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their health care. This is beyond hy-
pocrisy. Republicans are expecting
women to magically stop the spread of
Zika and prevent their babies from de-
veloping birth defects, all while deny-
ing them access to family planning
services.

But Republicans don’t stop there.
Their bill would also hurt veterans by
slashing the Senate’s level of funding
to the VA by $500 billion. What was
that money to be used for? Processing
claims of veterans. They wiped that
out. It would roll back environmental
protections, and the clincher, as we all
know, is they would allow the Confed-
erate flag to fly over cemeteries. These
provisions are as unacceptable as they
are partisan. That is why Senate
Democrats rejected the outrageous Re-
publican bill and will do so again.

The Zika threat is growing, but that
hasn’t changed the Republicans’ vaca-
tion plans. They need time to unify
around Donald Trump in Cleveland but
no time for American women. For to-
day’s Trump and McConnell Repub-
licans, a public health crisis that is dis-
proportionately dangerous to women
isn’t worth serious, bipartisan action.
Add to that fact that Zika is affecting
women by the tens of thousands in
Central and South America and the
picture becomes even clearer: The anti-
immigrant party of Trump and McCon-
nell would rather be on vacation than
lift a finger to help.

The National Institutes of Health
and the Centers for Disease Control are
warning that vaccine research and
other efforts to protect Americans
from Zika is likely to stop without im-
mediate action from Congress.

A poll released last week by the Kai-
ser Foundation found 72 percent of
Americans want the government to
spend more to fight Zika—mnot Iless,
more. We need to act, and we need to
act now.

It is obvious that picking a fight over
women’s health is more important to
Republicans than a bipartisan response
to stop the spread of this dreaded virus.
Democrats have called on Republicans
to work with us to get something done.
A T7-week vacation should be delayed.
There is no excuse for inaction and par-
tisanship. We cannot afford to waste
another day, a week, another month—
we have already wasted 4 months—for
Republicans to help stop the spread of
this emergency. Let us get to work and
do it now.

IMMIGRATION LEGISLATION

Mr. REID. Finally, on another sub-
ject, Mr. President, Senate Republicans
today will promote Donald Trump’s
anti-immigrant rhetoric with action.
This afternoon, the Senate will vote to
consider a pair of bills proposed by the
junior Senators from Pennsylvania and
Texas. These bills follow Trump’s lead
in demonizing and criminalizing immi-
grant Latino families.

Senator TOOMEY’s bill will undermine
the ability of local law enforcement to
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police their own communities and to
ensure public safety. It would deny
millions of dollars of critical commu-
nity and economic development fund-
ing to cities and States that refuse to
target immigrant families. Senator
TOOMEY’s legislation would simply cre-
ate more problems. It wouldn’t solve
anything. Not surprisingly, it is op-
posed by mayors, domestic violence
groups, Latino and civil rights groups,
and labor organizations.

Senator CRUZ’s bill is no better. It
would enact unnecessary mandatory
minimum sentences and would cost bil-
lions and billions of new dollars, in-
creasing the prison population and si-
phoning funding from State and local
law enforcement. Worst of all, this sort
of partisan, piecemeal approach under-
mines bipartisan efforts to enact badly
needed reforms in our criminal justice
system.

One desk over from me is DICK DUR-
BIN, the assistant Democratic leader.
He has worked for years on doing some-
thing about the criminal justice sys-
tem. He has been joined by a bipartisan
group of people to get something done,
but, again, the Republican leader is too
interested in doing things that mean
nothing than doing something that
means something.

By pursuing legislation targeting so-
called sanctuary cities, Republicans
are legislating Donald Trump’s vision
that immigrants and Latinos are
criminals and threats to the public. Re-
publicans want red meat going into the
convention and desperately want to
pivot from the epidemic of gun vio-
lence plaguing our nation and the epi-
demic of Zika, but Americans deserve a
real solution to our broken immigra-
tion system, not political games and
dog-whistle politics.

If Senator MCCONNELL wants to bring
this legislation forward, we are going
to take a serious look at it. Maybe get-
ting on the bill might be the right
thing to do. If we get on that, and the
Republican leader said he wants a ro-
bust amendment process, well, we will
be happy to give him one. We will have
a number of amendments on guns, we
will have a number of amendments on
Zika, and we will do something about
comprehensive immigration reform. So
we are going to take a look at that. We
may just get on that bill and find out
if we are going to have this robust
amendment process, but let’s address
comprehensive immigration reform,
guns, Zika, and other issues. We are
happy to do that. This may be an op-
portunity for us to move forward on
those issues.

Will the Chair announce what the
Senate is going to do the rest of the
day.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.
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STOP DANGEROUS SANCTUARY
CITIES ACT—MOTION TO PROCEED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of the motion to
proceed to S. 3100, which the clerk will
report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 531, S.
3100, a bill to ensure that State and local law
enforcement may cooperate with Federal of-
ficials to protect our communities from vio-
lent criminals and suspected terrorists who
are illegally present in the United States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The as-
sistant Democratic leader.

LEGISLATION BEFORE THE SENATE

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I see my
colleagues from Kansas and Michigan
on the floor, and I know they are here
to speak on the GMO issue. I will make
a brief statement and cut short what I
planned on saying so they can take the
floor on this important and pending
issue.

The Senate Republican leader came
to the floor this morning and congratu-
lated the Senate on the fact we passed,
on a bipartisan basis, the Puerto Rico
legislation necessary to deal with the
financial disaster they face. We did
that last week, truly in a bipartisan
way. The Republican leader said this
morning we need to keep our focus on
serious issues, but then he comes to us
with four bills that he requests we take
up during the abbreviated session we
have this week and next week, and
among those four bills are two he ac-
knowledges are clearly only introduced
for the political impact, for the mes-
sage, they might deliver.

One bill that is being promoted by
the junior Senator from Pennsylvania
is a bill relating to sanctuary cities.
This measure was largely considered
and voted on only 8 months ago and de-
feated in the Senate. Why are we bring-
ing it back today? Well, there has been
some candor on the Republican side.
The Senator who is offering this meas-
ure is up for reelection. He believes
this is an important ‘‘message amend-
ment’”’ that he needs to take back to
his home State of Pennsylvania, and he
wants to make sure the Senate takes
up this measure before the Republican
convention, which starts up in a couple
weeks. This is a political tactic that is
sadly going to eat up the time of the
Senate with the same ultimate result.
Senator TOOMEY’s sanctuary bill will
not pass, but it gives him something to
talk about when he goes home and per-
haps something to give a speech about
at the Republican convention.

Going back to the Senate Republican
leader’s suggestion that we ought to be
focusing in a bipartisan way on serious
issues, the first suggestion out of the
box on a message amendment is clearly
being done for political purposes only.
The second measure is one that is
brought to the floor at the request of
Senator TED CRUZ, the junior Senator
from Texas. This will bring us back to
some debate over immigration, again,
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on what is known as Kate’s Law and
the suggestion by Senator CRUZ that
we create a new mandatory minimum
criminal sentence.

On its face, this measure is unaccept-
able and unaffordable. It would crim-
inalize, with mandatory minimum sen-
tencing, conduct that would affect
thousands of people who have crossed
over the border into the United States
undocumented. Of course, the Senator
from Texas wants this message amend-
ment during this abbreviated short ses-
sion before the Republican convention,
which I assume he will be speaking to,
in order to make his political point.

So here we are with the Republican
leader first congratulating us on being
bipartisan on serious issues and then
turning around and two of the four
things he suggests we do these 2 weeks
have no chance to pass. One at least
has been voted on within the last 8
months on the floor of the Senate, and
they have acknowledged they are only
offering these amendments to give the
Senators who are making the requests
a chance to make some political hay in
the weeks and days before the Repub-
lican convention in Cleveland.

Why? Because the ‘‘presumptive,” as
they call him, Republican nominee for
President wants to focus on immigra-
tion. As a consequence, those who are
lining up behind him, like the junior
Senator from Pennsylvania, want to
have some arguing points to make to
support Donald Trump’s candidacy and
his position on immigration.

It is a sad reality that 3 years ago, on
the floor of the Senate, we actually did
something constructive on the issue of
immigration. With the votes of 14 Re-
publicans joining the Democrats, we
passed bipartisan, comprehensive im-
migration reform. Sadly, that measure
died in the House when they wouldn’t
even consider that bill or any bill on
the issue. We had a constructive alter-
native, and it passed here in a bipar-
tisan fashion on a serious issue. Yet,
since then, the Republicans have
stonewalled and stopped every effort to
constructively deal with immigration.

The two measures before us, by Sen-
ators from Pennsylvania and Texas,
should be taken for what they are.
They are political posturing before the
Republican National Convention. They
are efforts so these two Senators will
have something to talk about or brag
about at the Cleveland convention, but
they do not take us to the serious
issues we still face; issues such as the
GMO compromise, an important issue
because of measures taken by some
States; issues such as funding for Zika,
a measure which passed the Senate 89
to 1 in a strong bipartisan vote and
then went over to the House and lan-
guished in a conference committee and
finally was reported out with no Demo-
cratic signatories to the conference re-
port. That measure has been defeated
once, and the Senate Republican leader
said we will just go call the same meas-
ure again, with obviously the same
outcome.
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We still have questions on funding on
Zika, questions about funding on
opioid abuse. These are serious meas-
ures that should be taken up rather
than these so-called message amend-
ments being offered by the other side.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I un-
derstand I have 10 minutes reserved,
and I ask unanimous consent for 1 ad-
ditional minute, if I do not finish. I am
to be followed by my distinguished
ranking member, Senator STABENOW.

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

AGRICULTURE BIOTECHNOLOGY

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I come
to the floor to talk about a topic and a
bipartisan bill that will affect what
consumers pay for their food, the grave
threats of worldwide malnutrition and
hunger, and the future of every farmer,
every grower, and the future of every
rancher in America. That topic is agri-
culture biotechnology.

We have all heard about our growing
global population, currently at 7 bil-
lion and estimated to reach over 9.6 bil-
lion in the next few decades. Tonight, 1
in 9 people—that is roughly 800 million
people—worldwide will go to bed hun-
gry. Around the world, impoverished
regions are facing increased challenges
in feeding their people. Show me a na-
tion that cannot feed itself, and I will
show you a nation in chaos. Goodness
knows, we have had enough of that.

We have seen too many examples in
recent years where shortfalls in grain
and other food items or increases in
prices at the consumer level have
helped to trigger outbreaks of civil un-
rest and protests in places such as the
Middle East and Africa. In light of
these global security threats, today’s
farmers are being asked to produce
more safe and affordable food to meet
the demands at home and around the
globe. At the same time, farmers are
facing increased challenges to their
production, including limited land and
water resources, uncertain weather, to
be sure, and pest and disease issues.
However, over the past 20 years, agri-
culture biotechnology has become an
invaluable tool in ensuring the success
of the American farmer in meeting the
challenge of increasing yield in a more
efficient, safe, and responsible manner.

For years now, the United States has
proven that American agriculture
plays a pivotal role in addressing food
shortfalls around the world. We must
continue to consider new and innova-
tive ways to get ahead of the growing
population and production challenges.
In addressing these issues, we must
continue to be guided by the best avail-
able science, research, and innovation.

If my colleagues have heard any of
my previous remarks on this topic,
they have heard me say time and again
that biotechnology products are safe.
My colleagues don’t have to take my
word for it. The Agriculture Com-
mittee held a hearing late last year
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where all three agencies in charge of
reviewing biotechnology testified be-
fore our members. Over and over again,
the EPA, the FDA, and the USDA told
us that these products are safe—that
they are safe for the environment, safe
for other plants, and certainly safe for
our food supply. Since that hearing,
the U.S. Government reinforced their
decisions on the safety of these prod-
ucts.

Last November, the FDA took sev-
eral steps, based on sound science, re-
garding food that is produced from
biotech plants, including issuing final
guidance for manufacturers who wish
to voluntarily label their products as
containing ingredients from biotech or
exclusively nonbiotech plants. More
importantly, the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration denied a petition that
would have required the mandatory on-
package labeling of biotech foods. The
FDA maintained that evidence was not
provided for the agency to put such a
requirement in place because there is
no health safety or nutritional dif-
ference between biotech crops and their
nonbiotech varieties.

A recent report from the National
Academy of Sciences ‘‘found no sub-
stantiated evidence of a difference in
risks to human health between current
commercially available genetically en-
gineered crops and conventionally bred
crops.”

Just last week, 110 Nobel laureates
sent an open letter to the leaders of
Greenpeace, the United Nations, and
all governments around the world in
support of agriculture biotechnology,
and particularly in support of golden
rice. Golden rice has the potential—has
had the potential and has the poten-
tial—to reduce or eliminate much of
the death and disease caused by a vita-
min A deficiency, particularly among
the poorest people in Africa and South-
east Asia. These world-renowned sci-
entists noted that ‘‘scientific and regu-
latory agencies around the world have
repeatedly and consistently found
crops and foods improved through bio-
technology to be as safe as, if not safer,
than those derived from any other
method of production.”

Furthermore, the laureates said:

There has never been a single confirmed
case of a negative health outcome for hu-
mans or animals from their consumption.
Their environmental impacts have been
shown repeatedly to be less damaging to the
environment, and a boon to global biodiver-
sity.

There has been a lot of discussion
about agriculture biotechnology lately,
and that is a good thing. We should be
talking about our food. We should be
talking about our farmers and pro-
ducers, and we should be talking to
consumers. It is important to have an
honest discussion and an open ex-
change of dialogue. After all, that is
what we do in the Senate—discuss dif-
ficult issues, craft solutions, and fi-
nally vote in the best interests of our
constituents.

The difficult issue for us to address is
what to do about the patchwork of bio-
technology labeling laws that soon will
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wreak havoc on the flow of interstate
commerce of agriculture and food prod-
ucts in every supermarket and every
grocery store up and down every Main
Street. That is what this discussion
should be about. It is not about safety
or health or nutrition; it is all about
marketing. If we don’t act today, what
we will face is a handful of States that
have chosen to enact labeling require-
ments on information that has nothing
to do with health, safety, or nutrition.

