressional 
approval of national monuments and 
restricts on the use of national monu-
ments. 

S. 267 

At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added 
as a cosponsor of S. 267, a bill to pre-
vent, deter, and eliminate illegal, unre-
ported and unregulated fishing through 
port State measures. 

S. 269 

At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added 
as a cosponsor of S. 269, a bill to estab-
lish uniform administrative and en-
forcement authorities for the enforce-
ment of the High Seas Driftnet Fishing 
Moratorium Protection Act and simi-
lar statutes, and for other purposes. 

S. 316 

At the request of Mr. SANDERS, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Ms. LANDRIEU) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 316, a bill to recalculate and 
restore retirement annuity obligations 
of the United States Postal Service, to 
eliminate the requirement that the 
United States Postal Service prefund 
the Postal Service Retiree Health Ben-
efits Fund, to place restrictions on the 
closure of postal facilities, to create in-
centives for innovation for the United 
States Postal Service, to maintain lev-
els of postal service, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 360 

At the request of Mr. UDALL of New 
Mexico, the name of the Senator from 
Montana (Mr. BAUCUS) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 360, a bill to amend the 
Public Lands Corps Act of 1993 to ex-
pand the authorization of the Secre-
taries of Agriculture, Commerce, and 
the Interior to provide service opportu-
nities for young Americans; help re-
store the nation’s natural, cultural, 
historic, archaeological, recreational 
and scenic resources; train a new gen-
eration of public land managers and en-
thusiasts; and promote the value of 
public service. 

S. 381 

At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 

(Mr. BARRASSO) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 381, a bill to award a Congres-
sional Gold Medal to the World War II 
members of the ‘‘Doolittle Tokyo Raid-
ers’’, for outstanding heroism, valor, 
skill, and service to the United States 
in conducting the bombings of Tokyo. 

S. 397 
At the request of Mr. NELSON, the 

names of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) and the Senator 
from Rhode Island (Mr. WHITEHOUSE) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 397, a 
bill to posthumously award a Congres-
sional Gold Medal to Lena Horne in 
recognition of her achievements and 
contributions to American culture and 
the civil rights movement. 

S. 403 
At the request of Mr. CASEY, the 

names of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN), the Senator from 
Rhode Island (Mr. WHITEHOUSE) and the 
Senator from Maryland (Mr. CARDIN) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 403, a 
bill to amend the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 to address 
and take action to prevent bullying 
and harassment of students. 

S. 462 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 

names of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
MERKLEY), the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. COONS) and the Senator from New 
York (Mr. SCHUMER) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 462, a bill to enhance the 
strategic partnership between the 
United States and Israel. 

S. 500 
At the request of Mr. SANDERS, the 

name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
MERKLEY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 500, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to apply payroll 
taxes to remuneration and earnings 
from self-employment up to the con-
tribution and benefit base and to remu-
neration in excess of $250,000. 

S. 557 
At the request of Mrs. HAGAN, the 

name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
BEGICH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
557, a bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to improve access 
to medication therapy management 
under part D of the Medicare program. 

S. 596 
At the request of Mr. THUNE, the 

name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
596, a bill to establish pilot projects 
under the Medicare program to provide 
incentives for home health agencies to 
furnish remote patient monitoring 
services that reduce expenditures 
under such program. 

S. 650 
At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the 

name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
CHAMBLISS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 650, a bill to amend title XXVII of 
the Public Health Service Act to pre-
serve consumer and employer access to 
licensed independent insurance pro-
ducers. 

S. 669 
At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 

name of the Senator from Wyoming 
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(Mr. ENZI) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 669, a bill to make permanent the In-
ternal Revenue Service Free File pro-
gram. 

S. 699 
At the request of Mr. BLUNT, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
699, a bill to reallocate Federal judge-
ships for the courts of appeals, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 728 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 

name of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 728, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend 
the exclusion from gross income for 
employer-provided health coverage for 
employees’ spouses and dependent chil-
dren to coverage provided to other eli-
gible designated beneficiaries of em-
ployees. 

S. 783 
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 

name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAPO) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
783, a bill to amend the Helium Act to 
improve helium stewardship, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 789 
At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 

name of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. CARPER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 789, a bill to grant the Congres-
sional Gold Medal, collectively, to the 
First Special Service Force, in recogni-
tion of its superior service during 
World War II. 

S. 820 
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 

name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 820, a bill to provide for a uni-
form national standard for the housing 
and treatment of egg-laying hens, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 842 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 

names of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. FRANKEN) and the Senator from 
West Virginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 842, a bill to 
amend title XVIII of the Social Secu-
rity Act to provide for an extension of 
the Medicare-dependent hospital 
(MDH) program and the increased pay-
ments under the Medicare low-volume 
hospital program. 

S. 871 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 

names of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
MERKLEY) and the Senator from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. CASEY) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 871, a bill to amend title 
10, United States Code, to enhance as-
sistance for victims of sexual assault 
committed by members of the Armed 
Forces, and for other purposes. 

S. 888 
At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, the 

name of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. BAUCUS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 888, a bill to provide end user ex-
emptions from certain provisions of the 
Commodity Exchange Act and the Se-
curities Exchange Act of 1934. 

S. 896 

At the request of Mr. BEGICH, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. WHITEHOUSE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 896, a bill to amend title 
II of the Social Security Act to repeal 
the Government pension offset and 
windfall elimination provisions. 

S. 918 

At the request of Mr. COONS, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 918, a bill to award grants in 
order to establish longitudinal personal 
college readiness and savings online 
platforms for low-income students. 

S. 953 

At the request of Mr. REED, the 
names of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. HEINRICH) and the Senator from 
Maryland (Ms. MIKULSKI) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 953, a bill to amend the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 to extend 
the reduced interest rate for under-
graduate Federal Direct Stafford 
Loans, to modify required distribution 
rules for pension plans, to limit earn-
ings stripping by expatriated entities, 
to provide for modifications related to 
the Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 967 

At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the names of the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. MERKLEY) and the Senator from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. CASEY) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 967, a bill to amend 
title 10, United States Code, to modify 
various authorities relating to proce-
dures for courts-martial under the Uni-
form Code of Military Justice, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 971 

At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
names of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. BOOZMAN), the Senator from 
Maine (Mr. KING), the Senator from 
Maine (Ms. COLLINS) and the Senator 
from Minnesota (Ms. KLOBUCHAR) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 971, a bill to 
amend the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act to exempt the conduct of 
silvicultural activities from national 
pollutant discharge elimination system 
permitting requirements. 

S. 988 

At the request of Mr. LEE, the names 
of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
PORTMAN) and the Senator from South 
Carolina (Mr. SCOTT) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 988, a bill to provide for 
an accounting of total United States 
contributions to the United Nations. 

S. 1007 

At the request of Mr. KING, the name 
of the Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mrs. SHAHEEN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1007, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to include bio-
mass heating appliances for tax credits 
available for energy-efficient building 
property and energy property. 

S. 1009 

At the request of Mr. VITTER, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. PRYOR) was added as a cosponsor 

of S. 1009, a bill to reauthorize and 
modernize the Toxic Substances Con-
trol Act, and for other purposes. 

S. 1012 
At the request of Mr. BLUNT, the 

name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. BOXER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1012, a bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to improve op-
erations of recovery auditors under the 
Medicare integrity program, to in-
crease transparency and accuracy in 
audits conducted by contractors, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 1035 
At the request of Mr. KING, the name 

of the Senator from Montana (Mr. 
TESTER) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1035, a bill to require an independent 
alternative analysis of the consider-
ation of the use of targeted lethal force 
against a particular, known United 
States person knowingly engaged in 
acts of international terrorism against 
the United States and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 1038 
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 

name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1038, a bill to eliminate racial profiling 
by law enforcement, and for other pur-
poses. 

