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

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the quorum call be rescinded.

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

———

RECESS

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

Thereupon, at 12:30 p.m., the Senate
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. WEBB).

———

AGRICULTURE REFORM, FOOD,
AND JOBS ACT OF 2012

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 3240, which
the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 3240) to reauthorize the agri-
culture programs through 2017, and for other
purposes.

Pending:

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

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

Reid motion to recommit the bill to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry, with instructions, Reid amend-
ment No. 2391, of a perfecting nature.

Reid amendment No. 2406 (to (the instruc-
tions) amendment No. 2391), to eliminate cer-
tain working lands conservation programs.

Reid amendment No. 2407 (to amendment
No. 2406), to convert all mandatory spending
to discretionary spending subject to annual
appropriations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the motion to re-
commit and amendment No. 2390 are
withdrawn and a Stabenow-Roberts
amendment No. 2389 is agreed to.

The Senator from Michigan.

AMENDMENT NO. 2440

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that we have 2 min-
utes of debate equally divided prior to
the vote on the first Akaka amend-
ment, No. 2440.

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

The Senator from Hawaii.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak in favor of amendment
No. 2440 to the farm bill. This amend-
ment would improve implementation
of an existing program at USDA which
provides loans to purchasers of highly
fractionated Indian lands.

One unfortunate legacy of policies of
the late 1800s is that many Indian lands
are highly fractionated. This means
that one parcel of land might have
hundreds or even thousands of owners.
Highly fractionated parcels make put-
ting these Indian lands to viable use
virtually impossible. This goes against
any well-established Federal Indian
policies encouraging the productive use
of Indian lands.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

As chair of the Committee on Indian
Affairs, I have worked with the USDA
and stakeholders to craft this amend-
ment to improve agricultural land use
for tribal governments and individual
Indians. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

The Senator from Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. This is a technical
amendment. I rise in support of it, and
I yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment and speak in favor of
amendment No. 2396, a bipartisan
amendment Senator THUNE and I are
offering to the farm bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, if I
might take a moment, I believe we
want to first dispose of the Akaka
amendment No. 2440. Our ranking
member has indicated no opposition, so
at this point I would ask that we pro-
ceed, unless there is a reason not to do
S0.

On behalf of Senator AKAKA, I call up
amendment No. 2440 and ask that we
proceed with a voice vote.

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

The clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. AKAKA] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2440.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To improve a provision relating to

loans to purchasers of highly fractionated

land)

Strike section 5102 and insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 5102. LOANS TO PURCHASERS OF HIGHLY
FRACTIONATED LAND.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The first sentence of Pub-
lic Law 91-229 (25 U.S.C. 488) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), in the first sentence,
by striking ‘‘loans from” and all that follows
through ‘1929)” and inserting ‘‘direct loans
in a manner consistent with direct loans pur-
suant to chapter 4 of subtitle A of the Con-
solidated Farm and Rural Development
Act’’;

(2) in subsection (b)(1)—

(A) by striking ‘‘pursuant to section 205(c)
of the Indian Land Consolidation Act (25
U.S.C. 2204(c))”’; and

(B) by inserting ‘‘or to intermediaries in
order to establish revolving loan funds for
the purchase of highly fractionated land
under that section” before the period at the
end; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

“(c) CONSULTATION REQUIRED.—In deter-
mining regulations and procedures to define
eligible purchasers of highly fractionated
land under this section, the Secretary of Ag-
riculture shall consult with the Secretary of
the Interior.”.

(b) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER AMENDMENT.—
Section 6002 is amended by striking sub-
section (bb).

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that we proceed
with a voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 2440) was agreed
to.
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The Senator from Hawaii.
AMENDMENT NO. 2396

Mr. AKAKA. I rise today to speak in
favor of amendment No. 2396, a bipar-
tisan amendment Senator THUNE and I
are offering to the farm bill. This
amendment would make permanent the
Office of Tribal Relations at the USDA.