Unfortunately, the impact of those
State decisions will be felt across the
country and around the globe. Those
decisions impact the farmers who
would be pressured to grow less effi-
cient crops so manufacturers could
avoid these demonizing labels. Those
labeling laws will impact distributors
who have to spend more money to sort
different labels for different States.
Those labeling laws will ultimately im-
pact consumers, who will suffer from
much higher priced food. When on-
package labels force manufacturers to
reformulate food products, our farmers
will have limited biotechnology op-
tions available. This will result in less
food available to the many mouths in
our troubled and hungry world.

It is not manufacturers who pay the
ultimate price; it is the consumer—at
home and around the globe—who will
bear this burden, unless we act today.

I am proud of the critical role the De-
partment of Agriculture has played and
will continue to play in combating
global hunger. Farmers and ranchers in
Kansas, Michigan, and all across this
country have been and are committed
to continue to doing their part. And
those of us who represent them in the
U.S. Senate should do our part to stand
up in defense of sound science and in-
novation. We should stand up to ensure
that our farmers and ranchers have ac-
cess to agriculture biotechnology and
other tools to address these global
challenges.

The proposal put forth by my distin-
guished ranking member Senator STA-
BENOW and me provides that defense of
our food system and our farmers and
ranchers, while at the same time pro-
viding a reasonable solution to con-
sumer demand for more information.
That is what the bill does.

Our amendment strikes a careful bal-
ance. It certainly is not perfect from
my perspective. It is not the best pos-
sible bill, but it is the best bill possible
under these difficult circumstances we
find ourselves in today. That is why, I
say to my colleagues, it is supported by
a broad coalition of well over 1,000 food
and agriculture industries, and that
sets a record in the Senate Agriculture
Committee. They include the American

Farm Bureau Federation, Grocery
Manufacturers Association, and the
U.S. Chamber of Commerce, just to

name a few.

I urge my colleagues to not merely
support cloture on a bill this afternoon
but to support your broad range of con-
stituents who benefit from its passage.

Passing this bill benefits farmers and
ranchers by providing a mechanism for
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disclosure that educates rather than
denigrates their technology.

Passing this bill benefits manufac-
turers by providing a single national
standard by which to be held account-
able, rather than an unworkable sys-
tem of many more State standards.

Finally, passing this bill benefits
consumers by greatly increasing the
amount of food information at their
fingertips but does so in a way that
provides cost-effective options to avoid
devastating increases in the price of
food.

Passing this bill is the responsible
thing to do. It is time for us to act. I
urge my colleagues to join us in doing
just that.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, first
I wish to thank the chairman of the
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry
Committee. We had some tough nego-
tiations on this issue, and I think we
have come to a place that makes sense
for farmers and the food industry, as
well as consumers. So I wish to thank
Senator ROBERTS. We worked together
on a bipartisan basis on issue after
issue after issue coming before the
committee, and I am sure we will con-
tinue to do that. I don’t think we have
an economy unless somebody makes
something and grows something. That
is how we have an economy. And we
worked very hard to come to a spot
where we can actually get things done
because that is what people expect us
to do. It is great to talk, but people
want us to actually solve problems and
get things done.

So today I rise to discuss an impor-
tant bipartisan agreement—a hard-
fought, tough negotiated agreement
that the Senate will soon vote on re-
garding the issue of GMO labeling. This
bill is frankly very different from what
passed the House of Representatives
about a year ago, I think now, and
from what we voted on in March. I
thank Senator ROBERTS and his staff
for working in a bipartisan way to get
us to the spot where we are now.

As everyone knows, I have opposed
voluntary labeling at every turn. I
don’t think it is right to preempt
States from having labeling laws and
replace it with something that is vol-
untary. There needs to be a mandatory
system, which is what this bill does.

I worked to keep what was done by
activists known as the DARK Act from
becoming law three different times
here in the U.S. Senate. Throughout
this process, I worked to ensure that
any agreement would first recognize
the scientific consensus that bio-
technology is safe; second, to ensure
that consumers have the right to know
what is in their food; and third, to pre-
vent a confusing patchwork of 50 dif-
ferent labeling requirements in 50 dif-
ferent States. And while this issue stirs
strong emotions in all scientific de-
bate—I certainly understand that—the
fact is, this bill achieves all of those

S4781

goals. For the first time ever, we will
ensure we have a mandatory national
labeling system for GMOs.

Unfortunately, in many ways this de-
bate has served as a proxy fight about
whether biotechnology has a role in
our food system and in agriculture as a
whole. I think that is really fundamen-
tally what the debate is about under
this whole issue.

When we wrote the farm bill back in
2013, I made it a top priority to support
all parts of agriculture. It was very im-
portant to me to say that consumers
need choices and that we need to sup-
port every part of agriculture, and that
is what we did in a very robust way. We
made important investments and re-
forms that helped our traditional grow-
ers—conventional growers—and Wwe
made significant investments in
organics, in local food systems, small
farms, and farmers’ markets in a way
we have not done before as a country.
We did this because we recognized that
it takes all forms of agriculture to en-
sure we continue leading the world
with the safest, most affordable food
supply.

That is why, when I hear friends who
oppose this bill denying the over-
whelming body of science that says
biotechnology poses no human health
or safety risks while believing the very
same National Academy of Sciences
that tells us that climate change is
real, I have to shake my head. I believe
in science; that is why I know climate
change is real. I believe in science; that
is why the same people—the National
Academy of Sciences and over 100
Nobel laureates last week—and when
the FDA tells us that biotechnology is
safe for human consumption and that
there is no material difference between
GMO and non-GMO ingredients, I be-
lieve science.

In fact, as was indicated earlier, over
100 Nobel laureates signed a letter to
Greenpeace last week asking them to
end their opposition to GMOs over a
strain of rice that will reduce vitamin
A deficiencies that cause blindness and
death in children in the developing
world. I stand with the scientific evi-
dence from leading health organiza-
tions like the American Medical Asso-
ciation, the National Academy of
Sciences, the FDA, and the World
Health Organization, which all say
that GMOs are safe for consumption. I
find it ironic that those who challenge
this science have latched onto com-
ments from the FDA—an agency that
has found no scientific evidence that
biotechnology threatens human safe-
ty—as some type of credible challenge
to this agreement.

In talking about comments from the
FDA, I find it interesting that they
omit the first paragraph, which was, by
the way, that they don’t believe from a
health risk safety standpoint that
GMOs should be labeled and which is
why they have consistently said no to
labeling and would, not surprisingly,
interpret a biotechnology definition in
the narrowest way because they don’t
believe that GMOs should be labeled.
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So I stand before colleagues and this
Chamber today to say enough is
enough. I have been through enough of
these debates in the past to know that
sometimes, no matter the amount of
reason or logic, someone is not going
to change their position. I understand
that. But I remember Senator Daniel
Patrick Moynihan of New York, who
used to say that everyone is entitled to
their own opinion but not their own
facts. So in that spirit, let’s talk about
the facts.

For the first time, consumers in all
50 States will have a mandatory na-
tional GMO label on their food. Right
now, if we do nothing, those who get
labeling are Vermont and potentially a
couple of other States in the North-
east. When we vote, if we vote yes, ev-
eryone will have the opportunity to get
more information about their food as it
relates to GMOs. While many want to
hold up the Vermont law, the fact is
that law ensures that a little more
than 626,000 people have information
about their food. There are nearly 16
times more people in Michigan, and
they deserve the right to know as well.
That is why this mandatory national
labeling system is so important.

Let’s talk about what we are say-
ing—not in a voluntary way as passed
the House but requiring one of three
choices—three well-regulated ways for
companies to disclose information.
Some have already chosen what they
are going to do and have said: We're
going to continue to do on-pack words,
like Vermont. There are significant
companies that have said: We want cer-
tainty. We want this law passed, but
this is what we are doing.

We also give a choice of an on-pack
symbol, and this is not the specific, but
it is the idea of what it would be. We
have some major retailers in this coun-
try who have said: Regardless of what
happens, we are only going to get prod-
ucts on our shelves if they have the
first—which is words—or a symbol. So
the marketplace is definitely going to
drive where this goes, and consumers
will continue to drive it.

But we also know that an electronic
label makes sense if it is regulated in a
specific way to make sure that con-
sumers can have access. We also know
there are those who want very much to
make sure they not only share infor-
mation that there are GMO ingredients
but also important things, such as the
National Academy of Sciences saying
they are safe for human consumption.
So there is some context around this.
It is not scare tactics; it is fact based.

Let me also say that we know con-
sumers want other kinds of informa-
tion than just whether or not there are
genetically modified ingredients in
their food. The No. 1 issue I am told
consumers ask about is food allergies.
We know others are concerned about
antibiotics in meat. There are a whole
range of issues people care about. For
me and the world of smartphones and
electronics, going forward, it makes
sense from a consumer standpoint to
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have a universally accepted platform
where you not only get information
about GMOs but whether you should be
concerned about your food allergies
and what is, in fact, in the ingredients.
Right now I have friends who have to
go to a book in the back of a store to
figure out what is going on in terms of
food ingredients. Having something
that is accessible to all of us who are
using these phones would make sense,
and that is what we are talking about.

So we have three different options,
and the companies or stores, if they
put them in, will drive what the op-
tions are.

Let me debunk a little bit of this
whole question on allowing an elec-
tronic label. First of all, Nielsen tells
us that 82 percent of American house-
holds right now own a smartphone. It
is so interesting to me that the people
expressing outrage about technology
are using their smartphones in order to
tweet that or are going to Facebook
and other social media—a socially ac-
cepted way for us to be communicating
together. So 82 percent of American
households own a smartphone, and we
are told by Nielsen that very quickly
will become 90 percent.

For someone who doesn’t have a
smartphone—or maybe they are in an
area where there is concern about
broadband, which concerns me, in some
rural areas—we make sure that before
this is implemented, the USDA has to
survey areas where this is a problem
and make sure there is more accessi-
bility with additional scanners in the
store and additional opportunities for
people to be able to get the informa-
tion and to be able to use this if they
don’t have a smartphone. They might
want to be able to put the can up to a
scanner. That is another option as
well.

Let me also say that more and more,
using smartphones and electric labels
is very much a part of our lives. We
have those doing it for food informa-
tion right now. You can scan to get a
price right now on a can. We have all
kinds of apps on our phone, from pay-
ing bills, to going through the airport,
to connecting with friends. This is very
much about the future and how we are
going to find out all kinds of informa-
tion. So it is not unreasonable that, in
order to help consumers get informa-
tion not just on GMOs but on food al-
lergies and other kinds of important
issues, we would look at electronic la-
bels in a way to do that. This is an idea
that came from the Secretary of Agri-
culture looking at all of the different
requests to their Department for infor-
mation.

I appreciate some of the concerns
about the electronic label, but this is
not about hiding information because
we will be working to make sure there
is accessibility in the store for that in-
formation. And going forward, we have
virtually everyone at some point using
their smartphone to communicate—to
do business, to do banking, to commu-
nicate with friends, and so on. I think
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this will become less and less of an
issue as we go forward.

Let me also say one more time that
one of three things must be done.
Major companies have already said
that while they want the certainty of a
national law so they can plan—and we
don’t see disruptions for our farmers
and for our grocery store owners and
others—they will simply do on-pack
words or an on-pack symbol. But there
are three choices available. You must
do one of those in order to make infor-
mation available, and I fully expect
that consumers will engage with com-
panies to advocate as to which one of
those they want to see happen.

Let me talk about something else
that has not been focused on enough.
We have been talking about how to
label, which is only one piece of it. An-
other piece of this is the fact that the
bill in front of us ensures that around
25,000 more products will be labeled
than are labeled in Vermont or any of
the other States we are talking about.
Around 25,000 more products will be la-
beled, and consumers will have the op-
portunity to know what is in those
products. This has really been glossed
over, and I think that is very unfortu-
nate. Right now, in Vermont, anything
with meat, eggs, cheese, dairy—includ-
ing broth or anything that has any bit
of meat in it—is automatically exempt.
This agreement gives consumers infor-
mation about 25,000 more products that
contain meat when the product also
contains GMO ingredients. So 25,000
more products—that is good for con-
sumers and families who want to know.

To be clear, this bill has the same
tough standards as the European Union
and many other countries when it
comes to livestock. However, unlike
Vermont, this bill doesn’t provide the
full exemption for a GMO food product
just because it contains a trace of meat
as an ingredient. What does that mean?
In Vermont, you walk in—if it is a
cheese pizza, it is labeled; a cheese
pepperoni pizza is not labeled, even
though it has GMO ingredients. In
Vermont, vegetable soup is labeled;
vegetable beef soup is exempt, even
though it has GMO ingredients. In
Vermont, a fettuccine alfredo—I'm get-
ting hungry for lunch—fettuccine
alfredo is labeled; fettuccine alfredo
with chicken and broccoli is exempt,
even though it has GMO ingredients.
Now, somebody tell me why that
makes any sense from a consumer
standpoint. We fix that in this bill.

The next thing we focus on is making
sure that we maintain and strengthen
the organic label, something not done
in other versions of the bill. As we
know, organics have always been non-
GMO. Those families who wish not to
buy products with GMOs—those who
have wanted to buy products with no
GMOs—will always have that option.
But for many consumers it is a bit un-
clear. People question: Well, does ‘‘or-
ganic” mean the same thing as ‘“‘non-
GMO”? To make it clear, among a
number of changes we are making to
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strengthen and protect the organic
label, this agreement ensures that or-
ganic producers can now display a non-
GMO label in addition to the USDA or-
ganic seal. This is also important infor-
mation not in any other bill and impor-
tant information to give consumers
choices about the food they eat.

Let’s talk now for a moment about
the definitions that have been talked a
lot about in terms of biotechnology.
First of all, let me say it is the USDA,
not the FDA, that is the sole agency
that will implement this mandatory
national labeling system. They are the
ones given the authority to label ev-
erything that contains GMOs on the
grocery shelf, and that is what this
label and definition does. While we saw
a lot of fervor last week about com-
ments from the FDA, it does not
change the fact that USDA will imple-
ment this mandatory national labeling
system—not the FDA, which doesn’t
believe it should be labeled and has the
most conservative view on what a
biotech definition is.