S.J. RES. 15 
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 

name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
MERKLEY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S.J. Res. 15, a joint resolution remov-
ing the deadline for the ratification of 
the equal rights amendment. 

S. RES. 154 
At the request of Mr. HOEVEN, the 

name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 154, a resolution supporting polit-
ical reform in Iran and for other pur-
poses. 

S. RES. 157 
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the 

name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 157, a resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate that telephone 
service must be improved in rural areas 
of the United States and that no entity 
may unreasonably discriminate against 
telephone users in those areas. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1118 
At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 

names of the Senator from Maryland 
(Ms. MIKULSKI) and the Senator from 
Wisconsin (Ms. BALDWIN) were added as 
cosponsors of amendment No. 1118 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 954, an 
original bill to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2018. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1151 
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 

names of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. BENNET), the Senator from Ne-
braska (Mr. JOHANNS) and the Senator 
from New York (Mr. SCHUMER) were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
1151 intended to be proposed to S. 954, 
an original bill to reauthorize agricul-
tural programs through 2018. 
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At the request of Mr. UDALL of Colo-

rado, the name of the Senator from 
Washington (Ms. CANTWELL) was added 
as a cosponsor of amendment No. 1151 
intended to be proposed to S. 954, 
supra. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. 
MANCHIN, Ms. MURKOWSKI, and 
Mr. BOOZMAN): 

S. 1089. A bill to provide for a pre-
scription drug take-back program for 
members of the Armed Forces and vet-
erans, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Servicemembers 
and Veterans Prescription Drug Safety 
Act of 2013, with my colleagues Sen-
ators BLUMENTHAL, BOXER, MANCHIN, 
MURKOWSKI, and BOOZMAN. This bill 
would require the Attorney General to 
establish drug take-back programs in 
coordination with both the Department 
of Defense and the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs. 

The number of reported suicide 
deaths in the U.S. military surged to a 
record 349 in 2012, which is more than 
the number of servicemembers who lost 
their lives in combat while serving our 
nation in Afghanistan during the same 
period of time. According to the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs, the num-
ber of suicides among veterans has 
reached an astounding rate of 22 each 
day based on data collected from more 
than 21 states. 

These losses are unacceptable. We are 
losing dozens of America’s finest each 
month, squandering precious talent 
that our nation needs and depriving 
families of their loved ones. Today’s 
soldiers are tomorrow’s veterans; their 
mental health needs must be met now 
to avoid future suicides. 

There is substantial evidence that 
prescription drug abuse is a major fac-
tor in military and veteran suicides. In 
its January 2012 report, Army 2020: 
Generating Health and Discipline in 
the Force, the Army found that 29 per-
cent of suicides involved individuals 
with a known history of psychotropic 
medication use, including anti-depres-
sants, anti-anxiety medicine, anti- 
psychotics, and other controlled sub-
stances such as opioids. 

This report recommended the estab-
lishment of a military drug take-back 
program to help combat prescription 
drug abuse in the ranks. Given that 
more than 49,000 soldiers were issued 
three or more psychotropic or con-
trolled substance prescriptions last 
year, and an estimated 3,500 soldiers il-
licitly used prescription drugs, it is 
past time we act on this recommenda-
tion and implement a military drug 
take-back program. 

In Afghanistan, we have invested bil-
lions of dollars and devoted some of the 
military’s best minds to protect our 
soldiers and give them the tools they 

need to reduce the threat of an impro-
vised explosive devise attack. Unfortu-
nately, we have not focused sufficient 
resources or creativity to suicide pre-
vention. While I applaud the military’s, 
and especially the Army’s, and VA’s ef-
forts to address this threat seriously, 
we must do more. 

At present, only the Drug Enforce-
ment Administration, DEA, has the in-
herent authority to conduct a drug 
take-back program. Three years ago, 
the Congress passed the Secure and Re-
sponsible Drug Disposal Act of 2010, 
which provided the Attorney General 
the flexibility necessary to delegate 
similar authority to other agencies for 
the collection and disposal of con-
trolled substances. Since that time, the 
Attorney General has not sufficiently 
exercised his existing authority to pro-
vide this much needed assistance to the 
Department of Defense and the VA. 
The DEA recently proposed new regula-
tions to expand the options available 
to collect controlled substances for 
purposes of disposal. Unfortunately, 
the proposed regulations fall short be-
cause they fail to authorize the Depart-
ment of Defense or the VA to collect 
controlled substances through appro-
priate mechanisms. 

DEA has concerns that DOD and VA 
cannot maintain the same strict ac-
countability of drugs to prevent the 
misuse, abuse, or sales in the black 
market. I am confident, however, that 
the DOD—the institution that has de-
veloped and implemented programs for 
the handling of nuclear weapons and 
classified information—and the VA are 
capable of conducting drug take-back 
programs with the utmost account-
ability and highest of standards. 

Excluding the DOD and VA from con-
ducting drug take-back programs is 
detrimental to efforts to reduce con-
trolled substance abuse, decrease non- 
medical use of prescription drugs, pre-
vent diversion of controlled substances, 
and limit the possibility for accidental 
overdose and death for our service-
members and veterans, or their family 
members. This legislation will provide 
the necessary authority to give both 
departments an effective drug-take 
back program that will help address 
the scourge of suicide. 

The loss of even one servicemember 
or veteran to a potentially preventable 
suicide involving controlled substance 
abuse or misuse is unacceptable. I look 
forward to working with my colleagues 
to pass this important, life-saving leg-
islation. 

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. 
SANDERS, Mr. CASEY, Mrs. 
HAGAN, Mr. FRANKEN, Mr. BEN-
NET, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Ms. 
BALDWIN, Mr. MURPHY, and Ms. 
WARREN): 

S. 1094. A bill to amend the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, through-
out my career in public service I have 
been committed to ensuring that all 
children in this country receive a qual-
ity education. Today, I join my Demo-
cratic colleagues on the Senate Health, 
Education, Labor and Pensions Com-
mittee, which I chair, in introducing a 
bill to reauthorize the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965, 
ESEA, which has become better known 
in recent years as the No Child Left Be-
hind Act, NCLB. In my view, our bill 
will appropriately redefine the Federal 
role in education in this country and 
will focus our collective efforts to im-
prove the lives of our most vulnerable 
children. 

I want to start with a few words 
about the Federal role in education, 
since ESEA, in large measure, deter-
mines that role. While it is certainly 
true that education is primarily a 
State and local function, the Federal 
Government also plays an important 
role, and a well-educated citizenry is 
clearly in the national interest. A car-
dinal Federal role is to ensure all 
Americans, regardless of race, gender, 
national origin, religion and disability 
have the same equal opportunity to a 
good education. Likewise, the Con-
stitution expressly states that our na-
tional government was formed to ‘‘pro-
mote the general welfare, and secure 
the blessings of liberty.’’ The general 
welfare is greatly endangered when the 
populace is not adequately educated. 
And, education is critical to liberty. 

ESEA was first passed in 1965 in order 
to provide aid to States and school dis-
tricts to improve education for chil-
dren from low-income families. And in 
1975, Congress passed the Education for 
All Handicapped Children Act, later re-
named the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act, to assist States and dis-
tricts in educating children with dis-
abilities. For more than 40 years, the 
Federal government has trained its 
focus on the mission that all children 
should have the chance to fulfill their 
full potential. 