This office was created to ensure that
the USDA upholds Federal Indian pol-
icy and maintains its government-to-
government relationship with tribes.
Permanently establishing this office
will ensure that tribal governments
can develop their programs in parity
with their neighbors in rural America.
It will ensure that the USDA consults
with tribal governments and that
tribes can participate in programs re-
lated to agricultural, infrastructure,
and economic development opportuni-
ties.

I encourage all my colleagues to sup-
port this bipartisan amendment to the
farm bill.

I thank the Chair, I yield back the
remainder of my time, and I call up
amendment No. 2396.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. AKAKA] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2396.

Mr. AKAKA. I ask unanimous con-
sent that further reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To establish the Office of Tribal

Relations in the Office of the Secretary of

Agriculture)

On page 1009, after line 11, add the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 12207. OFFICE OF TRIBAL RELATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title III of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture Reorganization Act of
1994 is amended by adding after section 308 (7
U.S.C. 3125a note; Public Law 103-354) the fol-
lowing:

“SEC. 309. OFFICE OF TRIBAL RELATIONS.

““The Secretary shall establish in the Of-
fice of the Secretary an Office of Tribal Rela-
tions.”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
296(b) of the Department of Agriculture Re-
organization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 7014(b)) (as
amended by section 12201(b)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the
end;

(2) in paragraph (9), by striking the period
at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘(10) the authority of the Secretary to es-
tablish in the Office of the Secretary the Of-
fice of Tribal Relations in accordance with
section 309.”.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time in opposition?

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, this
amendment makes permanent the cur-
rent Office of Tribal Relations with the
Department of Agriculture, and that is
very important in terms of outreach
for Native American farmers and
ranchers.

We have no objection, and I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.
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The amendment (No. 2396) was agreed
to.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2192

Ms. AYOTTE. Mr. President, I call up
Ayotte amendment No. 2192.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New Hampshire proposes
an amendment numbered 2192.

(The amendment is printed in the
RECORD of Thursday, June 7, 2012 under
“Text of Amendments.”’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
now 2 minutes of debate equally di-
vided.

The Senator from New Hampshire.

Ms. AYOTTE. Mr. President, my
amendment seeks to reform the value-
added grant program. The USDA has
awarded $240 million in grants over the
lifetime of this program, but the USDA
has not been transparent and has failed
to adequately account for the grants
and how they are awarded.

The last assessment of this program
was in 2006 and indicated that more
than 40 percent of the grant recipients
went out of business just 3 years after
having completed their grant project.
My amendment would allow the pro-
gram to go forward, but it would re-
form this program to be more account-
able to taxpayers.

The program has awarded 62 grants
totaling $12.1 million to ethanol facili-
ties. It does eliminate grants to eth-
anol facilities. We should not be wast-
ing further taxpayer dollars to give to
ethanol producers when we have al-
ready given them so many taxpayer op-
portunities here.

At least 105 wine industry groups and
wineries have received $10.5 million.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Ms. AYOTTE. Mr. President, I would
just say this is a good amendment for
taxpayers to reform this program and
make it accountable.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, un-
fortunately, I would urge my col-
leagues to vote no on this amendment.
It cuts in half funding for a program
that helps food entrepreneurs—small
businesses and farmers who want to
create new kinds of products and to
commercialize them and get them to
the marketplace.

This is really what we are trying to
do—to leverage more dollars in this
bill to support not only the farmer on
the farm but also to move into com-
mercialization and to create new food
products and jobs. In fact, we have cre-
ated hundreds of jobs at wineries. We
have done this all across the country—
created jobs by helping small busi-
nesses and entrepreneurs to take a
great idea and to move it to commer-
cialization and add value to their prod-
uct.

I would strongly urge a ‘‘no” vote,
and I would ask for the yeas and nays.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

All time has expired.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment. The clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

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

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

The result was announced—yeas 38,
nays 61, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 123 Leg.]