As I said before, it is rather ironic
that labeling advocates who clung to
these statements when the FDA sent
out a memorandum of technical assist-
ance have missed or refused to also in-
dicate that the FDA has repeatedly de-
nied petitions to label GMOs. That is
why this is going through the USDA
from an information and marketing
standpoint and not the FDA—because
there is not scientific evidence to put
it into the FDA as a health risk.

Furthermore, we have heard from
many opponents who say the definition
in this agreement does not match any
other international definition of ‘‘bio-
technology.” The fact is, the definition
of ‘‘biotechnology’ varies greatly
among the 64 countries with manda-
tory labeling laws. Our definition is in
line with many of those countries and
even has the potential to cover more
foods. For example, the European
Union’s definition of ‘“‘biotechnology,”’
which applies to food produced in 27
countries, clearly does not include gene
editing or other new technologies. This
agreement we will be voting on pro-
vides authority to the USDA to label
those things. Japan only requires la-
bels on 8 crops—33 specific food prod-
ucts—and exempts refined sugar. Our
bill provides authority to the USDA to
label refined sugars and other proc-
essed products.

When people point to international
laws, let’s really look at the details of
those laws before we start holding
those laws as the gold standard for
GMO labeling laws.

I reflect on the statement from Sen-
ator Moynihan. Everyone is entitled to
his or her opinion but not his or her
own facts.

This bill creates the first-ever man-
datory national GMO labeling require-
ment. We cover 25,000 more foods than
are labeled in Vermont or the other
States.

We protect and strengthen the or-
ganic label, which is non-GMO and
makes it a clear choice for consumers.
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We preserve and protect -critical
State and Federal consumer laws. That
is where this will be enforced. One of
the major areas of negotiations was to
make sure that while there was a pre-
emption of the capacity to label, it did
not bleed over into the capacity to en-
force fraud or inaccuracy or other
issues that relate to labeling. We have
been very clear—the enforcement will
come from Federal and State consumer
protection laws.

Finally, we are preventing a patch-
work of 50 State labeling laws that—as
in every other area of international
commerce—we as a country have said
does not make sense.

So we can nitpick this agreement
around the edges. Certainly, in any ne-
gotiation, there are always things you
would like to see in an agreement that
are not there. Certainly, in any bipar-
tisan agreement, that is going to be
the case. But this bill moves us forward
with a commonsense approach that for
the first time guarantees consumers
who want to know if their food in-
cludes GMOs the ability to know, while
at the same time creating certainty for
our food producers, our farmers, our
manufacturers, and our grocers.

I urge colleagues to come together to
look at the facts, to look at the
science, and to support this bipartisan
agreement. We have an opportunity to
really get something done—not just
talk but to actually get something
done that is positive. I hope we will do
that.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
ERNST). The Senator from Illinois.

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

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

REMEMBERING ABNER J. MIKVA

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President,
Monday, the Fourth of July, was the
240th anniversary of the creation of the
United States of America. It was a day
on which we celebrated this great Na-
tion. We celebrated our great leaders,
but in Illinois we lost one of our best in
the passing of Abner Mikva on the
Fourth of July.

Abner Mikva was a friend. In addi-
tion to that, he was an extraordinary
individual. His record of public service
is unmatched. I can’t think of anyone
off the top of my head who did so many
distinguished things in the legislative
branch of our Federal Government,
serving in the House of Representa-
tives; serving on the U.S. Circuit Court
for the District of Columbia in the ju-
dicial branch; and serving as general
counsel to President William Clinton
in the White House in the executive
branch. Abner Mikva combined them
all.

The highlights of his life are an
amazing story of a young man going
through law school who decided in 1948
that he wanted to get involved in poli-
tics. Judge Mikva got his start when he
walked into the 8th Ward headquarters
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in the city of Chicago in 1948—back in
the day when the Democratic organiza-
tion of Chicago was a powerful oper-
ation. Here he was, a young man, a
young law student who was inspired by
the candidacies of Adlai Stevenson for
Governor of Illinois and Paul Douglas
for the U.S. Senate, and he wanted to
do his part.

What transpired when he made that
effort has become legend in Chicago.

Abner Mikva showed up. A ward com-
mitteeman saw him at the door and
said: What can I do for you?

He said: Well, I am looking to volun-
teer.

The ward committeeman said to Ab
Mikva: Who sent you?

Abner Mikva said: Nobody sent me.

The ward committeeman said: We
don’t want nobody nobody sent.

He then said to him: Are you looking
for a job?

Abner Mikva said: No, I am not real-
1y looking for a job.

The ward committeeman said: We
don’t want nobody who ain’t looking
for a job.

The ward committeeman then said:
Where are you from, kid?

He said: I go to the University of Chi-
cago.

The ward committeeman made it
clear: We don’t want nobody from the
University of Chicago.

That was Abner Mikva’s introduction
into politics. You would think he
would have been discouraged by that,
but he was not. He went on to graduate
from the University of Chicago Law
School, to clerk for a U.S. Supreme
Court Justice, and then to practice law
in the city.

In the 1950s, he decided to run for the
Illinois House of Representatives. He
ran against the same political organi-
zation that turned away his efforts to
be a volunteer, and he won. He came to
Springfield, IL—my hometown and the
capital of our State—to the Illinois
House, and found some kindred spirits.
One of them, Paul Simon, who eventu-
ally served here in the U.S. Senate, was
Abner Mikva’s closest friend in the Illi-
nois House of Representatives. State
representative Tony Scariano was an-
other independent who had come to the
Illinois House to try to make a dif-
ference. The three of them roomed to-
gether—Mikva, Jewish religion; Paul
Simon, Lutheran; and Tony Scariano,
Catholic. They called their gang the
Kosher Nostra, and they set out to try
to change the government of Illinois.
But even more than their contributions
legislatively, politically they created a
force in Illinois—both downstate and in
Chicago, which made a big difference in
the history of our State.

Abner Mikva went on to be elected to
the U.S. House of Representatives,
where he served with distinction until
he was appointed to the district court
for the District of Columbia. He had a
tough congressional district. He start-
ed off on the South Side of Chicago,
around Hyde Park. Eventually, when
he saw the demographics changing, he
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picked up and literally moved north to
the Evanston area, which was the base
for his political operations in the new
congressional district. He moved his
entire operation up north and inspired
the kind of followership and devotion
that politicians dream of. If you were
part of the Mikva organization in his
district, you took it personally. I can
recall people saying with a straight
face that they were part of the Mikva
operation but decided to move out of
his district. When they broke the news
to the coordinator, of course, the coor-
dinator insisted that before they could
move, they had to find someone to re-
place them as precinct volunteers to
help Ab Mikva get reelected to the U.S.
House of Representatives, which he did
sporadically. He lost a couple of times,
but he won as well. The time came
when he was appointed to the Circuit
Court of Appeals for the District of Co-
lumbia, the second highest court in the
land, where he wrote many important
decisions relative to the basic rights of
people under the Constitution.

He was my friend. I was introduced
to him by Paul Simon, my predecessor
here in the Senate. I think of the two
of them as my North Star, when it
comes to issues of integrity, independ-
ence, and progressive values. 1 was
lucky to know Ab Mikva throughout
my congressional career in the House
and Senate and to have Loretta join
me when we had dinner with Ab and his
wife Zoe in Chicago several times over
the last several years after his retire-
ment.

Ab Mikva received the Presidential
Medal of Freedom from President
Barack Obama, and one of the reasons
was that they were close personal
friends. It was Ab Mikva to whom
Barack Obama went when he was inter-
ested in a career in politics, and Mikva
counseled him in terms of what he
needed to do. He suggested that he
should listen more carefully to Afri-
can-American ministers so he could
put a little more life and emotion into
his speaking style. Obviously, Presi-
dent Obama took that lesson to heart.
It was Abner Mikva who stood by
Obama in his early days, running for
the U.S. Senate and then running for
the Presidency. He was always his
right-hand man, willing to offer advice
and connect him with the right people
on the political scene. Their friendship
endured until Ab’s passing just a cou-
ple of days ago. I know the President
feels, as I do, that we have lost a great
friend and a great supporter in what he
was able to achieve.

He also had a friendly and happy way
about him. He enjoyed life. He used to
engage in poker games that included
Supreme Court Justices and Federal
judges, some of whom will surprise
you. William Rehnquist would play
poker with Ab Mikva. Those were two
men from opposite ends of the political
spectrum, and they still had a chance
to get together and to get to know one
another.

He left an enduring mark on Amer-
ica’s legal system. There were so many
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people who started off as clerks for
Abner Mikva and turned out to be
amazing contributors to the American
political scene. One of his former
clerks sits on the U.S. Supreme Court.
Elena Kagan was a clerk for Judge
Mikva and then went on to the highest
Court in the land. That gives you an
indication of the quality of the people
who worked with and for him. His law
clerks went on to serve Justices Wil-
liam Brennan, Thurgood Marshall,
Harry Blackmun, and Lewis Powell.

The New York Times once branded
Abner Mikva as ‘‘the Zelig of the
American legal scene.” One brilliant
young lawyer actually turned down a
Mikva clerkship, and that was Barack
Obama, who did find another way to
contribute to this Nation.

In 1997, Judge Mikva and his wife Zoe
founded the Mikva Challenge, a pro-
gram I have become acquainted with
and worked with over the years. Abner
Mikva and Zoe tried to engage young
people in politics, and they did it on a
bipartisan basis. If a young person
wanted to volunteer for the Republican
Party, they would find a way for that
person to become a part of the cam-
paign and work in an office so they
could see firsthand what politics and
government was all about, and, of
course, they would provide similar vol-
unteers for the Democratic candidates.
These young people would see their
lives transformed and changed by this
Mikva Challenge. I have met them, and
many times I wondered what their fu-
ture might hold, but knowing full well
that some of them would be in public
service, much as Abner Mikva was dur-
ing his life.

Just a couple of months ago, there
was a special luncheon to celebrate
Abner’s contributions to public service
and the Mikva Challenge. At the time
they made the decision—and I hope
they carried it through—to make this a
permanently funded foundation-sup-
ported effort that will survive Abner
and Zoe and will live on for many dec-
ades to come.

Some years ago, Judge Mikva told a
reporter that it was important for a so-
ciety to have heroes. He said:

You have to have live heroes. . . . It is not
enough to be exposed to George Washington
in grade school or Abraham Lincoln in high
school. You have to have somebody who you
can identify with in the here and now, who
makes the institutions we are trying to pre-
serve worthwhile.

I am very proud to join the Alliance
for Justice and many other groups that
have stood up and acknowledged the
amazing contributions that have been
made by Abner Mikva and Zoe during
the course of Abner’s life. I am particu-
larly honored to have counted him as a
friend. He would call and give me words
of encouragement so many times when
we were going through some tough de-
cisionmaking. I can’t tell you how
much it meant to hear from him per-
sonally and to know he approved of
what I was doing. He was always, as 1
said, my North Star and hero in polit-
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ical life. With his old buddy, Paul
Simon, his old roommate in the Illinois
House, they probably inspired this Sen-
ator as much as any two people who
have been living during my tenure in
public service.

I stand today in tribute to a great
man and a great American. Abner
Mikva of Illinois made this a better
country and Illinois a better State.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

REMEMBERING ELIE WIESEL

Mr. CRUZ. Madam President:

I remember: it happened yesterday, or
eternities ago. A young Jewish boy discov-
ered the Kingdom of Night. I remember his
bewilderment, I remember his anguish. It all
happened so fast. The ghetto. The deporta-
tion. The sealed cattle car. The fiery altar
upon which the history of our people and the
future of mankind were meant to be sac-
rificed.

I remember he asked his father: ‘‘Can this
be true? This is the twentieth century, not
the Middle Ages. Who would allow such
crimes to be committed? How could the
world remain silent?”’

And now the boy is turning to me. ‘“Tell
me,”” he asks, ‘“what have you done with my
future, what have you done with your life?”’
And I tell him that I have tried. That I have
tried to keep memory alive, that I have tried
to fight those who would forget. Because if
we forget, we are guilty, we are accomplices.

And then I explained to him how naive we
were, that the world did know and remain si-
lent. And that is why I swore never to be si-
lent whenever, wherever human beings en-
dure suffering and humiliation. We must
take sides. Neutrality helps the oppressor,
never the victim. Silence encourages the tor-
menter, never the tormented. Sometimes we
must interfere. When human lives are endan-
gered, when human dignity is in jeopardy,
national borders and sensitivities become ir-
relevant. Wherever men and women are per-
secuted because of their race, religion, or po-
litical views, that place must—at that mo-
ment—become the center of the universe.

Elie Wiesel spoke these words as he
accepted the Nobel Peace Prize in 1986.
He was a living testimony to the vow
“Never forget.” Although he endured
the unspeakable darkness of Auschwitz
and Buchenwald, his defiant light
burned ever brighter as he dedicated
his immense talents to providing a
voice for not only the Jewish victims
of the Holocaust but also for the voice-
less, the condemned, and the forsaken
around the globe. Elie tirelessly re-
minded the world that the savage hor-
ror of the Third Reich was not an aber-
ration in the past that was defeated in
World War II. He knew that the poten-
tial for such genocidal evil remains
with us in the present, and he warned
that we must always be on guard
against it. Now, that little boy who
was always with him must always be
with us.

I was blessed to know Elie and his in-
comparable wife Mary personally. They
have been powerful and fearless voices
for justice no matter the cost. It is
humbling to encounter the true great-
ness that is embodied by Elie and
Mary.

When Israel’s Prime Minister Ben-
jamin Netanyahu addressed a joint ses-
sion of Congress, it was one of the
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great privileges of my life to host Elie
Wiesel and join him on a panel, to-
gether discussing the profound threat
imposed by a nuclear Iran.

A nuclear Iran, I believe, is the single
greatest national security threat fac-
ing America. Elie shared that view.
“Never again” is a critically important
phrase. After the victory of World War
II, it might seem like a comforting af-
firmation of fact that humanity had
evolved and a horror like the Holocaust
could never happen again, but ‘“‘never
again’ is something more. Elie Wiesel
was a living testimony to the fact that
““never again’ is a sacred vow. It is a
promise that we will not take this for
granted, but we will be ceaselessly
vigilant because we know that while
the evil of anti-Semitism was defeated
once in World War II, it was not eradi-
cated. To assume in our sophisticated
modern age that we somehow tran-
scended evil would be a tragic mistake.