The No Child Left Behind Act rep-
resented a departure from previous re-
authorizations of ESEA. Lawmakers 
felt compelled to be more prescriptive 
with States to ensure that they im-
proved their low-performing schools 
and focused on closing pernicious stu-
dent achievement gaps. NCLB defined 
‘‘adequate yearly progress’’ for schools 
and districts; it required districts to 
put aside money to implement public 
school choice and tutoring in schools 
identified for improvement; it included 
a list of rigorous interventions for low- 
performing schools and an additional 
category of ‘‘restructuring’’ for the 
most chronically low-performing 
schools with even more severe con-
sequences. NCLB reflected good inten-
tions. However, as we have seen over 
the course of the past 12 years, those 
good intentions did not translate to 
good policy on-the-ground. Many 
States lowered expectations for stu-
dents with the standards and assess-
ments they developed. Many local 
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schools and teachers were branded fail-
ing when some of their students did not 
meet the rigid benchmarks the Federal 
Government had set—even though in 
many instances students had made sub-
stantial progress. Districts felt ham-
strung by the requirement to spend 
money on reforms that simply did not 
meet the needs of many students. 

The Secretary of Education has given 
schools a reprieve from these onerous 
requirements through a flexibility 
agreement that States have under-
taken voluntarily. While this reflects a 
positive change for the time being, it is 
no substitute for a new law. The ac-
tions of the Secretary, while laudable, 
may only last as long as this adminis-
tration. What will happen in 2016? Will 
the flexibility agreements stay in place 
or will States be forced to revert to the 
requirements of what will then be a 15- 
year-old law that reflects old thinking? 

The bill I am introducing along with 
HELP Committee Democrats follows a 
different course than NCLB, and one 
similar to the flexibility agreements 
instituted by the U.S. Department of 
Education. We ask for a system of 
shared responsibility with States and 
school districts. I believe that we are 
entering an era in which the Federal 
Government can work in partnership 
with States to improve our Nation’s 
schools, while continuing to provide a 
backstop to avoid returning to old 
ways. Our bill gets rid of AYP, but sets 
Federal parameters for State-and lo-
cally-designed accountability systems. 
These systems must: cover all stu-
dents, including students with disabil-
ities and English learners; continue to 
measure and report on the performance 
of all schools; expect sufficient 
progress for all schools and subgroups 
of students; and provide for local inter-
ventions in low-performing schools or 
schools with low-achieving student 
subgroups beyond the lowest per-
forming 5 percent. States that have re-
ceived a waiver from the Secretary in 
the past two years can continue to op-
erate under the agreements they made. 
States without a waiver will develop 
accountability plans that set schools 
on a path to attain the same levels of 
student achievement as the top 10 per-
cent of schools in their State. However, 
if States have a different account-
ability system in mind, they can de-
velop one that is equally ambitious to 
the ones above, subject to approval by 
the Secretary of Education, an impor-
tant safeguard on the quality and in-
tegrity of these systems. 

Our bill sets the high bar of ensuring 
that students who graduate from high 
school are college- and career-ready. It 
narrows the Federal focus to turning 
around persistently low-achieving 
schools and our Nation’s dropout fac-
tories—those schools that graduate 
less than 60 percent of their students— 
as well as schools with significant stu-
dent achievement gaps. 

Our bill also asks States to put 
greater emphasis on the learning of 
children in the early years because we 

know that so many of our children, 
particularly children from low-income 
families, have gaps in learning before 
they even enter the school door. I have 
often said that learning begins at birth 
and the preparation for learning begins 
before birth. For the first time in the 
law’s history, it is a purpose of Title I 
to provide children access to high-qual-
ity early learning experiences so that 
they come to school ready to learn. 
Our bill also encourages States to 
begin providing full-day kindergarten 
if they do not do so already. It also 
asks States to have, or establish, early 
learning and development guidelines 
that describe what children should 
know and be able to do before they 
enter kindergarten so that States can 
address gaps in learning as early as 
possible. 

Our bill also takes the significant 
step of closing the ‘‘comparability 
loophole’’ so that funds provided 
through Title I of ESEA will finally 
serve as additional dollars for our need-
iest students, and Title I schools will 
get their fair share of Federal re-
sources. It also provides districts with 
more flexibility in how States and dis-
tricts spend their Federal funds while 
ensuring that the resources designated 
to serve our most disadvantaged stu-
dents get to those students. The bill 
creates a Professional Growth and Im-
provement System that requires the 
development of rigorous and fair teach-
er and principal evaluations, and pro-
vides these critical school staff with 
the support they need to continually 
improve teaching and learning. It also 
leverages opportunities for more chil-
dren to access high quality early learn-
ing programs and adds new protections 
for some of our most vulnerable chil-
dren—homeless students and students 
in foster care—so that they will be bet-
ter served by schools. 

Our bill strategically consolidates 
programs and focuses grant funds on a 
smaller number of programs to allow 
for greater flexibility, and supports dis-
tricts in extending the school day and 
year, strengthening their literacy, 
science, math or technology programs, 
fostering safe and healthy students, 
and offering a more well-rounded cur-
riculum that includes the arts and 
physical education. It invests in effec-
tive programs to train and support 
principals and teachers for high-need 
schools. And, it fosters innovation 
through new programs like Race to the 
Top, Investing in Innovation, and 
Promise Neighborhoods. 

I believe this is a very good bill and 
I am proud of our efforts. We owe it to 
our kids and our nation to produce a 
law that provides States and districts 
with the certainty, support and re-
sources they need to make meaningful 
strides in improving our educational 
system. To that end, I would note that 
historically, education policy in Con-
gress has been done in a bipartisan 
fashion. I want to give appropriate 
credit to the Ranking Member of the 
HELP Committee, the distinguished 

senior Senator from Tennessee, Sen-
ator ALEXANDER. We worked in good 
faith for many months to attempt to 
forge an agreement on a path forward. 
However, in the end, there were certain 
fundamental issues on which we could 
not agree. That is why, along with 
other HELP Committee Democrats, I 
have decided to move forward with a 
Democratic bill. It is my strong hope 
that Senate Republicans will recognize 
the significant changes that we have 
made in this bill to address their con-
cerns, and will work with us to rec-
oncile remaining disagreements so that 
together we can pass a law that pro-
vides children with a greater chance at 
reaching their full potential. It is the 
duty and responsibility of members of 
Congress in both houses to replace the 
No Child Left Behind Act with a new 
and better law. 

This bill represents significant 
change, and change is difficult. We 
must work to together to move from a 
culture of minimal compliance with 
Federal requirements to one of shared 
innovation, shared responsibility and 
success for all students. I look forward 
to working towards this new partner-
ship and to the next chapter of an ef-
fective Federal role in promoting edu-
cational excellence and equity. 

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, and Ms. COL-
LINS): 

S. 1096. A bill to establish an Office of 
Rural Education Policy in the Depart-
ment of Education; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, in 1865, 
Horace Greeley wrote in the New York 
Tribune, ‘‘Go West, young man, and 
grow up with the country.’’ 

For decades, Greeley’s words cap-
tured the imagination of a country, 
and millions of families flocked to the 
West for a glimpse of the American 
dream. Rural America continues to 
thrive, and places like my home State 
of Montana offer an excellent place to 
raise a family. But there is a no ques-
tion that rural and frontier America 
present unique circumstances that dif-
fer substantially from our more urban 
neighbors. 

While rural education is becoming an 
increasingly large and important part 
of the U.S. public school system, the 
unique challenges and opportunities 
within rural communities are often 
misunderstood or overlooked. Accord-
ing to the Digest of Education Statis-
tics reported annually by the National 
Center for Education Statistics, the 
number of students attending rural 
schools increased by over 11 percent, 
from 10.5 million in 2004 to nearly 11.7 
million by 2008. Rural students now 
comprise almost one fourth of the Na-
tion’s public school enrollment. And 
nearly one-third of all schools in the 
nation are located in rural areas. 

Yet despite the significant percent-
age enrolled in rural schools, the im-
portance of rural education is often ob-
scured by the fact that rural students 
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are—naturally—widely-dispersed, lo-
cated in small, geographically isolated 
school districts. The size, diversity, 
and complexity of rural education sup-
port a greater policy focus on the 
unique challenges and solutions for 
rural education. 

Montana is the fourth largest State 
by land mass, totaling over 147,000 
square miles. More than half of Mon-
tana’s 830 schools enroll less than 100 
students. From Eureka to Ekalaka, 
from Scobey to Darby, these small 
schools dot the landscape, providing 
not only a learning environment but 
often a thriving community center. 

Montana’s rural communities are 
doing an excellent job educating our 
next generation. Overall, Montana 
graduation rates are higher than the 
national average. Montana students 
taking the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress, NAEP, in 2011 
scored higher than the national aver-
age in both reading and math. 

But despite the success of Montana’s 
rural schools, they also face a unique 
set of challenges that their urban-cen-
tric peers may not even comprehend. 

For example, rural schools report 
greater difficulties in recruiting and 
retaining qualified teachers, due to in-
ability to offer competitive salaries, 
geographic isolation, and for some, se-
vere weather. Rural districts often 
have fewer personnel. The district su-
perintendent is often also the high 
school principal. He or she may also be 
the Title I coordinator, the math cur-
riculum specialist, and sometimes also 
the bus driver. In isolated areas, 
schools face challenges in providing 
professional development and training 
for teachers and principals. Small rural 
districts are often located long dis-
tances from other districts, towns, and 
universities, drastically reducing op-
portunities to partner or collaborate. 
Additionally, the long distances stu-
dents must travel between school and 
home make it more difficult to partici-
pate in traditional remedial services, 
mentoring, and after-school programs. 

And while Horace Greeley encour-
aged us to ‘‘Go West’’, many of the De-
partment of Education’s recent initia-
tives have failed to do just that. In the 
first two rounds of the Race to the Top 
competitive grant, only one State west 
of the Mississippi received funding. 

And in some cases, even good inten-
tions have created adverse con-
sequences. The first round of the In-
vesting in Innovation, i3, competitive 
grant program provided ‘‘competitive 
preference points’’ for applicants serv-
ing at least one rural district, in an ef-
fort to encourage and support rural ap-
plicants. However, the Department’s 
lack of guidance and independent scor-
ers’ lack of understanding of rural 
areas still left authentically rural pro-
grams at a clear disadvantage. The 
Rural School & Community Trust 
highlighted in its report Taking Ad-
vantage that this ‘‘rural preference’’ 
instead had the effect of inducing 
urban applicants to include minimal 

rural participation merely in order to 
gain the additional scoring points for 
primarily urban projects. While the De-
partment has made strides to improve 
the competitive chances of rural appli-
cants, funding under the I3 grant con-
tinues to be directed to more urban 
school districts. 

I am joined today by my colleagues 
Senator ROCKEFELLER of West Virginia 
and Senator COLLINS of Maine in re-
introducing the Office of Rural Edu-
cation Policy Act. This bipartisan bill 
will establish the Office of Rural Edu-
cation Policy, housed at the Depart-
ment of Education’s Office of Elemen-
tary & Secondary Education. This Of-
fice and its Director will be tasked 
with coordinating the activities related 
to rural education and advising the 
Secretary on issues important to rural 
schools and districts. The legislation 
requires the Department to consider 
the impact of proposed rules and regu-
lations on rural education and to 
produce an annual report on the condi-
tion of rural education. The goal of 
this bill is to allow rural schools to 
focus their time and resources on stu-
dents in the classroom rather than red 
tape in the bureaucracy. 

The Office of Rural Education Policy 
will be tasked with establishing a 
clearinghouse for collecting and dis-
seminating information related to the 
unique challenges of rural areas, as 
well as, the innovative efforts under-
way in rural schools to tackle these 
challenges. 

We have received strong support from 
dozens of organizations, including: 
American Association of Community 
Colleges, American Association of 
School Administrators, Alliance for 
Excellent Education, Center for Rural 
Affairs, Coalition for Community 
Schools, Council for Opportunity in 
Education, Montana School Board As-
sociation, Montana State Superintend-
ents Association, Montana Rural Edu-
cation Association, National Associa-
tion of Development Organizations, Na-
tional Education Association, National 
Farmers Union, National School Board 
Association, Organizations Concerned 
about Rural Education, Rural School 
and Community Trust, and Save the 
Children. I want to thank all the sup-
porters of the bill, and want to particu-
larly thank the efforts of the Rural 
School and Community Trust for its 
steadfast commitment to this proposal. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues here in the Senate to move 
this legislation, to ensure our rural 
students and schools across the coun-
try are given a fair shake. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1096 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Office of 

Rural Education Policy Act’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) The Secretary of Education has recog-
nized that ‘‘[r]ural schools have unique chal-
lenges and benefits’’, but a recent report by 
the Rural School and Community Trust re-
fers to the ‘‘paucity of rural education re-
search in the United States’’. 

(2) Rural education is becoming an increas-
ingly large and important part of the United 
States public school system. According to 
the Digest of Education Statistics reported 
annually by the National Center for Edu-
cation Statistics, the number of students at-
tending rural schools increased by more than 
11 percent, from 10,500,000 to nearly 11,700,000, 
between the 2004–2005 and 2008–2009 school 
years. The share of the Nation’s public 
school enrollment attending rural schools in-
creased from 21.6 percent to 23.8 percent. In 
school year 2008–2009, these students at-
tended 31,635 rural schools, nearly one-third 
of all schools in the United States. 

(3) Despite the overall growth of rural edu-
cation, rural students represent a demo-
graphic minority in all but 3 States, accord-
ing to the National Center for Education 
Statistics. 

(4) Rural education is becoming increas-
ingly diverse. According to the National Cen-
ter for Education Statistics, the increase in 
rural enrollment between the 2004–2005 and 
2008–2009 school years was disproportionally 
among students of color. Enrollment of chil-
dren of color in rural schools increased by 31 
percent, and the proportion of students en-
rolled in rural schools who are children of 
color increased from 23.0 to 26.5 percent. 
More than one-third of rural students in 12 
States are children of color, according to re-
search by the Rural School and Community 
Trust (Why Rural Matters 2009). 

(5) Rural education is varied and diverse 
across the Nation. In school year 2007–2008, 
the national average rate of student poverty 
in rural school districts, as measured by the 
rate of participation in federally subsidized 
meals programs, was 39.1 percent, but ranged 
from 9.7 percent in Connecticut to 71.9 per-
cent in New Mexico, according to the Na-
tional Center for Education Statistics. 

(6) Even policy measures intended to help 
rural schools can have unintended con-
sequences. In awarding competitive grants 
under the Investing in Innovation Fund pro-
gram under section 14007 of the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Pub-
lic Law 111–5), the Secretary of Education at-
tempted to encourage and support rural ap-
plicants by providing additional points for 
proposals to serve at least 1 rural local edu-
cational agency. But according to research 
by the Rural School and Community Trust 
(Taking Advantage, 2010), this ‘‘rural pref-
erence’’ mainly had the effect of inducing 
urban applicants to include rural participa-
tion merely in order to gain additional scor-
ing points for primarily urban projects. 

(7) Rural schools generally utilize distance 
education more often for both students and 
teachers. A fall 2008 survey of public schools 
by the National Center for Education Statis-
tics found that rural schools were 11⁄2 times 
more likely to provide students access for 
online distance learning than schools in cit-
ies. A September 2004 study from the Govern-
ment Accountability Office reported that 
rural school districts used distance learning 
for teacher training more often than non- 
rural school districts. 