We have seen the face of evil this
year in the savage ISIS terrorists who
are targeting Jews, Christians, and
Muslims—murdering regardless of
faith. We see it even more clearly in
the Islamic Republic of Iran, which is
seeking the world’s deadliest weapons
and the means to deliver them to make
good on the many threats to annihilate
not only the nation of Israel but the
entire free world. These are not empty
words uttered by an ayatollah without
consequence. They are not simply
words to placate a domestic political
audience. These are articles of faith
with the Iranian leadership, and they
have backed them up with 35 years of
violent hostility towards Israel and the
United States.

Last year, the world marked the 75th
anniversary of the liberation of Ausch-
witz, and we remembered the unspeak-
able atrocities of the death camps. We
cannot afford a nuclear Auschwitz. We
all know that Iran’s terrorist proxies—
Hamas, Hezbollah, and the Palestinian
Islamic Jihad—have engaged in vicious
terror attacks against our Nation, and
already too many of our citizens have
been killed and maimed. We know that
the danger posed by Iran is not a thing
of the past. Their intention is to use
these weapons of destruction.

This threat should not be a partisan
issue. This threat should unite us be-
cause that is the only way we will be
able to defeat this threat, and defeat it
we must because Iran’s threat is not
only to wipe us off the map but to
erase us from the historical record all
together. Think about that for a mo-
ment. The stated objective of the Aya-
tollah Khamenei is a world without
even the memory of the United States
of America, the Great Satan, as they
call us—or even a memory of Israel,
the Little Satan, as they call Israel.

Together we can stop that threat,
just as we did in World War II. To-
gether we can stand up and repudiate
this catastrophic Iranian nuclear deal
that sends billions of dollars to Islamic
terrorists committed to our murder.
Together we can look evil in the eye
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and call it by its name, and we can do
what we must to ensure that the vow of
“‘never again’’ is fulfilled.

Elie Wiesel left an extraordinary leg-
acy. His memory is a blessing, an inspi-
ration, but it is also a challenge to
keep his legacy burning in our hearts.
Our prayers go out to Marion and to all
of Elie’s loved ones. May he rest in
peace, but may every one of us rise to
answer the call to truth and justice
that Elie Wiesel championed each and
every day.

KATE’S LAW

Madam President, there is a second
topic I wish to address on the floor
today.

Last week, as many of us were look-
ing forward to Independence Day and
vacations with our family, fireworks,
hot dogs by the grill, another family
was mourning a loss—the loss of a
daughter, the loss of a life, and a loss
that should never have occurred. Last
Friday was the 1l-year anniversary of
the senseless killing of a vivacious 32-
year-old young woman, Kate Steinle.
She was shot as she was walking arm
in arm with her dad on a San Francisco
pier. After the bullet tore through her,
she collapsed to the ground, crying out,
“Dad, help me. Help me.” She died 2
hours later.

As the father of two daughters, I can-
not imagine the anguish and the heart-
break that was going through Mr.
Steinle as he held his dying daughter.

Her murderer was an illegal alien,
and he wasn’t just any illegal alien. He
was one who had already been deported
five times. On top of that, he had a
long rap sheet that included up to
seven felonies. What was he doing on
that San Francisco pier? He should
never have been there, and if he were
not there, Kate Steinle would be alive
today.

Just a few months before Kkilling
Kate, this illegal alien was released
from the custody of the San Francisco
sheriff’s office, even though Immigra-
tion and Customs Enforcement, the
Federal agency responsible for deport-
ing illegal aliens, had requested he re-
main in custody. The Federal Govern-
ment said: Keep this criminal illegal
alien in custody. And the San Fran-
cisco sheriff said: No, we will release
him to the public. The San Francisco
sheriff’s office refused to honor that re-
quest because of a so-called sanctuary
city policy that prohibits the San
Francisco sheriff’s deputies from co-
operating with Federal immigration
enforcement officers. Local cities are
putting in place policies that prohibit
local law enforcement from working to
keep our country safe.

The sad truth is, Kate should be alive
today, but she isn’t because the Fed-
eral Government failed her. It has
failed to secure the border. It has failed
to faithfully and vigorously enforce the
immigration laws that are on the
books. It has failed to strengthen those
laws to deter illegal aliens like Kate’s
killer from coming back over and over
and over again. It has failed to enforce
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the law against sanctuary jurisdic-
tions—which now number in the hun-
dreds all across America—that aid and
abet illegal aliens evading deportation.

The President of the United States is
the officer charged by the Constitution
with the sole responsibility to faith-
fully execute the law. When his admin-
istration tolerates and encourages law-
lessness, is it any surprise that terrible
things happen? We must put an end to
this administration’s lax enforcement
of our immigration laws, which threat-
ens the safety and security of the
American people, and we should begin
by putting a stop to sanctuary cities,
which this administration has been un-
willing to do on its own. A real Presi-
dent, faithful to the Constitution,
would end sanctuary cities by cutting
off money to any jurisdiction openly
defying Federal immigration law.

That is why I am a proud cosponsor
of Senator PAT TOOMEY’s Stop Sanc-
tuary Cities Act, which would withhold
Federal grant money from cities that
refuse to cooperate with Federal immi-
gration enforcement officers. Cities
that flout Federal law should not be re-
warded with Federal taxpayer dollars.

We must also address the persistent
problem of aliens like Kate’s Killer who
illegally reenter this country after de-
portation. That is why I introduced,
exactly 1 year ago, an earlier version of
Kate’s Law. Unfortunately, no action
was taken on that bill until it was in-
corporated into Senator VITTER’s Stop
Sanctuary Policies Act. Senate Demo-
crats voted in virtual lockstep to de-
feat the bill. Last fall, I went again to
the Senate floor and asked for unani-
mous consent to pass Kate’s Law as a
stand-alone bill, but the senior Senator
from California—the very State where
Kate’s senseless murder occurred—
stood on this floor and objected.

Today, I thank the Senate majority
leader, MITCH MCCONNELL, for sched-
uling a vote on Kate’s Law and a sepa-
rate vote on stopping sanctuary cities,
for giving this body another chance to
address the problem and to listen to
the people. The time for politics is
over. We should come together and pro-
tect the American people. It is a time
to confront the sobering issue of illegal
aliens, many of whom have serious
criminal backgrounds and yet are al-
lowed to illegally reenter this country
with impunity.

Kate’s Law would do three things.
First, it would increase the maximum
criminal penalty for illegal entry from
2 to 5 years. Second, it would create a
new penalty for up to 10 years in prison
for any person who has been denied ad-
mission and deported three or more
times and illegally enters the country.
Finally, and most importantly, it
would create a 5-year mandatory min-
imum sentence for anyone convicted of
illegal reentry who, like Kate’s Killer,
had an aggravated felony prior to de-
portation or had been convicted of ille-
gal reentry twice before. This class of
illegal aliens has a special disregard
and disdain for our Nation’s laws. Vio-
lent criminals keep coming in over and
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over and over again, and all too often
these illegal aliens have criminal
records that go back years or even dec-
ades.

For example, in 2012, just over one-
quarter of the illegal aliens appre-
hended by the Border Patrol had prior
deportation orders. That is an astound-
ing 99,420 illegal aliens. In fiscal year
2015, of the illegal reentry offenders
who were actually convicted—that is
15,715 offenders—the majority had ex-
tensive or recent criminal histories. At
least one-third had a prior aggravated
felony conviction, but even though the
majority of offenders had criminal
records, the average prison sentence
was just 16 months, down from an aver-
age of 22 months in 2008. In fact, more
than one-quarter of illegal reentry of-
fenders received a sentence below the
guidelines range because the govern-
ment sponsored the low sentence.

Clearly, we are failing to adequately
deter deported illegal aliens from ille-
gally reentering the country, espe-
cially those with violent criminal
records. That is why we need to pass
Kate’s Law. We must increase the risk
and the penalties for those who would
contemplate illegally returning to the
United States to commit acts of mur-
der.

I thank all the leaders in this body. I
thank leaders like Bill O’Reilly for
shining a light on this vital issue. This
vote ought to be an easy decision. Just
ask yourself this: With whom do I
stand?

I hope my colleagues, Democrats and
Republicans, will choose to stand with
the American people, the people we
should be protecting, rather than con-
victed felons like Kate Steinle’s killer.

It is worth noting the city of San
Francisco—bright blue Democratic San
Francisco—voted out the sheriff after
the murder of Kate Steinle. All Ameri-
cans, regardless of being a Democrat,
Republican, Libertarian, Independent—
all Americans deserve to be protected,
and we need a government that stops
allowing violent illegal aliens to prey
on the innocents.

If our Democratic colleagues make
the choice to put politics over pro-
tecting innocent Americans by refusing
to enforce our immigration laws, the
consequences of that are a mess. Doing
s0 is quite literally playing with peo-
ple’s lives. This isn’t hyperbole. Unfor-
tunately, it is a fact.

Tragically, Kate’s death was not just
an isolated occurrence, as much as we
all wish that were the case. Just last
week, an illegal alien Killed three inno-
cent people and wounded a fourth out-
side a blueberry farm in Oregon. Ac-
cording to ICE officials, the illegal
alien had been deported from the
United States an astounding six times
since 2003.

Enough is enough. Stop letting in
violent criminal illegal aliens who are
murdering innocent Americans. This
should bring us all together. How many
more of these terrible acts must we en-
dure until Congress acts? What does it
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take to break the partisan gridlock and
actually come together and protect the
American people? The votes this after-
noon will help answer that question. I
very much hope we will not wait one
day longer.

I urge my colleagues to stand to-
gether united against lawlessness, to
stand against dangerous criminal ille-
gal aliens who flout our laws, and I
urge each of us to hear the words of
Kate Steinle, ‘‘Help me, dad. Help me,
dad.” That was a cry that went not
just to a grieving father, but it is a cry
that should pierce each and every one
of us and move this body out of slum-
ber and into action, to help and stand
with the American people.

I yield the floor.

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. TESTER. 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. TESTER. Madam President, be-
fore we start, do I need unanimous con-
sent to speak for 15 or 20 minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is free to speak.

Mr. TESTER. I thank the Presiding
Officer.

GMO LABELING BILL

Madam President, I come to the floor
today to speak out against the GMO la-
beling bill we will be considering a lit-
tle bit later this week or next week and
to raise concerns for the millions of
American families who want to know
and who have the right to know ex-
actly what is in their food. I have come
to the floor before to endorse GMO la-
beling legislation and to oppose efforts
to keep folks in the dark when it comes
to what they feed their families.

This is an issue that impacts each
and every one of us. Every day, there is
nothing more important than choosing
the food we eat. Food provides us with
nutrition and energy. Good food helps
our kids grow strong and helps us re-
main healthy as we get older.

I strongly believe that when folks de-
cide what food to purchase, they do so
and should do so with all the informa-
tion available to them. Unfortunately,
Members of this body want to keep
folks in the dark. They don’t want con-
sumers to know exactly what is in the
food they are eating.

This fight is nothing new. In 2013, I
was on the floor fighting against a
piece of legislation called the Mon-
santo Protection Act, which gave blan-
ket immunity to major seed companies
whose products had been or could be a
target of litigation. Earlier this year, I
was in this Chamber to fight against
the DARK Act, which trampled on the
rights of States and consumers alike at
the request of the food industry.

Once again, the Senate GMO labeling
bill provides major food corporations
with an out where they can hide behind
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a complex QR code to prevent folks
from knowing if their food contains ge-
netically modified organisms. It brings
into question the very question of bio-
engineering, and it raises concerns
about the growing influence agri-
business has on this body.

The bill before us raises all these
major concerns and many more. Be-
sides keeping folks in the dark and be-
sides telling States they cannot write
their own consumer information laws,
this bill gives the U.S. Department of
Agriculture complete authority to uni-
laterally interpret and implement the
controversial provisions of this bill.

To make things worse, this is not a
collaborative bill. This bill provides
corporate agribusiness with handout
after handout, but it really doesn’t do
a thing for family farm producers and
the small mom-and-pop shops, the op-
erations that are the backbone of our
farming economy. Quite frankly, it un-
dermines the work of organic pro-
ducers, and it ignores the folks who
purchase organic products. To me, it is
clear that this is a one-sided bill—a bill
that benefits multinational corpora-
tions at the expense of family farmers
and ranchers.

To be more specific, I want to talk
about four major problems I have with
this bill.

First, this bill mandates that compa-
nies that use genetically engineered in-
gredients disclose that information on
the packaging. On the surface, this
looks like a step forward, but as we dig
a little deeper, the bill allows compa-
nies to meet this mandate in three
ways: a written label on a package,
which would be fine; a symbol created
by the USDA, which could also be fine;
but then we have this—a QR barcode
that folks have to scan using their
smartphones to figure out whether
there are genetically modified ingredi-
ents in the food they are going to buy.
Yes, this bill allows companies to meet
the disclosure requirement with this—
a QR barcode. If you can tell me what
that says by looking at it, you are a
much smarter man than I.

The bill before us today specifically
mandates that the words next to the
QR code say ‘‘Scan here for more food
information.”” Those are the words in
the bill. So if folks want to know if
their cereal contains commodities that
originated in a lab, rather than read it
on a package clear as a bell, rather
than read the words on a package, they
will first have to know that the QR
code will provide them with informa-
tion about whether that product con-
tains GMOs and not just more mar-
keting information or a coupon. They
would have to know that the phrase
“more food information’ means infor-
mation about GMOs—maybe, maybe
not. Then they would scan that code
into their phones. Hopefully they will
have cell service in that grocery store,
but what happens if they don’t? That is
not transparency. That is not the con-
sumer’s right to know. They could not
tell.
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If they somehow Kknow what the
phrase ‘“‘more food information’ means
and they are fortunate enough to have
Wi-Fi in their grocery store, they will
be directed to a Web site, and then
maybe they can learn about what is
really in the food, potentially geneti-
cally engineered products, although it
is not clear what else they will have to
read about or where that information
will be hidden within that Web site.