(8) The National Center for Education Sta-
tistics reports that base salaries of both the 
lowest and highest paid teachers are lower in 
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rural schools than any other community 
type. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 
are— 

(1) to establish an Office of Rural Edu-
cation Policy in the Department of Edu-
cation; and 

(2) to provide input to the Secretary of 
Education regarding the impact of proposed 
changes in law, regulations, policies, rules, 
and budgets on rural schools and commu-
nities. 
SEC. 3. ESTABLISHMENT OF OFFICE OF RURAL 

EDUCATION POLICY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Title II of the Depart-

ment of Education Organization Act (20 
U.S.C. 3411 et seq.) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 221. OFFICE OF RURAL EDUCATION POL-

ICY. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—There shall be, in the 

Office of Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation of the Department, an Office of Rural 
Education Policy (referred to in this section 
as the ‘Office’). 

‘‘(b) DIRECTOR; DUTIES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Office shall be head-

ed by a Director, who shall advise the Sec-
retary on the characteristics and needs of 
rural schools and the effects of current poli-
cies and proposed statutory, regulatory, ad-
ministrative, and budgetary changes on 
State educational agencies, and local edu-
cational agencies, that serve schools with a 
locale code of 32, 33, 41, 42, or 43, as deter-
mined by the Secretary. 

‘‘(2) ADDITIONAL DUTIES OF THE DIRECTOR.— 
In addition to advising the Secretary with 
respect to the matters described in para-
graph (1), the Director of the Office of Rural 
Education Policy (referred to in this section 
as the ‘Director’), through the Office, shall— 

‘‘(A) establish and maintain a clearing-
house for collecting and disseminating infor-
mation on— 

‘‘(i) teacher and principal recruitment and 
retention at rural elementary schools and 
rural secondary schools; 

‘‘(ii) access to, and implementation and use 
of, technology and distance learning at such 
schools; 

‘‘(iii) rigorous coursework delivery through 
distance learning at such schools; 

‘‘(iv) student achievement at such schools, 
including the achievement of low-income 
and minority students; 

‘‘(v) innovative approaches in rural edu-
cation to increase student achievement; 

‘‘(vi) higher education and career readiness 
and secondary school completion of students 
enrolled in such schools; 

‘‘(vii) access to, and quality of, early child-
hood development for children located in 
rural areas; 

‘‘(viii) access to, or partnerships with, 
community-based organizations in rural 
areas; 

‘‘(ix) the availability of professional devel-
opment opportunities for rural teachers and 
principals; 

‘‘(x) the availability of Federal and other 
grants and assistance that are specifically 
geared or applicable to rural schools; and 

‘‘(xi) the financing of such schools; 
‘‘(B) identify innovative research and dem-

onstration projects on topics of importance 
to rural elementary schools and rural sec-
ondary schools, including gaps in such re-
search, and recommend such topics for study 
by the Institute of Education Sciences and 
other research agencies; 

‘‘(C) coordinate the activities within the 
Department that relate to rural education; 

‘‘(D) provide information to the Secretary 
and others in the Department with respect 
to the activities of other Federal depart-
ments and agencies that relate to rural edu-

cation, including activities relating to rural 
housing, rural agricultural services, rural 
transportation, rural economic development, 
rural career and technical training, rural 
health care, rural disability services, and 
rural mental health; 

‘‘(E) coordinate with the Bureau of Indian 
Education, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the 
Department of the Interior, and the schools 
administered by such agencies regarding 
rural education; 

‘‘(F) provide, directly or through grants, 
cooperative agreements, or contracts, tech-
nical assistance and other activities as nec-
essary to support activities related to im-
proving education in rural areas; and 

‘‘(G) produce an annual report on the con-
dition of rural education that is delivered to 
the members of the Education and the Work-
force Committee of the House of Representa-
tives and the Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions Committee of the Senate and pub-
lished on the Department’s Web site. 

‘‘(c) IMPACT ANALYSES OF RULES AND REGU-
LATIONS ON RURAL SCHOOLS.— 

‘‘(1) PROPOSED RULEMAKING.—Whenever the 
Secretary publishes a general notice of pro-
posed rulemaking for any rule or regulation 
that may have a significant impact on State 
educational agencies or local educational 
agencies serving schools with a locale code 
of 32, 33, 41, 42, or 43, as determined by the 
Secretary, the Secretary (acting through the 
Director) shall prepare and make available 
for public comment an initial regulatory im-
pact analysis. Such analysis shall describe 
the impact of the proposed rule or regulation 
on such State educational agencies and local 
educational agencies and shall set forth, 
with respect to such agencies, the matters 
required under section 603 of title 5, United 
States Code, to be set forth with respect to 
small entities. The initial regulatory impact 
analysis (or a summary) shall be published in 
the Federal Register at the time of the publi-
cation of general notice of proposed rule-
making for the rule or regulation. 

‘‘(2) FINAL RULE.—Whenever the Secretary 
promulgates a final version of a rule or regu-
lation with respect to which an initial regu-
latory impact analysis is required by para-
graph (1), the Secretary (acting through the 
Director) shall prepare a final regulatory im-
pact analysis with respect to the final 
version of such rule or regulation. Such anal-
ysis shall set forth, with respect to State 
educational agencies and local educational 
agencies serving schools with a locale code 
of 32, 33, 41, 42, or 43, as determined by the 
Secretary, the matters required under sec-
tion 604 of title 5, United States Code, to be 
set forth with respect to small entities. The 
Secretary shall make copies of the final reg-
ulatory impact analysis available to the pub-
lic and shall publish, in the Federal Register 
at the time of publication of the final 
version of the rule or regulation, a state-
ment describing how a member of the public 
may obtain a copy of such analysis. 

‘‘(3) REGULATORY FLEXIBILITY ANALYSIS.—If 
a regulatory flexibility analysis is required 
by chapter 6 of title 5, United States Code, 
for a rule or regulation to which this sub-
section applies, such analysis shall specifi-
cally address the impact of the rule or regu-
lation on State educational agencies and 
local educational agencies serving schools 
with a locale code of 32, 33, 41, 42, or 43, as de-
termined by the Secretary.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Section 221(c) of the 
Department of Education Organization Act, 
as added by subsection (a), shall apply to 
regulations proposed more than 30 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 159—EX-
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE CONDEMNING THE TAR-
GETING OF TEA PARTY GROUPS 
BY THE INTERNAL REVENUE 
SERVICE AND CALLING FOR AN 
INVESTIGATION 

Mr. PAUL submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Finance: 

S. RES. 159 

Whereas it is a well-founded principle that 
the power to tax involves the power to de-
stroy; 

Whereas employees of the Internal Rev-
enue Service (commonly known as the 
‘‘IRS’’) have publicly admitted that the IRS 
targeted Tea Party groups in a manner that 
infringes on the free association rights and 
free speech rights of those groups; 

Whereas the IRS admitted that employees 
of the IRS engaged in politically discrimina-
tory actions; 

Whereas the IRS used the taxing power as 
a political tool to intimidate Tea Party 
groups from engaging in free speech; 

Whereas, according to media reports, as 
early as in 2010, the IRS was targeting Tea 
Party groups; 

Whereas President Obama is aware that a 
Federal agency under his control has admit-
ted to targeting Tea Party groups; 

Whereas, according to media reports, a re-
port by the Treasury Inspector General for 
Tax Administration indicates that some Tea 
Party groups withdrew applications for tax- 
exempt status as a result of the discrimina-
tory actions of the IRS; 

Whereas, according to the Washington 
Post, in late June 2011, employees of the IRS 
discussed giving special attention to case 
files in which groups made statements that 
‘‘criticize[d] how the country is being run’’ 
and educated the people of the United States 
‘‘on the Constitution and Bill of Rights’’ and 
targeting groups interested in limiting gov-
ernment; and 