Other companies—maybe those that
aren’t as big as the big international
agribusinesses—will be allowed to hide
that important information behind an
800 number. A mom or dad who wants
to know what is in their child’s soup or
bread will have to call many different
800 numbers in the aisles of the grocery
store or scan many of these QR codes.
Anybody who has ever gone to a gro-
cery store with a small child in tow
knows that is not going to happen.
Quite frankly, it is probably not even
going to happen if you don’t have a
small child in tow. Between these ridic-
ulous QR codes and the 1-800 numbers,
mom or dad could easily end up stand-
ing in a grocery store for hours scan-
ning each individual product with a
smartphone or dialing an international
call center just to find out basic infor-
mation about what they are going to
eat.

This is completely ridiculous, a
nightmare for consumers, and an illu-
sion of transparency. What if compa-
nies were allowed to use QR codes in-
stead of basic nutritional information?
What if you had to scan a barcode to
find out how much fat is in a bag of
chips, how much protein is in a can of
beans, or how much vitamin C is in a
jug of orange juice, and the only clue
you had was ‘“Scan here for more infor-
mation”’?

It is interesting. When I go to a store
and buy orange juice, I buy orange
juice that is not made from con-
centrate. That is my choice. I can read
it right on the package. I have to tell
you, I don’t know if that orange juice
is any better than stuff that is made
from concentrate, but it is written on
the package, so I can determine what
orange juice I want to buy.

So if you don’t want to buy food or if
you want to buy food with GMOs in it,
you get to scan this little doodad up
here, this QR code, and then maybe, if
you hit the right Web page, you can
find out what is in the food. We did this
as a Senate. We did this to allow people
to know what is in their food, and we
actually think this is an effective
method to let people know what is in
their food. How would folks in Congress
react if lobbyists and dark-money cam-
paigns began pushing to get all nutri-
tion labels off our foods, the same way
this bill hides origins of our food? I can
tell you there would be a ton of folks
here on the floor. They would be rais-
ing big hell, rather than just a handful
who really aren’t afraid of Monsanto or
the other massive food corporations.

Hiding massive information behind
barcodes and 800 numbers is totally un-
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acceptable. The Senate should not be
in the business of hiding information
from consumers.

When I grew up, I was told the con-
sumer is always right. We should be
empowering those consumers, those
American consumers, with more infor-
mation about the food they purchase,
not with less. Don’t take it from me—
9 out of 10 consumers say they want la-
beling required for genetically engi-
neered foods. What is the problem with
that? It is already done in 64 countries.

When you bring up the issue of con-
sumer rights, of the ability of individ-
uals to have some idea where their food
comes from, you are told that GMOs
are perfectly safe, but that response
completely misses the point and in-
sults every single person who has ever
asked about the source of their food.

What this is really about is con-
sumers’ right to know—not with a
Mickey Mouse QR code, not with a dif-
ferent 800 number on every package of
food you pick up, but with simple
words that say that product contains
GMO or it doesn’t. That will allow the
consumer to make his choices. That
will allow mothers and fathers around
this country to be empowered, not to
be controlled.

Sixty-four countries, including
places you would never ever think of as
having transparency—places such as
Russia, China, Saudi Arabia—require
GMO labeling.

If this bill passes, we are going to
say—and it had 68 votes the last time it
came to the floor—that we have GMO
labeling. That is a joke. We have a
Mickey Mouse GMO labeling law.

So why is the United States the only
developed country in the world that
doesn’t require an easy-to-read GMO
label on its food or an easy symbol that
signifies it? There is a one-word an-
swer: money. Here is an example. In
2012, California’s Proposition 37 would
have required GMO labeling. Opponents
of that labeling bill spent $45 million to
defeat that proposition. Supporters of
that labeling bill spent about $7 mil-
lion. In fact, Monsanto alone spent $8
million. They outspent the supporters
alone. That was in 2012.

In 2013, Washington State had an ini-
tiative called 522 that required GMO la-
beling. More than $20 million was spent
in opposition. About $7 million was
spent in support of the campaign, with
$1.6 million coming from Washington
residents.

These campaigns and lobbying orga-
nizations have spent nearly one-half
billion dollars to prevent commonsense
labeling standards, and we have caved
to that. If these companies are proud of
GMO products, they should label them
and make it a marketing tool. Instead,
they are spending hundreds of millions
of dollars to defeat commonsense
measures that 90 percent of the public
of this country supports because they
are afraid the word ‘“GMO’’ would hurt
their billion-dollar profits.

I am not asking for a skull and cross-
bones on the package. This isn’t about
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the safety or health of these products.
It is about transparency. It is about
the public’s right to know. It is about
putting families ahead of corporations.
It is about valuing the consumer’s
right to know over lobbyists in their
slick suits and their influence here.
They are denying consumers an easy-
to-read national GMO label standard.
Why? They are denying folks the trans-
parency they need to make the best de-
cisions for their families. It makes no
sense to me.

The second issue I have with this bill
is the way it changes the definition of
GMOs in a way that will not be good
for consumers. To me, it is pretty sim-
ple. If a crop is found to develop in na-
ture, then God had his hand in making
it. Products that have been genetically
modified or engineered in a lab, well,
those products are made by man. They
are genetically engineered. In this bill,
the definition of GMO is very different.
This definition is very dangerous, and
it will be a major mistake if it becomes
a new national standard.

As the bill currently reads, the term
““bioengineering’’ requires food to con-
tain genetic material that has been
modified by rDNA techniques, and for
which the modification could not oth-
erwise happen through conventional
breeding or be found in nature.

That sounds harmless enough, but
there are some huge problems with this
definition. First, rDNA techniques are
not the only way we modify plants and
animals. Scientists can use cell fusion,
macroinjection, gene deletion, gene ed-
iting, and that is just what has been in-
vented today. Tomorrow there will be
other things they can do to manipulate
the genes.

The problem is, the definition re-
quires the food product to contain ge-
netic material that has been modified
by rDNA. That is it. There are a hand-
ful of products that are so refined, the
final product would not be listed as
GMO, even when the original plant is
GMO—soybean oil, high-fructose corn
syrup, to give an example.

So as not to get in the weeds too far,
organics certify a process. They certify
the process a plant goes through. If you
don’t have water-soluble fertilizers, if
you don’t spray it with herbicides, and
you have a soil-building program and
good crop rotation and all those kinds
of things, you can get certified as being
organic. That would mean, the way I
read this—and I am not a lawyer, but 1
will bet you we will find out in courts
because we will have a lot of lawyers
with smiles on their faces if we get this
passed—you could take GMO corn, for
example, raise it under organic stand-
ards, because the oil does not show it is
modified rDNA, and it could be or-
ganic. That means Roundup Ready soy-
beans, corn, could ultimately be ex-
cluded from labeling of the GMO QR
code.

Folks will be purchasing products
they think are GMO-free, when nothing
could be further than the truth. I am
not talking about obscure products. I
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am talking about very common ingre-
dients. This is a huge loophole and one
that was created on purpose. And why?
Because if you control the food supply,
you control the people.

In this country right now, we have
very limited competition in the mar-
ketplace. When you sell your grain or
your cattle, it doesn’t matter. There is
not much competition out there be-
cause there are just a few major multi-
national agribusiness companies that
are your market. So that is controlled.
You buy inputs for your crops—fer-
tilizers, sprays—there are just a few
companies. There is no competition in
that. They haven’t had control of the
seed until recently, and now they are
getting control of it in a big way.

The farmer always had control of his
own seed. He was always able to keep
his own seed and use it the next year—
not anymore. This bill will promote
that going into the future, and we ask
why people are leaving rural America.
We ask why towns are drying up. We
ask why farms are going away. All we
have to do is look at this body and you
can answer those questions.

The GMO labeling bill—this GMO la-
beling bill—will exclude some of the
most prevalent GMO products in our
marketplaces. Do you think that was
done by accident? I think not.

The second part of the definition re-
fers to modifications that can be found
in nature—extremely vague, and it also
threatens transparency. But you know
what. There are some natural gene
modifications that happen in bac-
teria—not plants, not animals, in bac-
teria. Under this definition, that pro-
vides another unnecessary loophole
that will impact consumers because it
says it is OK if it is found in nature.

So we have a QR code and we have a
really bad definition. By the way, they
could have used the other definition—
the one that is standard across the
world. They chose not to. They put this
definition in and said: Oh, the good
thing about this is, it only applies to
this bill. So it is OK. Don’t worry about
it.

The third problem I have with this
bill is, it gives the USDA incredible
rulemaking power. It allows them to
determine what percentage of GMO in-
gredients would be on the label. It
gives the Department the power to es-
tablish a national standard with that
information. If that isn’t enough, the
USDA then will design all forms of food
disclosure, whether it is text, symbol,
or electronic digital link. The Depart-
ment also must provide alternative la-
beling options for small packages. Fi-
nally, the agency must consider estab-
lishing consistency between the label-
ing standard in this bill and the Or-
ganic Food Productions Act of 1990.

Now, why in the heck would that be
in there? For the very same reason I
talked about earlier. You could lit-
erally have a GMO plant be raised
under organic conditions, and because
of this bill, it could be certified or-
ganic.
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All of this power we just talked
about would be given to unelected bu-
reaucrats in an office building here in
Washington, DC—quite a large office
building. They are going to make the
decisions, and we in production agri-
culture are going to have to live with
it.

The last point I want to make is how
this bill is going to negatively impact
the organic industry. I know folks have
come to the floor to talk about how it
is going to be great for organics. The
truth is, the organic industry is one of
the bright spots in agriculture, quite
frankly. For the last 30 years, it has
grown between 10 and 30 percent a year.
As a matter of fact, it grew 11 percent
last year, with $43 billion in sales. That
isn’t much in terms of the overall food
system, but to organics it has moved
quite impressively along.

So I would ask: What good does this
bill do for organics? I will tell you
what it does. It states that products
not required to label GMOs don’t auto-
matically qualify for non-GMO status.
Why not? I mean, that is kind of a
given. It also states that organic cer-
tification is a means of verifying non-
GMO claims in the marketplace.

Look, I have been through organic
certifications. This farm is organic. I
have been through organic -certifi-
cations now for 30 years next year, and
I can tell you one of the first questions
the inspector asks when he comes on
the farm is this: Where did you get
your seed and is it GMO? Because
GMOs are flatly—flatly—forbidden in
the organic system.

So what they are saying is what we
already have; that organic certifi-
cation is a means of verifying non-GMO
claims. The fact is, if I used GMO
plants, I would not be organic and nei-
ther would anybody else in production
agriculture who uses GMO plants. So
that is a biggie—gives us what we al-
ready have.

It clarifies that the narrow definition
of GMOs and biotechnology in this
bill—remember that definition we had
up a minute ago—is only applicable to
labeling—only applicable to this bill—
and not other relevant regulations,
like the organic rule, which is what we
already have.

This bill falls drastically short. I
know there are trade organizations,
such as the Organic Trade Association,
and I know there are big companies out
there that have said: This is perfect.
Go ahead and move forward. I am tell-
ing you they haven’t read the bill.
They haven’t looked at the require-
ments. They haven’t looked at hiding
behind a QR code. They haven’t looked
at the definition and what its real im-
pact could be. They haven’t looked at
giving the USDA incredible latitude.
Then, when it is all done, we have to
live with it.

In the end, the result will be that
this country will have a different pro-
duction system, I believe. I hope this
has positive impacts on production ag-
riculture. As I look at legislation we
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pass around here, I ask myself: Is this
going to help revitalize rural America
or is this going to continue the reloca-
tion of people and smalltown America
going away?

I have said many times on this floor,
this is a great country, and one of the
reasons it is great is because we have
had a great public education system
and we have had family farm agri-
culture. I believe, if we lose either one
of those, this country will change and
it will change for the worse. I think
this piece of legislation is not a step in
the right direction for family farm ag-
riculture.

Look, this is a picture of my farm.
My grandfather came to this area from
the Red River Valley in 1910. When he
came out, the place didn’t look like
this. It was grass. In fact, this wasn’t
his homestead. He traded my great
uncle a team of horses for this place.
There wasn’t anything there. There
used to be an old house that sat here,
the homestead shack. It was a pretty
nice old house. That is what he built
first.

Then, after he patented in 1915, he
built this barn in 1916. Now, you have
to remember, back then they had nails
and hammers. That is it. They didn’t
have any pneumatics or hydraulics. He
and his neighbors got together and
built that barn in 1916. It was colder
than old Billy out, but they had to
have that barn because that barn was
where they had their animals. It was
farmed with horses then. Unfortu-
nately, 2 years after he built it, a tor-
nado came through, a cyclone, and flat-
tened it. He built it again in 1919. He
rebuilt the doggone thing. He just got
out there, didn’t have anything but a
bunch of grass, and put all this
money—and that is a pretty good-sized
barn. By the way, that blew down so he
rebuilt it.

Then, in 1920, they had a drought and
he had to move back to North Dakota
because they were starving to death.
My mom was born back in North Da-
kota that year, in 1920, and then they
moved back a couple years later. They
survived the Dirty Thirties. My folks
took over in the early 1940s. Dad built
that butcher shop. That is where this
happened. We put up the shop here,
which is equivalent to this. This is
where we take care of our equipment
now.

This farm today is 1,800 acres. It was
1,200 acres for a good many years. We
were able to add another 600 acres to it
20 years ago. This farm is about one-
third the size of the average farm in
Eastern Montana and has supported
two families for its entire life, with the
exception of the first 20 years and with
the exception of when my mom passed
in 2009. My dad passed b years earlier.

It is a great place. It is part of who I
am. It is bills like this—not the Dirty
Thirties, not the Great Depression, not
the attack on Pearl Harbor, not the
mass exodus of the 1980s—that will re-
move my family from this farm after
over 100 years.
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So when we take up pieces of legisla-
tion like this and they are not good
pieces of legislation—and we all think
this is a great country. It is a great
country. We just celebrated our 240th
anniversary. When we take up pieces of
legislation like this and say ‘It will be
all right; things will get better,” guess
what. Things don’t get better. And
things aren’t getting better in rural
America. The reason is that we are get-
ting swallowed up by agribusiness. We
don’t make a move anymore without
agribusiness. Let me give an example.
Take your product to the marketplace;
you have a couple of people who will
bid on it. Go buy your inputs; you have
a couple people who will buy it. It will
not be long, folks, before we will be
paying taxes on the land, and we will
be providing the labor, and the profits
will go to the big guys—the guys who
can never get enough. This bill will
help facilitate that happening.