Whereas the discriminatory actions of the 
IRS impacted the free speech rights of the 
groups targeted by the IRS: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that— 

(1) the Internal Revenue Service engaged 
in discriminatory behavior; 

(2) Congress should use existing author-
ity— 

(A) to investigate potential criminal 
wrongdoing by individuals who authorized or 
were involved in targeting people of the 
United States based on their political views; 
and 

(B) to determine if other entities in the ad-
ministration of President Obama were in-
volved in or were aware of the discrimina-
tion and did not take action to stop the ac-
tions of the Internal Revenue Service; 

(3) President Obama should terminate the 
individuals responsible for targeting and 
willfully discriminating against Tea Party 
groups and other conservative groups; and 

(4) the Senate condemns the actions of all 
individuals and entities involved in the in-
fringement of the First Amendment rights of 
members of the Tea Party and other affected 
groups. 
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SENATE RESOLUTION 160—REL-

ATIVE TO THE MEMORIAL OB-
SERVANCES OF THE HONORABLE 
FRANK R. LAUTENBERG, LATE A 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF 
NEW JERSEY 

Mr. REID of Nevada submitted the 
following resolution; which was consid-
ered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 160 

Whereas, The Senate has heard with pro-
found sorrow and deep regret the announce-
ment of the death of the Honorable Frank R. 
Lautenberg, late a Senator from the State of 
New Jersey: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the memorial observances of 
the Honorable Frank R. Lautenberg, late a 
Senator from the State of New Jersey be 
held in the Senate Chamber on Thursday, 
June 6, 2013, beginning at 2:00 p.m., and that 
the Senate attend the same. 

Resolved, That paragraph 1 of Rule IV of 
the Rules for the Regulation of the Senate 
Wing of the United States Capitol (prohib-
iting the taking of pictures in the Senate 
Chamber) be temporarily suspended for the 
sole and specific purpose of permitting the 
Senate Photographic Studio to photograph 
this memorial observance. 

Resolved, That the Sergeant at Arms be di-
rected to make necessary and appropriate ar-
rangements in connection with the memorial 
observances in the Senate Chamber. 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate 
communicate these resolutions to the House 
of Representatives, transmit an enrolled 
copy thereof to the family of the deceased, 
and invite the House of Representatives and 
the family of the deceased to attend the me-
morial observances in the Senate Chamber. 

Resolved, That invitations be extended to 
the President of the United States, the Vice 
President of the United States, and the 
members of the Cabinet, the Chief Justice 
and Associate Justices of the Supreme Court 
of the United States, the Diplomatic Corps 
(through the Secretary of State), the Chief of 
Staff of the Army, the Chief of Naval Oper-
ations of the Navy, the Major General Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps, the Chief of 
Staff of the Air Force, and the Commandant 
of the Coast Guard to attend the memorial 
observances in the Senate Chamber. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 161—REL-
ATIVE TO THE DEATH OF THE 
HONORABLE FRANK R. LAUTEN-
BERG, SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself, Mr. 
REID, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. ALEXANDER, 
Ms. AYOTTE, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. BAR-
RASSO, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. BEGICH, Mr. 
BENNET, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. BLUNT, 
Mr. BOOZMAN, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BROWN, 
Mr. BURR, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. CARDIN, 
Mr. CARPER, Mr. CASEY, Mr. CHAM-
BLISS, Mr. COATS, Mr. COBURN, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. COONS, Mr. 
CORKER, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. COWAN, Mr. 
CRAPO, Mr. CRUZ, Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. 
DURBIN, Mr. ENZI, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mrs. 
FISCHER, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. FRANKEN, 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mrs. HAGAN, Mr. HARKIN, 
Mr. HATCH, Mr. HEINRICH, Ms. 
HEITKAMP, Mr. HELLER, Ms. HIRONO, 
Mr. HOEVEN, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. ISAKSON, 
Mr. JOHANNS, Mr. JOHNSON of Wis-
consin, Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, 
Mr. KAINE, Mr. KING, Mr. KIRK, Ms. 

KLOBUCHAR, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. LEAHY, 
Mr. LEE, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. MANCHIN, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mrs. MCCASKILL, Mr. 
MERKLEY, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. MORAN, 
Ms. MURKOWSKI, Mr. MURPHY, Mrs. 
MURRAY, Mr. NELSON, Mr. PAUL, Mr. 
PORTMAN, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. REED, Mr. 
RISCH, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
Mr. RUBIO, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. SCHATZ, 
Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. SCOTT, Mr. SESSIONS, 
Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr. SHELBY, Ms. STABE-
NOW, Mr. TESTER, Mr. THUNE, Mr. 
TOOMEY, Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr. 
UDALL of New Mexico, Mr. VITTER, Mr. 
WARNER, Ms. WARREN, Mr. WHITE-
HOUSE, Mr. WICKER, and Mr. WYDEN) 
submitted the following resolution; 
which was considered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 161 

Whereas the Honorable Frank R. Lauten-
berg served the people of the State of New 
Jersey for over 28 years in the United States 
Senate; 

Whereas the Honorable Frank R. Lauten-
berg was the longest serving United States 
Senator from the State of New Jersey; 

Whereas the Honorable Frank R. Lauten-
berg cast 9,267 roll call votes—more than any 
other United States Senator from the State 
of New Jersey and the 40th most in United 
States Senate history; 

Whereas the Honorable Frank R. Lauten-
berg served on multiple Committees in the 
Senate including the Committee on the En-
vironment and Public Works; the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation; 
and the Committee on Appropriations; and 
served as Chairman of the Environment and 
Public Works Subcommittee on Superfund, 
Toxics, and Environmental Health; the Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation Sub-
committee on Surface Transportation and 
Merchant Marine Infrastructure, Safety, and 
Security; the Appropriations Subcommittee 
on Transportation; and the Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Financial Services, and 
General Government; 

Whereas the Honorable Frank R. Lauten-
berg enlisted in the United States Army at 
the age of 18 and served in the European The-
ater during World War II; 

Whereas the Honorable Frank R. Lauten-
berg was able to attend Columbia University 
as a result of G.I. Bill benefits following his 
military service; 

Whereas the Honorable Frank R. Lauten-
berg co-founded the company Automatic 
Data Processing (ADP) and worked as its 
Chief Executive Officer, helping it become 
one of America’s most successful companies; 

Whereas the Honorable Frank R. Lauten-
berg dedicated his Senate career to improv-
ing the environment and public health, 
strengthening our nation’s transportation 
systems, and working tirelessly on behalf of 
the people of New Jersey: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved, That— 
(1) the Senate has heard with profound sor-

row and deep regret the announcement of the 
death of the Honorable Frank R. Lautenberg, 
Senator from the State of New Jersey; 

(2) the Secretary of the Senate shall trans-
mit this resolution to the House of Rep-
resentatives and transmit an enrolled copy 
thereof to the family of the deceased; and 

(3) when the Senate adjourns today, it 
stand adjourned as a further mark of respect 
to the memory of the deceased Senator. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 162—EX-
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE WITH RESPECT TO 
CHILDHOOD STROKE AND RECOG-
NIZING MAY 2013 AS ‘‘NATIONAL 
PEDIATRIC STROKE AWARENESS 
MONTH’’ 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL (for himself, Mr. 
CHAMBLISS, and Mr. MURPHY) sub-
mitted the following resolution; which 
was considered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 162 

Whereas a stroke, also known as cerebro-
vascular disease, is an acute neurologic in-
jury that occurs when the blood supply to a 
part of the brain is interrupted by a clot in 
the artery or a burst of the artery; 

Whereas a stroke is a medical emergency 
that can cause permanent neurologic damage 
or even death if not promptly diagnosed and 
treated; 

Whereas stroke occurs in approximately 1 
out of every 3,500 live births, and has an 
overall annual incidence of 4.6 per 100,000 
children age 19 and under; 