I fully anticipate that, come Monday
or whenever we vote on this, there will
be enough votes to pass this because a
lot of the folks have read the propa-
ganda put out that you have to have
this kind of stuff to feed the world.
That may be true. I have never thought
that, but it may be true. But the truth
is, shouldn’t the consumer at least
know what is on the food they are eat-
ing? Shouldn’t they at least have a
clue? Shouldn’t they at least be given
that right in the greatest country in
the world? Shouldn’t we have more
transparency than Russia, not less?

We will see what happens on Monday
or whenever we vote on the GMO bill.
I do appreciate Senator STABENOW’S
work on this bill. Unfortunately, it
falls woefully short on what we need in
this country as far as transparency on
food.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I am
here to talk about the sanctuary cities
legislation and the GMO labeling issue,
which Senator TESTER was so eloquent
about. If ever there should be a leader
on this Senate floor telling us the
truth about the GMO labeling bill, it is
he because he deals with this. As he ex-
plained, he has worked the family farm
for a long time—and his family, for
generations. Unfortunately, at this
point, it is big agribusiness that is in-
fluencing this. I am more hopeful than
he is that we can stop the bill.

But let me talk about the fact that
we have an immigration crisis in this
Nation. Part of it is because we turned
away from a very important bill, a bi-
partisan bill, in 2013 that was com-
prehensive immigration reform—bipar-
tisan, passed by a huge number of Sen-
ators, and it died in the Republican
House. That is No. 1. No. 2, we have the
Supreme Court that is deadlocked on
the immigration issue, and Senators on
the other side of the aisle will not even
bring up President Obama’s Supreme
Court nominee for a hearing. They will
not do their job. So the House Repub-
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licans killed immigration reform that
was comprehensive back in 2013, and
the Senate Republicans are
deadlocking the Supreme Court for
partisan purposes. It is a nightmare
that can be rectified only in this elec-
tion that is coming up.

Today we are going to be facing a
vote on sanctuary cities legislation in-
stead of taking another vote on the
comprehensive immigration bill, which
would have added 20,000 more Border
Patrol agents, increased surveillance,
and hired additional prosecutors and
judges to boost prosecutions of illegal
border crossings. The measure would
have made clear that serious or violent
felons will never, ever get a pathway to
citizenship or even legal status. That
bill would have brought families out of
the shadows, taking away the fear of
deportation, or being separated from
loved ones, or parents being sent back,
leaving kids who were born here alone.
Sanctuary cities are important because
it leads to cooperation with the local
police, and it leads to reporting crimes
in the communities.

The fact is, the sanctuary cities bill
before us will increase crime and make
our communities less safe. It would un-
dermine the trust that has been devel-
oped between police and immigrant
communities, setting back efforts to
protect victims and put criminals be-
hind bars.

Let us be clear. The sanctuary cities
bill of Senator TOOMEY—for some crazy
reason—cuts Community Development
Block Grant funding, which can be
used by the police to buy equipment,
rehab a police station, fund special
anti-crime initiatives. Why would any-
one ever get rid of funding for our law
enforcement when they are under
siege? The bill also cuts Economic De-
velopment Administration grants,
which foster job creation and attract
private investment.

I know this sanctuary cities bill is
another piece of political garbage. I
want to be clear because, at the end of
the day, it will increase crime in our
communities. I was a county super-
visor. I served proudly, and I know how
important local grants are to the local
economy. So to punish communities by
taking these funds away because they
don’t decide that Uncle Sam has a
right to tell them what to do is the
dumbest idea ever. Let’s make commu-
nities safer by passing real immigra-
tion reform—comprehensive reform—
and defeat these misguided bills that
are coming before us.

GMO LABELING BILL

Speaking of misguided bills, I want
to talk about another one, and that is
the Roberts bill on labeling genetically
modified organisms—or, should I say,
not labeling genetically modified orga-
nisms, because the definition of GMO is
so narrow that most of the products
that really are engineered will not
have to have the label.

If ever there were a bill that proves
that leaders are out of touch, that
leaders are elitist, it is this bill. People
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want information—information that is
given in 64 nations, simple informa-
tion. You go to the grocery store, and
you see on a label whether the product
you are buying is genetically modified.
That is pretty straightforward. Don’t
create some definition that essentially
exempts most of the products. What a
scam on the American people, and
what a scam to say: By the way, for
some of the products that will still be
labeled, you may have to use your
smartphone or a Web site to find out
what is in the product.

Call me old-fashioned, but I believe
that if two-thirds of the world’s popu-
lation—64 countries—have this infor-
mation, I want my constituents to
have the information. Why should a
Russian have this information and an
American not? Why should a Chinese
person have this information and an
American not? Why should someone in
New Zealand have this information and
an American not? Why should a Japa-
nese person have this information and
an American not? Why should 64 na-
tions give their people this simple in-
formation, and we can’t do it here?
Why are we punishing our people, giv-
ing them less information? Do we feel
we are so smart and smug that we can
keep this information from our people?
I don’t understand it. This bill should
be rejected.

Is this an issue people care about?
Yes. Ninety percent of Americans want
to know if the food they buy has been
genetically engineered. What this bill
gives them is confusing at best and no
information at worst. Let me be spe-
cific because I don’t want someone to
say: Oh, Senator BOXER is upset, but
she hasn’t given us the details.

Bear with me. Here are the details.

First, the bill’s definition of geneti-
cally engineered, or GE food, as it is
known—genetically engineered—is ex-
tremely narrow. The Food and Drug
Administration, the FDA, says that
many common foods made with geneti-
cally engineered corn syrup, sugar, and
soybean oil would not be labeled under
this bill. For example, products that
many of us have right now in our
kitchen—such as yogurt, salad
dressings, cereal, ketchup, ice cream,
pink lemonade, and even cough syr-
ups—would not be required to have a
label even though they are derived
from genetically modified organisms.

It is important to know if your food
is made with GMOs. I will tell you why.
Many of us don’t know yet if GMOs are
fine. Let’s say we think they are fine.
We still need to know if they are in our
food, No. 1, because it is our right to
know but, secondly, because GMO
crops are heavily sprayed with pes-
ticides.

Let me repeat that. You may think
GMOs are fine, and they may be fine.
The jury is out. But we know GMO
crops are heavily sprayed with pes-
ticide. So if I have a little baby and I
don’t want to expose my baby to pes-
ticides—if it is a GMO product, you
know it has been sprayed heavily. Ac-
cording to USGS, the U.S. Geological
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Survey, growers sprayed 280 million
pounds of Roundup in 2012—a pound of
herbicide for every single person in our
country, a pound of pesticide sprayed
for every single person in our country.
GMO foods are heavily sprayed. I want
to know when I go to the store—be-
cause sometimes I do shop for my
grandkids—if it is a GMO product be-
cause, guess what, then I know it has
been sprayed with pesticides.

Now I want to take us to the label.
Let’s set aside the narrow definition.
Let’s look at what somebody has to go
through under the Roberts bill to find
out if there are GMOs.

Here is a picture. This is a dad in his
supermarket with his Kkids. One is in
the basket with the products, and one
is a toddler walking alongside—a pret-
ty common sight. What would it be
like for this dad with his two Kkids to
get the information he wants under
this bill? He is searching the shelves
for items on his grocery list. We know
what that is like. You have the two
kids here, one in the basket, one over
here. You have your list in front of
you. He picks up a product, and he
looks for a label to learn whether the
food has been genetically engineered.
Under this bill, the chances are over-
whelming that there will not be a sim-
ple label on it, but there may be a
phone number, a Web site, or a QR
code. It is not clearly defined in this
bill. But what it means is that this dad
would have to stop shopping for every
item on his list. He would have to pull
out his phone to make a call or type in
a long Web site or scan a QR code just
to find out if the product he wants to
buy is genetically engineered. Let’s say
he has 50 products in his basket—50.
Does he have to make 50 phone calls?
Can you imagine looking up 50 Web
sites, scanning 50 different QR codes
with a confusing cell phone app? You
can’t imagine it because it isn’t going
to happen because by that time these
kids have melted down and so has dad,
and he says: I can’t. I give up. I give up.
He is not going to make 50 phone calls.
And even if he owns a smartphone—
which, by the way, many Americans
still do not—he may not really know
exactly how to work it.

According to Pew Research, only 30
percent of Americans over 65 own a
smart phone and just half of the people
living in a rural area own one. Just be-
cause someone owns a smart phone,
that doesn’t mean they know how to
use it.

Why are we putting Americans
through hoops like this just to find out
what they are feeding their families?
Why? I will tell you why: Big Agri-
culture, special interests, campaign do-
nations. We will be able to prove it.

Seventy groups are against this hor-
rible legislation: Center for Food Safe-
ty, Empire State Consumer Project,
Family Farm Defenders, Farm Aid,
Food Alliance, Label GMOs, Maine Or-
ganic Farmers, Midwest Organic and
Sustainable Education Service, North-
east Organic Farming, Our Family
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Farms, Rural Advancement Founda-
tion International, Sierra Club, Slow
Food USA, Sunnyside CSA, and Public
Interest Research Group. It goes on and
on. Believe me, my colleagues, you are
going to hear from these people over
the next several days until we vote on
this.

Why are my friends in this body so
afraid of letting consumers know what
is in their food? Because they are doing
the bidding of the big agricultural
companies, and that is what I believe.
It is my opinion. Why on Earth would
we stop people in this country from
getting the same information the peo-
ple of Russia get, the people of Japan
get, the people in the EU get, the peo-
ple in Australia get, and the people in
New Zealand get? Why would you do
that? Don’t you believe in the con-
sumer’s right to know? This bill should
be entitled ‘‘the consumer’s right not
to know”—not to know. That is what
this bill is.

We know the people of this Nation
are smart. They will use this informa-
tion if we only give it to them in the
best way they can. Some will decide
they don’t want GMOs. Some will de-
cide they do. If the price is better and
they don’t have a problem, it is fine.
Let the people decide. It is like the dol-
phin-safe label I created in the 1990s.
The tuna fishermen were Killing tens of
thousands of dolphins a year because
they were using purse seine nets. The
dolphins were swimming over the tuna,
and tens of thousands of dolphins a
yvear were dying. The people wrote to
me and said: Senator, is there a way
you can help? I said: Yes, let’s put a
label on and say which tuna companies
are fishing dolphin-safe, and let the
consumer decide.

We have saved hundreds of thousands
of dolphins over the years, but some
people still will buy the other kind of
tuna. That is their choice. All I am
saying is to treat people with respect.
Don’t be an elitist. Don’t keep informa-
tion from them. Don’t make them
jump through hoops. I will tell you the
truth. This is the biggest issue in this
election. The government elite is tell-
ing people what they can know and
what they can’t know and is making
them go through hoops and making
them use a smart phone and defining
GMO in such a way that many products
aren’t covered.

What a sick bill that is. If you don’t
want to have this done by the States,
why don’t you come to the table and
negotiate in good faith? The FDA cur-
rently labels more than 3,000 ingredi-
ents. They require the labeling of more
than 3,000 ingredients, additives, and
processes. Millions of Americans have
filed comments with the FDA urging
the agency to label GE foods so they
can have this information at their fin-
gertips.

Ninety percent of the people want a
simple label. What you are giving them
in this so-called compromise is the nar-
rowest definition of what is a geneti-
cally modified food so that most of
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that food is never going labeled. By the
way, it could even be labeled organic,
which is a travesty. You have 70 orga-
nizations, and counting, against it.
Ninety percent of the people want a
simple bill. But, oh, no, the elitists in
this Chamber know better. Oh, they
know better.

They took a simple concept—labeling
just like we did on the tuna can—and
they turned it into a nightmare for the
consumer. The consumer will never
find out. This dad will never know be-
cause while he has his kids there and
his grocery list, he has to be looking at
every single item that is in his cart,
every single product, and most of them
will not have a simple label. A lot of
them are GMO, and they are not la-
beled. It seems to me that it is an em-
barrassment that we would even bring
this bill up. I will do everything in my
power to stop this bill.

I would rather do nothing than this
sham of a bill that does the bidding of
the special, powerful interests and says
to the American people: You know
what, sorry, folks, we don’t really trust
you with this information because we
don’t really know what you are going
to do with it.

It is too bad that you don’t know
what they are going to do with it. You
have no right as a Senator to deter-
mine what the American people will do
with information. If it is a national se-
curity issue, of course, that is dif-
ferent. We know about that. If it is a
consumer’s right to know what is in
their food, don’t talk about how great
this bill is because it is the opposite. It
is completely the opposite of what it
says. It is not truly a labeling bill. It is
a phony sham, and I hope we defeat it
whenever we get to it.

I yield the floor.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President,
almost 1 year ago to the day, a young
woman was walking arm in arm with
her father along a pier in San Fran-
cisco. She had hopes and dreams and a
bright future ahead, but her life was
cut short when she was tragically shot,
dying in her father’s arms. Her name
was Kate Steinle.

The suspected Kkiller, who was ille-
gally in the country and deported five
times prior to that day, was released
into the community by a sanctuary ju-
risdiction that did not honor a detainer
issued by Immigration and Customs
Enforcement. The suspect in Kate’s
death admitted that he chose to be in
San Francisco because of its sanctuary
policies.

Unfortunately, nothing has changed
in the last year. Sanctuary cities, in-
cluding San Francisco, continue to
harbor people in the country illegally.

Since Kate was killed, there has been
a long list of tragedies, tragedies that
could have been avoided—some that
could have been avoided if sanctuary
policies were not in place, some that
could have been avoided if we had a
more secure border and beefed-up pen-
alties for those who enter the country
illegally time and again. Allow me to
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mention a few of the cases I have been
following.

In July, Marilyn Pharis was brutally
raped, tortured, and murdered in her
home in Santa Maria, CA, by an illegal
immigrant who was released from cus-
tody because the county sheriff does
not honor ICE detainers.

In July, Margaret Kostelnik was
killed by an illegal immigrant who also
allegedly attempted to rape a 1l4-year-
old girl and shoot a woman in a nearby
park. The suspect was released because
ICE refused to issue a detainer and
take custody of the suspect.

In July, a 2-year-old girl was brutally
beaten by an illegal immigrant in San
Luis Obispo County, CA. He was re-
leased from local custody despite an
immigration detainer and extensive
criminal history and is still at large.

In September, 17-year-old Danny
Centeno-Miranda from Loudoun Coun-
ty, VA, was allegedly murdered by his
peers—people in the country illegally
who also had ties to the MS-13 gang—
while walking near his school bus stop.

In November, Frederick County Dep-
uty Sheriff Greg Morton was attacked
by an MS-13 gang member who was in
the country illegally.

In January, my constituent, Sarah
Root, was rear-ended and killed by a
man in the country illegally who was
street-racing and had a blood-alcohol
level four times the legal limit. Sarah
had graduated from college with per-
fect grades that very day. ICE refused
to issue a detainer, and the suspect was
released. He is still at large.

In February, Chelsea Hogue and
Meghan Lake were hit by a drunk driv-
er, leaving one injured and the other in
a coma. The driver was in the country
illegally and had previously been re-
moved from the country five times.

In February, Stacey Aguilar was al-
legedly shot by a man who was in the
country illegally. The suspect had also
been previously convicted of a DUI.

Last month, five people were trapped
by a fire and killed in a Los Angeles
apartment building. The man who al-
legedly started the fire was in the
country illegally and had been pre-
viously arrested for domestic violence
and several drug charges. The man was
known to immigration authorities, but
he wasn’t a priority for removal and
was allowed to walk free. The fire
killed Jerry Dean Clemons, Mary Ann
Davis, Joseph William Proenneke, and
Tierra Sue-Meschelle Stansberry—all
my constituents from Ottumwa, IA.

When will this end? We can do some-
thing today by voting to proceed to S.
3100 and S. 2193.

Sanctuary policies and practices
have allowed thousands of dangerous
criminals to be released back into the
community, and the effects have been
disastrous. Even the Secretary of
Homeland Security acknowledges that
sanctuary cities are “‘counter-
productive to public safety.” He has
said these policies were ‘‘unaccept-
able.” Just last week, before the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee, the Sec-
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retary said he wanted to see more co-
operation from various counties and
cities in working with immigration en-
forcement authorities. He said he has
not been successful with Philadelphia
and Cook County, IL. And we Kknow
that nothing has changed in San Fran-
cisco where Kate Steinle was killed.

The Stop Dangerous Sanctuary Cities
Act, authored by Senator TOOMEY, ad-
dresses the problem of sanctuary juris-
dictions in a common sense and bal-
anced way. There seems to be con-
sensus that sanctuary jurisdictions
should be held accountable, so we do
that with the power of the purse. This
bill limits the availability of certain
Federal dollars to cities and States
that have sanctuary policies or prac-
tices.

The Toomey bill also provides pro-
tection for law enforcement officers
who do want to cooperate and comply
with detainer requests. It would ad-
dress the liability issue created by re-
cent court decisions by providing li-
ability protection to local law enforce-
ment who honor ICE detainers. Major
law enforcement groups support this
measure because it reduces the liabil-
ity of officers who want to do their job
and comply with immigration detain-
ers.

Today, we will also vote on Kate’s
law, a bill honoring Kate Steinle and
many others who have been Kkilled or
injured by people who have repeatedly
flouted our immigration laws. Kate’s
law addresses criminals attempting to
reenter the United States, many times
after we have expended the resources
to remove them. The bill creates a
mandatory minimum sentence of 5
years for any alien who has been de-
ported and illegally reenters the
United States who is also an aggra-
vated felon or has been twice convicted
of illegal reentry. This is necessary to
take certain individuals off our streets
who are dangerous to our communities
and have no respect for our laws.

This bill has broad support by law en-
forcement groups. It also has the sup-
port of groups that want enforcement
of our immigration laws. And it has
the support of the Remembrance
Project, a group devoted to honoring
and remembering Americans who have
been killed by illegal aliens.

I would also mention that we could
have the opportunity to vote on
Sarah’s law if we get on either one of
these bills today. Sarah’s law, which
was introduced by Senators ERNST,
SASSE, FISCHER, and myself last week,
is a measure that would honor Sarah
Root of Iowa. Sarah Root was a bright,
talented, energetic young woman
whose life was taken far too early by
someone in the country illegally. ICE
refused to issue a detainer on the
drunk driver, and he was released from
custody. Sarah Root’s family is left
wondering if they will ever have justice
for their daughter’s death.

Sarah’s Law would amend the man-
datory detention provisions of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act to re-
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quire the Federal Government to take
custody of anyone who entered the
country illegally, violated the terms of
their immigration status, or had their
visa revoked and is thereafter charged
with a crime resulting in the death or
serious bodily injury of another person.
The legislation also requires ICE to
make reasonable efforts to identify and
provide relevant information to the
crime victims or their families. It is
important that Americans have access
to information about those who have
killed or seriously harmed their loved
ones.

Sarah’s opportunity to make a mark
on the world was cut short in part be-
cause of the reckless enforcement pri-
orities of the Obama administration.
By refusing to take custody of illegal
criminal immigrants who pose a clear
threat to safety, the Obama adminis-
tration is putting Iowans at risk. It is
time for this administration to rethink
its policies and start enforcing the law.

Today we have the opportunity to
vote to proceed to two bills to help pro-
tect Americans from criminal immi-
grants. For too long, we have sat by
while sanctuary jurisdictions release
dangerous criminals into the commu-
nity to harm our citizens. It is time we
work toward protecting our commu-
nities, rather than continuing to put
them in danger. And, it is time that we
institute real consequences for people
who illegally enter the United States
time and again.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, just
over 3 years ago, the Senate over-
whelmingly passed comprehensive, bi-
partisan immigration reform. That bill
secured the border. It provided an
earned path to citizenship that would
bring millions out of the shadows and
reformed and modernized our legal im-
migration system. It represented the
Senate at its finest. It was a serious ef-
fort to solve a serious problem.

The two bills the Senate will turn to
shortly stand in stark contrast. It ap-
pears that Republican leadership pre-
fers instead an approach that is in-
spired by Donald Trump and the anti-
immigrant rhetoric that is fueling his
campaign. These efforts, embodied in
the Toomey and Cruz bills, would take
our immigration system in the oppo-
site direction and pit local law enforce-
ment and communities against each
other, pushing hard-working immi-
grants back into the shadows. What a
difference a change in leadership
makes.

There are few topics more funda-
mental to our national identity than
immigration. A consistent thread
through our history is the arrival of
new people to this country seeking a
better life. Immigration has been an
ongoing source of renewal for Amer-
ica—a renewal of our spirit, our cre-
ativity, and our economic strength.

The Senate reaffirmed its commit-
ment to these ideals when we approved
S. 744, the Border Security, Economic
Opportunity, and Immigration Mod-
ernization Act 3 years ago. That legis-
lation was supported by 68 Senators
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from both parties. It was a remarkable,
bipartisan effort that was the subject
of an extensive amendment process in
the Senate Judiciary Committee. It
was an example of all that we can ac-
complish when we actually focus on
the hard job of legislating.

The bills we begin considering today
could not be more different. They are
not bipartisan. They do not reflect a
desire to meaningfully improve what
we all agree is a broken immigration
system. Instead, these bills scapegoat
an entire population for the crimes of a
few.

Those who support these bills point
to a tragedy that captured our atten-
tion last summer. Any time an inno-
cent person is killed, we have an obli-
gation to understand what happened
and try to prevent similar tragedies in
the future. We all feel that way about
the senseless and terribly cruel death
of Kate Steinle. Her death was avoid-
able. Our system failed, period. And it
is heart-wrenching that such a beau-
tiful, young life was taken by a man
who should never have been free on our
streets.

We are motivated to do something in
the wake of her death, just as we are
motivated to act in the wake of the
senseless Killings of 49 innocent people
at an LGBT nightclub in Orlando, FL—
or nine men and women attending a
bible study class at the historic Mother
Emanuel African Methodist Episcopal
Church in Charleston, SC—or the nine
innocent people brutally murdered at
an Oregon community college. These
are moments that demand leadership.
We should roll up our sleeves and ad-
dress the problems that led us here, not
seek bumper-sticker solutions that
simply divide us further.

Not only does the rhetoric around
the Toomey and Cruz bills unfairly
paint immigrants and Latinos as crimi-
nals and threats to the public, they ac-
tually risk making us less safe. Sen-
ator TOOMEY’s bill would require State
and local law enforcement to become
immigration agents and, in doing so,
would undermine basic community po-
licing principles. It would undermine
the trust and cooperation between po-
lice officers and immigrant commu-
nities that is necessary to encourage
victims and witnesses to step forward
and report the crime that impacts us
all. It would weaken law enforcement’s
ability to apprehend those who prey on
the public. And the draconian penalties
in this bill will hurt our communities,
which rely on Community Develop-
ment Block Grants to fund crime pre-
vention programs, provide housing for
low-income families, support economic
development and infrastructure
projects, and rebuild communities dev-
astated by natural disasters. Not sur-
prisingly, it is opposed by mayors, do-
mestic violence groups, Latino and
civil rights groups, and labor organiza-
tions.

Senator CRUZ’s bill is also dangerous.
By creating two new mandatory mini-
mums that will cost us billions of dol-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

lars to enforce, the bill diverts valu-
able resources away from efforts that
actually keep us safe, like supporting
State and local law enforcement and
victim services, and does nothing to fix
the broken immigration system we
have today. The penalties imposed in
Senator CRUZ’s bill would not have pre-
vented Kate Steinle’s murder. The man
who murdered Kate served over 5 years
for three separate illegal reentry viola-
tions and served a total of 16 years in
prison. Judges already have the au-
thority to impose long prison sen-
tences, and this case proves they actu-
ally do.

It is troubling that the majority
leader is seeking a vote on this puni-
tive, partisan bill, instead of working
to pass the meaningful criminal justice
reform legislation that has strong bi-
partisan support. It is yet another ex-
ample of his willingness to put politics
above real solutions.

The problems plaguing our immigra-
tion system demand that we respond
thoughtfully and responsibly. We can
do better. We owe it to the American
public to do better. I urge Senators to
vote against cloture on these partisan
bills that will not make us safer.

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President,
today the Senate is voting to achieve
cloture on two bills that would im-
prove the safety of our citizens and
help ensure that foreign criminals con-
victed of a crime in the United States
are no longer able to freely remain in
our country.

This issue was brought to the Na-
tion’s attention with the tragic murder
of Kate Steinle, who was shot and
killed by Francisco Lopez-Sanchez as
she walked along a San Francisco wa-
terfront pier.

To be clear, this type of case is rare,
but we should provide little lenience to
convicted, repeat offenders that should
not even be in the country.

This is not a debate about immigra-
tion reform. Francisco Lopez-Sanchez
is not a representative of the immi-
grant community. He is a criminal and
someone that should have been re-
moved from the country when in the
custody of the San Francisco’s sheriff’s
department. For those that wish to de-
fend this man or the policies that al-
lowed him to stay here, I would rec-
ommend looking clearly at his crimi-
nal history and interactions with law
enforcement while in the TUnited
States.

February 2, 1993: Lopez-Sanchez is
convicted of felony heroin possession in
Washington State criminal court and
sentenced to 21 days in jail.

May 12, 1993: Lopez-Sanchez is con-
victed of felony narcotics manufac-
turing in Washington and sentenced to
9 months in jail.

November 2, 1993: Lopez-Sanchez is
convicted of felony heroin possession in
Pierce County, WA, and sentenced to 4
months in jail.

June 9, 1994: Lopez-Sanchez is con-
victed of misdemeanor imitation con-
trolled substance in Multnomah, OR,
and ordered to pay a fine.
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June 10, 1994: Lopez-Sanchez is ar-
rested by Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service, INS, and convicted of a
controlled substance violation and an
aggravated felony. A Federal immigra-
tion judge orders him deported on June
20, and he is removed to Mexico.

July 14, 1994: Lopez-Sanchez illegally
reenters the U.S. after his first depor-
tation and falls into the hands of Ari-
zona State authorities. His probation is
revoked, and he is sentenced to 93 days
in jail.

July 11, 1996: Lopez-Sanchez is ar-
rested in Washington and convicted of
felony heroin possession. He is sen-
tenced to 12 months, plus 1 day in pris-
on.

March 12, 1997: INS arrests Lopez-
Sanchez on an order to show cause and
charges him as a deportable alien be-
cause of his illegal reentry and his ag-
gravated felony conviction. He is de-
ported back to Mexico for the second
time on April 4, 1997.

July 22, 1997: Lopez-Sanchez is ar-
rested in Arizona for his first known
act of violence on an assault and
threatening/intimidation charge.

January 13, 1998: Lopez-Sanchez is ar-
rested by U.S. Border Patrol agents.
Two days later, an immigration judge
orders him removed, and he is deported
for the third time on February 2 of
that year.

February 8, 1998: Lopez-Sanchez ille-
gally reenters the U.S. 6 days after his
previous deportation, but is appre-
hended by U.S. Border Patrol.

September 3, 1998: He is convicted of
felony reentry in U.S. District Court
and sentenced to 63 months in prison.

February 20, 2003: Seemingly at the
end of his prison sentence, the U.S. Bu-
reau of Prisons hands Lopez-Sanchez
over to INS. He is deported again to
Mexico on March 6.

July 4, 2003: Lopez-Sanchez again il-
legally reenters the U.S. and is appre-
hended by U.S. Border Patrol, this
time in Texas.

November 7, 2003: Lopez-Sanchez is
convicted of two Federal charges: re-
entry after removal and violation of a
supervised Federal release. He is sen-
tenced to 51 months and 21 months for
the charges, respectively.

June 29, 2009: After a lengthy prison
sentence, the U.S. Bureau of Prisons
hands Lopez-Sanchez over to ICE. He is
immediately deported to Mexico.

September 20, 2009: Lopez-Sanchez
again reenters the U.S. illegally. This
time, he is arrested by U.S. Customs
and Border Protection agents in Eagle
Pass, TX.