Whereas a stroke can occur before birth; 
Whereas stroke is among the top 12 causes 

of death for children between the ages of 1 
and 14 in the United States; 

Whereas 20 to 40 percent of children who 
have suffered a stroke die as a result; 

Whereas stroke recurs within 5 years in 10 
percent of children who have had an 
ischemic or hemorrhagic stroke; 

Whereas the death rate for children who 
experience a stroke before the age of 1 year 
is the highest out of all child age groups; 

Whereas there are no approved therapies 
for the treatment of acute stroke in infants 
and children; 

Whereas approximately 60 percent of in-
fants and children who have a pediatric 
stroke will have serious, permanent neuro-
logical disabilities, including paralysis, sei-
zures, speech and vision problems, and atten-
tion, learning, and behavioral difficulties; 

Whereas those disabilities may require on-
going physical therapy and surgeries; 

Whereas the permanent health concerns 
and treatments resulting from strokes that 
occur during childhood and young adulthood 
have a considerable impact on children, fam-
ilies, and society; 

Whereas not enough is known about the 
cause, treatment, and prevention of pediatric 
stroke; 

Whereas medical research is the only 
means by which the people of the United 
States can identify and develop effective 
treatment and prevention strategies for pedi-
atric stroke; and 

Whereas early diagnosis and treatment of 
pediatric stroke greatly improves the 
chances that the affected child will recover 
and not experience a recurrence: Now, there-
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) recognizes May 2013 as ‘‘National Pedi-

atric Stroke Awareness Month’’; 
(2) urges the people of the United States to 

support the efforts, programs, services, and 
organizations that work to enhance public 
awareness of pediatric stroke; 

(3) supports the work of the National Insti-
tutes of Health in pursuit of medical 
progress on the matter of pediatric stroke; 
and 

(4) urges continued coordination and co-
operation between the Federal Government, 
State and local governments, researchers, 
families, and the public to improve treat-
ments and prognoses for children who suffer 
strokes. 
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SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-

TION 18—PROVIDING FOR THE 
USE OF THE CATAFALQUE SITU-
ATED IN THE EXHIBITION HALL 
OF THE CAPITOL VISITOR CEN-
TER IN CONNECTION WITH ME-
MORIAL SERVICES TO BE CON-
DUCTED IN THE UNITED STATES 
SENATE CHAMBER FOR THE 
HONORABLE FRANK R. LAUTEN-
BERG, LATE A SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

Mr. REID of Nevada submitted the 
following concurrent resolution; which 
was considered and agreed to: 

S. CON. RES. 18 
Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-

resentatives concurring), That the Architect of 
the Capitol is authorized and directed to 
transfer the catafalque which is situated in 
the Exhibition Hall of the Capitol Visitor 
Center to the Senate Chamber so that such 
catafalque may be used in connection with 
services to be conducted there for the Honor-
able Frank R. Lautenberg, late a Senator 
from the State of New Jersey. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 

SA 1156. Mr. COBURN (for himself, Mr. 
BURR, Mr. ALEXANDER, and Mr. ISAKSON) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 954, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2018; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 1157. Mr. HARKIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 954, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 1158. Mr. BOOZMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 954, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 1159. Mr. CARDIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 954, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 1160. Mr. PRYOR submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 954, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 1161. Mr. PRYOR submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 954, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 1162. Mr. JOHANNS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 954, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 1163. Mr. HOEVEN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 954, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 

SA 1156. Mr. COBURN (for himself, 
Mr. BURR, Mr. ALEXANDER, and Mr. 
ISAKSON) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 954, to reauthorize agricultural 
programs through 2018; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 1150, after line 15, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. 12213. INTEREST RATES. 

(a) INTEREST RATE PROVISIONS.—Section 
455(b)(7) of the Higher Education Act of 1965 
(20 U.S.C. 1087e(b)(7)) is amended by adding 
at the end of the following: 

‘‘(E) INTEREST RATE PROVISIONS FOR NEW 
LOANS ON OR AFTER JULY 1, 2013.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the pre-
ceding paragraphs of this subsection or sub-
paragraph (A) or (B), for Federal Direct Staf-
ford Loans, Federal Direct Unsubsidized 
Stafford Loans, and Federal Direct PLUS 
Loans, for which the first disbursement is 
made on or after July 1, 2013, the applicable 
rate of interest shall, during any 12-month 
period beginning on July 1 and ending on 
June 30, be determined on the preceding 
June 1 and be equal to— 

‘‘(I) the bond equivalent rate of 10-year 
Treasury bills auctioned at the final auction 
held prior to such June 1; plus 

‘‘(II) 3.0 percent. 
‘‘(ii) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary shall 

determine the applicable rate of interest 
under this subparagraph after consultation 
with the Secretary of the Treasury and shall 
publish such rate in the Federal Register as 
soon as practicable after the date of deter-
mination. 

‘‘(iii) RATE.—The applicable rate of inter-
est determined under clause (i) for a Federal 
Direct Stafford Loan, a Federal Direct Un-
subsidized Stafford Loan, or a Federal Direct 
PLUS Loan shall be fixed for the period of 
the Loan.’’. 

(b) SAVINGS FOR DEFICIT REDUCTION.—Not 
later than 1 year after the date of enactment 
of this Act, the Comptroller General of the 
United States shall determine the savings to 
the Federal Government resulting from the 
amendment made by subsection (a). 

(c) AMOUNT TO BE USED FOR DEFICIT REDUC-
TION.—Any savings determined under sub-
section (b) shall be transferred to the Treas-
ury for deficit reduction. 

SA 1157. Mr. HARKIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 954, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2018; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

Beginning on page 998, strike line 25 and 
all that follows through page 999, line 14, and 
insert the following: 

(ii) in paragraph (4), by striking subpara-
graph (A) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(A) GRANTS.—The amount of a grant 
under this subsection shall not exceed the 
lesser of— 

‘‘(i) $500,000; and 
‘‘(ii) 25 percent of the cost of the activity 

carried out using funds from the grant.’’; and 
(iii) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(5) TIERED APPLICATION PROCESS.— 

SA 1158. Mr. BOOZMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 954, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2018; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 628, between lines 13 and 14, insert 
the following: 
‘‘SEC. 3502. RIGHTS-OF-WAY FOR RURAL WATER 

PROJECTS. 
‘‘The Secretary shall waive land use fees 

for rights-of-way issued or reauthorized for 
any rural water project on National Forest 
System land that is federally financed (in-
cluding a project that receives Federal funds 
under section 3501 or from a State drinking 
water treatment revolving loan fund estab-
lished under section 1452 of the Safe Drink-
ing Water Act (42 U.S.C. 300j–12)). 

SA 1159. Mr. CARDIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 954, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2018; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 1150, after line 15, add the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. 12lll. STRICT COMPLIANCE WITH EXIST-

ING PROTECTIONS FOR PERSON-
ALLY IDENTIFIABLE INFORMATION. 

The Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency shall comply with all ap-
plicable laws (including section 552a of title 
5, United States Code (commonly known as 
the ‘‘Privacy Act of 1974’’) and section 552 of 
title 5, United States Code (commonly 
known as the ‘‘Freedom of Information 
Act’’)) that pertain to the disclosure of any 
personally identifiable information, includ-
ing, as applicable, the personally identifiable 
information of any owner, operator, or em-
ployee of a livestock or farming operation. 

SA 1160. Mr. PRYOR submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 954, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2018; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 1150, after line 15, add the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. 12lll. FELLOWSHIP AND SCHOLARS PRO-

GRAM. 
Section 226B of the Department of Agri-

culture Reorganization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 
6934(c)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘The duties of the Office 
shall be to’’ and inserting ‘‘(1) FARMERS AND 
RANCHERS.—The Office shall’’; 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through 
(7) as subparagraphs (A) through (G), respec-
tively; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) FELLOWSHIP AND SCHOLARS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Office shall con-

tinue, through the agencies and offices of the 
Department, competitive fellowship and 
scholars programs for the purpose of pro-
moting the study of food and agricultural 
sciences (as defined in section 1404 of the Na-
tional Agricultural Research, Extension, and 
Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3103)) 
at— 

‘‘(i) 1890 Institutions (as defined in section 
2 of the Agricultural Research, Extension, 
and Education Reform Act of 1998 (7 U.S.C. 
7601); 

‘‘(ii) 1994 Institutions (as defined in section 
2 of the Agricultural Research, Extension, 
and Education Reform Act of 1998 (7 U.S.C. 
7601)); and 

‘‘(iii) Hispanic-serving institutions (as de-
fined in section 1404 of the National Agricul-
tural Research, Extension, and Teaching 
Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3103)). 

‘‘(B) APPOINTMENTS.—The Secretary may 
make a noncompetitive appointment of a fel-
lowship or scholars program participant 
leading to term, career, or career-condi-
tional employment within the Department 
upon a participant obtaining an academic 
degree, subject to the condition that the ap-
plicant is adequately equipped to perform 
the duties of the position, without regard to 
the provisions of title 5, United States Code, 
governing appointments in the competitive 
service.’’. 

SA 1161. Mr. PRYOR submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 954, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2018; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 250, strike line 12 and insert the 
following: 

‘‘rolled in this program. 
‘‘(e) CONSULTATION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—After an easement has 

been acquired under the program, the Sec-
retary shall consult with the landowner to 
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assist with the completion of the terms of 
the easement. 

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENTS.—In providing the con-
sultation required under paragraph (1), the 
Secretary shall provide to the landowner— 

‘‘(A) once every 30 days during the term of 
easement, a status update with respect to 
the easement, including a list of outstanding 
items to be performed by the landowner and 
the Secretary in order for the terms of the 
easement to be completed; and 

‘‘(B) an estimate of the number of days 
needed to complete the terms of the ease-
ment. 

‘‘(3) NOTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall 
notify the landowner of any changes to the 
estimate provided under paragraph (2)(B), in-
cluding an explanation of the reason for the 
changes.’’. 

SA 1162. Mr. JOHANNS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 954, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2018; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 174, between lines 6 and 7, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 1615. PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS TO 

DELAY COMPLIANCE WITH WTO DE-
CISIONS. 

None of the funds made available by this 
Act (including funds of the Commodity Cred-
it Corporation) may be used by the Secretary 
to make payments or influence a foreign 
government or organization (including the 
Brazilian Cotton Institute) for the purpose of 
delaying compliance with a decision of the 
World Trade Organization. 

SA 1163. Mr. HOEVEN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 954, to reauthorize 
agricultural programs through 2018; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 1111, after line 20, add the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. 11ll. SPECIAL PROVISIONS. 

As soon as practicable after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the Secretary shall re-
move from the Special Provisions of crop in-
surance related to prevented planting any 
limitation that would apply to acreage 
that— 

(1) would be prevented from the proper and 
timely planting of the crop when weather 
and other conditions are normal for the area 
in which the acreage is located. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on June 4, 2013, at 9:30 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 

AFFAIRS 

Ms. STABENOW. 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 4, 2013, at 10 a.m., to conduct a 
hearing entitled ‘‘Iran Sanctions: En-
suring Robust Enforcement, and As-
sessing Next Steps.’’ 

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

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on June 4, 
2013, at 10 a.m. in room SD–366 of the 
Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

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

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on June 4, 2013, at 2:30 p.m. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON COMMUNICATIONS, 
TECHNOLOGY, AND THE INTERNET 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Communications, Tech-
nology, and the Internet of the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
June 4, 2013, at 2:30 p.m. in room 253 of 
the Russell Senate Office Building. 

The Committee will hold a hearing 
entitled, ‘‘State of Wireless Commu-
nications.’’ 

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

f 

RELATIVE TO THE DEATH OF 
FRANK R. LAUTENBERG 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate proceed to the consid-
eration of S. Res. 161. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 161) relative to the 

death of the Honorable Frank R. Lautenberg, 
Senator from the State of New Jersey. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
the resolution be agreed to, the pre-
amble be agreed to, the motions to re-
consider be laid upon the table, with no 
intervening action or debate. 

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

The resolution (S. Res. 161) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
(The resolution, with its preamble, is 

printed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Sub-
mitted Resolutions.’’) 

f 

NATIONAL PEDIATRIC STROKE 
AWARENESS MONTH 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
the Senate proceed to the immediate 
consideration of S. Res. 162. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 162) expressing the 
sense of the Senate with respect to childhood 
stroke and recognizing May 2013 as ‘‘Na-
tional Pediatric Stroke Awareness Month.’’ 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the resolution be agreed 
to, the preamble be agreed to, the mo-
tions to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, with no intervening action or de-
bate. 

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

The resolution (S. Res. 162) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
(The resolution, with its preamble, is 

printed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Sub-
mitted Resolutions.’’) 

f 

DISCHARGE AND REFERRAL—S. 993 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
be discharged from further consider-
ation of S. 993 and that the bill be re-
ferred to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

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

f 

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, JUNE 6, 
2013 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it ad-
journ until 9 a.m. on June 6, 2013; that 
following the pledge and prayer, the 
Journal of proceedings be approved to 
date, and the time for the two leaders 
be reserved for their use later in the 
day; that following any leader re-
marks, the Senate resume consider-
ation of the farm bill under the pre-
vious order; that notwithstanding the 
Senate not being in session, the filing 
deadline for first-degree amendments 
to S. 954 be 1 p.m. on Wednesday and 
the filing deadline for second-degree 
amendments be 9:45 a.m. on Thursday. 

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

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Senate 
will not be in session tomorrow to 
allow Senators to attend Senator LAU-
TENBERG’s funeral. I would just men-
tion, I just spoke to the Sergeant at 
Arms Office and the Secretary’s Office. 
They are very impressed with the effu-
sive outpouring of respect for Senator 
LAUTENBERG. We have four airplanes 
going up there. It is so wonderful. I am 
so impressed. 

On Thursday, at 10 a.m., there will be 
three rollcall votes: one on the farm 
bill, two on the motions to proceed to 
student loans. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL THURSDAY, 
JUNE 6, 2013, AT 9 A.M. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business to come before the 
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Senate, I ask unanimous consent that 
it adjourn under the provisions of S. 
Res. 161 as a further mark of respect to 
the memory of the late Senator FRANK 
R. LAUTENBERG of New Jersey. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate stands adjourned until 9 a.m. on 
Thursday, June 6, and does so under 
the provisions of S. Res. 161 as a fur-
ther mark of respect to the late Sen-
ator FRANK R. LAUTENBERG of New Jer-
sey. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 7:14 p.m., 
adjourned until Thursday, June 6, 2013, 
at 9 a.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate: 

THE JUDICIARY 

PATRICIA ANN MILLETT, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE UNITED 
STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUM-
BIA CIRCUIT, VICE JOHN G. ROBERTS, JR., ELEVATED. 

CORNELIA T. L. PILLARD, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUM-
BIA, TO BE UNITED STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR THE DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT, VICE DOUGLAS H. GINS-
BURG, RETIRED. 

ROBERT LEON WILKINS, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUM-
BIA, TO BE UNITED STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR THE DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT, VICE DAVID BRYAN 
SENTELLE, RETIRED. 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF THE 
UNITED STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RE-
SERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 12211: 

To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. KEITH D. JONES 
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