October 14, 2009: A U.S. attorney for
the Western District of Texas files for
a reindictment of Lopez-Sanchez for il-
legal reentry after removal. He is
charged in September 2010 for violating
Federal probation.

May 12, 2011: Lopez-Sanchez is sen-
tenced to 46 months in prison and 36
months of supervised release for illegal
reentry and probation violations. Two
months later, ICE places a detainer re-
quest with the Bureau of Prisons upon
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his release from prison. In October 2013,
ICE’s Southern California Security
Communities Support Center places a
similar detainer request with the Bu-
reau of Prisons.

March 26, 2015: After serving his sen-
tence in Federal prison in Victorville,
CA, Lopez-Sanchez is released and
handed over directly to the San Fran-
cisco sheriff’s department, which had a
warrant out for felony sale of mari-
juana. The next day, ICE received an
automatic electronic notification that
Lopez-Sanchez had been placed into the
custody of the San Francisco sheriff’s
department. ICE then placed a detainer
request with the sheriff to be notified
prior to Lopez-Sanchez’s release.

April 15, 2015: The San Francisco
sheriff’s department releases ILopez-
Sanchez from its custody without noti-
fying ICE.

July 1, 2015: Lopez-Sanchez allegedly
shoots Steinle on San Francisco’s Pier
14 as she is walking with her father and
a friend. Steinle dies. Lopez-Sanchez is
arrested soon after.

As you can see, Lopez-Sanchez was
apprehended and deported five times by
Customs and Border Protection. The
system failed Kate Steinle when San
Francisco, a sanctuary city that re-
fuses to cooperate with ICE, decided to
release a convicted felon rather than
contact DHS to have him deported to
Mexico.

The bills we are voting on today
would help prevent a similar tragedy
from happening again. S. 2193 will pro-
vide a 5-year mandatory minimum sen-
tence for any illegal immigrant who re-
enters the United States after having
been convicted of an aggravated felony
or after having been twice convicted of
illegally reentering the United States.
S. 3100 will withhold certain Federal
funds from cities with sanctuary poli-
cies in an effort to convince these cit-
ies to allow their law enforcement to
cooperate with Federal immigration
officials.

I urge my colleagues to vote for clo-
ture on these two bills to prevent a fur-
ther tragedy like that suffered by the
Steinle family.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. SASSE. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for as
much time as I may consume.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
FORMER SECRETARY CLINTON’S USE OF
UNSECURED EMAIL SERVERS

Mr. SASSE. Madam President, yes-
terday, James Comey, the FBI Direc-
tor, announced that his agency will not
recommend that the Department of
Justice bring Federal criminal charges
against former Secretary of State Hil-
lary Clinton regarding her use of a set
of off-the-books, undisclosed, unse-
cured email servers, not only for her
own personal correspondence but also
for her official duties, including highly
sensitive material related to foreign
intelligence and related to terrorist
targeting.
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Director Comey’s rationale for sys-
tematically and devastatingly recount-
ing Secretary Clinton’s many viola-
tions of the law and yet recommending
against a prosecution is being hotly de-
bated both outside and inside the FBI,
as it should be.

I rise in this body today, as a matter
of oversight, to speak to a slightly dif-
ferent matter than the prosecutorial
discretion and decision. The debate
about why the crimes are not being
prosecuted in this case should not blind
us to a broader, debasing problem in
our civic life today. Simply put, lying
matters. Public trust matters. Integ-
rity matters. And woe to us as a nation
if we decide to pretend this isn’t so.
This issue is not about political points
or about Presidential politics. It is
about whether the people can trust
their representatives, those of us who
are supposed to be serving them in gov-
ernment for a limited time.

I am going to read today a series of
direct quotes from Secretary Clinton
regarding this investigation, and then I
will also read a series of direct quotes
from Director Comey’s statement yes-
terday, as well as from the State De-
partment’s official inspector general
report on this issue. I will not provide
a running commentary. I will, instead,
simply recount the words and the as-
sertions of Secretary Clinton, and I
will hold them up to the light of what
the FBI and the State Department in-
vestigations have found. Sadly, this
will be damning enough.

When the story broke about the Sec-
retary’s use of a personal email ac-
count and set of undisclosed servers,
she called a press conference at the
United Nations on March 10 last year,
and she emphatically and without
qualification declared this:

I did not email any classified material to
anyone on my email. There is no classified
material.

Period, full stop.

Yesterday, Director
That is not true.

110 e-mails in 52 e-mail chains have been
determined by the owning agency to contain
classified information at the time they were
sent or received. Eight of those chains con-
tained information that was Top Secret at
the time they were sent; 36 chains contained
Secret information.

Later, Secretary Clinton adjusted her
defense to say: ‘I did not send nor re-
ceive information that was marked
classified at the time that it was sent
or received.”

Yesterday, Director Comey directly
addressed and directly dismissed this
defense, noting that while only a small
number of the emails containing classi-
fied information bore the markings in-
dicating the presence of classified in-
formation, “‘even if information is not
marked ‘classified’ in an e-mail, par-
ticipants who know—or should know—
that the subject matter is classified are
still obligated to protect it.”

Throughout this controversy, Sec-
retary Clinton has maintained: I
[have] fully complied with every rule 1
was governed by.”’

Comey said:
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She said: I have fully complied with
every rule I was governed by.

The inspector general of her own
State Department has concluded ex-
actly the opposite.

Sending emails from a personal account to
other employees at their Department Ac-
counts is not an appropriate method of pre-
serving any such emails that would con-
stitute a Federal record. Therefore, Sec-
retary Clinton should have preserved any
Federal records she created and received on
her personal account by printing and filing
those records with the related files in the of-
fice of the Secretary. At a minimum, Sec-
retary Clinton should have surrendered all
emails dealing with Department business be-
fore leaving government service and, because
she did not do so, she did not comply with
the Department’s policies that were imple-
mented in accordance with the Federal
Records Act.

Regarding those subsequently surren-
dered emails, Mrs. Clinton has said:

After I left office, the State Department
asked former secretaries of state for our as-
sistance in providing copies of work-related
emails from our personal accounts. I re-
sponded right away and provided all my
emails that could have possibly been work-
related.

Yesterday, Director Comey explicitly
rejected this claim, noting not only
that several thousand emails were
missing but, also, that some of the
emails she withheld were in fact classi-
fied.

Director Comey said:

The FBI also discovered several thousand
work-related e-mails that were not in the
group of 30,000 that were [initially] returned
by Secretary Clinton to [the] State [Depart-
ment] in 2014. . . . With respect to the thou-
sands of emails we found that were not
among those produced to [the] State [De-
partment], agencies have concluded that
three of those were [also] classified at the
time they were sent or received, one at the
Secret level.

Lest we be confused, here is Director
Comey’s summary of the situation:

Any reasonable person in Secretary Clin-
ton’s position, or in the position of those
government employees with whom she was
corresponding about these [classified] mat-
ters, should have known that an unclassified
system was no place for that conversation.

We could go on. There is more about
the foreign adversaries—on which all of
us in this body get our classified
briefs—that we know were and are
today trying to hack sensitive U.S.
Government classified material. What I
have presented here is not an opinion.
This is not political talking point or
spin. All we have done here is to re-
count some of the specific defenses,
claims, and excuses Secretary Clinton
has offered regarding her use of a set of
unsecured, undisclosed off-the-books
email servers and then contrasted
those claims with how both the FBI’s
and the State Department’s inspectors
general have proved those claims to be
clearly and knowingly false.

If any of Secretary Clinton’s defend-
ers in this body would like to come to
the floor to dispute any of the FBI’s as-
sertions, I would welcome that con-
versation.
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These are serious matters, and they
deserve our serious attention. As elect-
ed officials, we have been entrusted for
a time with the security of the Nation
and with the trust of the people. Quite
apart from the specific questions and
debates about whether Secretary Clin-
ton is going to be convicted for her
crimes, we must grapple with the re-
ality that the public trust, the rule of
law, and the security of our Nation
have been badly injured by her actions.

In the coming months, the next time
that a career military or intelligence
officer leaks an important secret that
is a legally defined classified matter
that relates to the security of our Na-
tion and the security of our Nation’s
spies, who are putting their lives at
risk today to defend our freedoms, one
of two things is going to happen: Ei-
ther that individual will not be held ac-
countable because yesterday the deci-
sion was made to set a new, lower
standard about our Nation’s security
secrets, and we will therefore become
weaker, or, in the alternative, the deci-
sion will be made to hold that person
accountable, either by prosecution or
by firing. In that moment, that indi-
vidual and his or her peers and his or
her family will rightly ask this ques-
tion: Why is the standard different for
me than for the politically powerful?
Why is the standard different for me, a
career intelligence officer or a career
soldier, than for the former Secretary
of State? This question is about the
rise of a two-tiered system of justice,
one for the common man and one for
the ruling political elites. If we in this
body allow such a two-tiered system to
solidify, we will fail in our duties, both
to safeguard the Nation and for the
people to believe in representative gov-
ernment and in equality before the law.

This stuff matters. Lying matters.
The dumbing down and the debasing of
expectations about public trust matter.
Honor matters, and woe to us as a na-
tion if we decide to forget this obvious
truth of republican government.

—
RECESS

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

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:47 p.m.,
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mrs. FISCHER).

———

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to executive session to consider
the following nomination, which the
clerk will report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Brian R.
Martinotti, of New Jersey, to be United
States District Judge for the District
of New Jersey.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be 30
minutes of debate equally divided in
the usual form.

The Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. TOOMEY. Thank you, Madam
President.

SANCTUARY CITIES LEGISLATION

I rise to address the legislation we
are going to be voting on later this
afternoon, two procedural votes to
take up legislation. Both bills were in-
spired by a horrendous event that oc-
curred almost exactly 1 year ago. On
July 1, 2015, a 32-year-old woman
named Kate Steinle was walking on a
pier in San Francisco with her dad, and
out of nowhere comes a man who starts
firing his weapon at her, shoots her,
and within moments Kate Steinle bled
to death in her father’s arms.

As appalling as that murder was, one
of the particularly galling things about
it is that the shooter should never have
been on the pier that day. The shooter
had been convicted of seven felonies
and had been deported from America
five times because he was here ille-
gally. Even more maddening is that
just a few months earlier, San Fran-
cisco law enforcement officials had him
in their custody. They had him, and
the Department of Homeland Security,
discovering that fact, put out a request
that said: Hold on to this guy. Detain
him until we can get one of our guys
there to take him into custody because
we want to get him out of this country.
He is dangerous; we know he is.

What did the San Francisco law en-
forcement folks do? They said: Sorry,
we can’t help you. They released him
onto the streets of San Francisco, from
which he later shot and killed a per-
fectly innocent young woman.

Why in the world would the San
Francisco law enforcement folks re-
lease a seven-time convicted felon,
five-time deported person who was
known to be dangerous, in the face of a
request from the Department of Home-
land Security? Why would they release
such a person? Because San Francisco
is a sanctuary city, which means it is
the legal policy of the city of San
Francisco to refuse to provide any in-
formation or to cooperate with a re-
quest to detain anyone when the De-
partment of Homeland Security is re-
questing such cooperation with respect
to someone who is here illegally. This
is madness. It is unbelievable that we
have municipalities that are willfully
releasing dangerous people into our
communities.

Let me point out that the terribly
tragic case of Kate Steinle is not a
unique case. According to the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security in an anal-
ysis looking at an 8-month period in
2014—the most recent period for which
we have data—sanctuary cities across
America released 18,000 individuals and
1,800 of them were later arrested for
criminal acts. That is what is hap-
pening across America, including in
the great city of Philadelphia in my
home State of Pennsylvania, which has
become a sanctuary city.

July 6, 2016

Today we are going to vote on two
different bills. We are going to take a
procedural vote which will determine
whether we can proceed to two bills in-
spired by this terrible tragedy. First is
my legislation called the Stop Dan-
gerous Sanctuary Cities Act, S. 3100. I
am grateful for my cosponsors, Sen-
ators INHOFE, VITTER, COTTON, JOHN-
SON, CRUZ, and WICKER. Let me explain
how this is structured.

There is a court ruling that has
caused a number of municipalities that
would rather not be sanctuary cities to
believe they need to become sanctuary
cities. The ruling is from the Third Cir-
cuit Court of Appeals, which has juris-
diction over my State of Pennsylvania,
and also a Federal district court in Or-
egon. They have held that if the De-
partment of Homeland Security makes
a mistake—let’s say it is the wrong
John Doe—and they ask a police de-
partment somewhere to hold that per-
son, if it turns out they are holding
him wrongly, according to these court
decisions, the local police department
can be held liable even though they
were just acting in good faith at the re-
quest of the Department of Homeland
Security.

Well, that doesn’t make any sense,
and it is easily corrected. My bill will
correct it. What my bill says is that if
a person is wrongly held in such a cir-
cumstance where the local police are
complying in good faith with a request
from the Department of Homeland Se-
curity, if that happens, the individual
wrongly held can still sue, they can
still go to court, but they wouldn’t go
to court against the local police or
local municipality, they would take
their case against the Department of
Homeland Security, where it belongs.
After all, it was the error of the De-
partment of Homeland Security that
caused the person to be wrongly held.
So that solves the problem of a munici-
pality being concerned about a liabil-
ity that would attach to their doing
the right thing.

Given that solution, which is in our
legislation, if we pass this and make
this law, then there is no excuse what-
soever for any municipality willfully
refusing to cooperate with Federal im-
migration and law enforcement offi-
cials.

The second part of my legislation
says that if a community neverthe-
less—despite a lack of legal justifica-
tion—chooses to be a dangerous sanc-
tuary city, well, then, they are going
to lose some Federal funds—specifi-
cally, community development block
grant funds, which cities get from the
Federal Government. They love to
spent it on all kinds of things.

The fact is, sanctuary cities impose
costs on the rest of us—security costs,
costs to the risks we take, the un-
speakable costs the Steinle family in-
curred—so I think it is entirely reason-
able that we withhold this funding as a
way to hopefully induce these cities to
do the right thing.

I say there are two pieces of legisla-
tion we will be taking procedural votes
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