YEAS—38
Alexander Enzi Murkowski
Ayotte Graham Paul
Barrasso Hatch Portman
Boozman Heller Risch
Brown (MA) Hutchison Rubio
Burr Inhofe Sessions
Chambliss Isakson Shelby
Coats Johnson (WI) Snowe
Coburn Kyl Thune
Corker Lee Toomey
Cornyn Manchin X
Crapo McCain V{tter
DeMint McConnell Wicker
NAYS—61
Akaka Grassley Murray
Baucus Hagan Nelson (NE)
Begich Harkin Nelson (FL)
Bennet Hoeven Pryor
Bingaman Inouye Reed
Blumenthal Johanns Reid
Bover Koy Roverts
X y
Brown (OH) Klobuchar Ig:;g:f:ller
Cantwell Kohl
Cardin Landrieu Schumer
Carper Lautenberg Shaheen
Casey Leahy Stabenow
Cochran Levin Tester
Collins Lieberman Udall (CO)
Conrad Lugar Udall (NM)
Coons McCaskill Warner
Durbin Menendez Webb
Feinstein Merkley Whitehouse
Franken Mikulski Wyden
Gillibrand Moran
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk
The amendment (No. 2192) was re-
jected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, for the ben-
efit of all Senators—if I could have the
attention of the Senate—we have be-
fore us why we are here. This was very
difficult, to get to the point we are
now, where we have a very important
bill. We do these every 5 years. Sen-
ators Stabenow and Roberts have
worked very hard to get us to this
point. I congratulate them both, but
we have a long way to go.

First of all, everyone understand all
the next votes will be 10-minute votes.
That means at the end of 15 minutes we
are going to cut off the vote. It doesn’t
matter if a Democrat is missing or Re-
publican is missing; it does not matter.
If it is a close vote, we always are care-
ful with that, we understand, but let’s
understand when the time is up, we are
going to turn in the vote.

Second, I have instructed all of the
presiders, we are going to have 1-
minute speeches—1 minute for Demo-
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crats, 1 minute for Republicans. When
the time is up, the time is going to end
so everyone will be treated the same.
We have 73 amendments we have to
work through. We have a lot to do the
rest of this week, but this is important.
No. 1, we are going to keep the vote. I
have an important meeting at 4
o’clock. I have instructed my staff, if I
am not here I will not be counted. That
is what we have to do. If you have im-
portant meetings, you might have to
miss a vote or two.

Second, I repeat, we will have 2 min-
utes equally divided before each vote,
and it will be 2 minutes.

AMENDMENT NO. 2429

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 2429.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Montana [Mr. TESTER],
for Mr. BAUCUS, for himself and Mr. TESTER,
proposes an amendment numbered 2429.

Mr. TESTER. I ask unanimous con-
sent the reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To improve the livestock forage
disaster program)

On page 128, between lines 16 and 17, insert
the following:

(iii) ANNUAL PAYMENT BASED ON DROUGHT
CONDITIONS DETERMINED BY MEANS OTHER
THAN THE U.S. DROUGHT MONITOR.—

(I) IN GENERAL.—An eligible livestock pro-
ducer that owns grazing land or pastureland
that is physically located in a county that
has experienced on average, over the pre-
ceding calendar year, precipitation levels
that are 50 percent or more below normal
levels, according to sufficient documentation
as determined by the Secretary, may be eli-
gible, subject to a determination by the Sec-
retary, to receive assistance under this para-
graph in an amount equal to not more than
1 monthly payment using the monthly pay-
ment rate under subparagraph (B).

(II) NO DUPLICATE PAYMENT.—A producer
may not receive a payment under both
clause (ii) and this clause.

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I urge
my colleagues to support the Baucus-
Tester amendment No. 2429. The Bau-
cus-Tester amendment fixes a problem
in the livestock forage program to
make sure that ranchers who suffer
losses in their herds because of drought
are able to get the help they need. If
you are in grass-based agriculture,
folks, for those ranchers the grass is
the heartbeat of your operation. If you
do not have it, you cannot survive. It
was critical this last year when record
droughts devastated the Southwest.
Wild fires burned more than 2 million
acres in Texas.

This program has moved into title I
of the farm bill. This amendment fixes
a problem we have seen in one of those
programs. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time in opposition?

The Senator from Michigan.
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Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, can
we proceed with a voice vote on this
amendment?

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I know
of no objection at this point. I yield the
remainder of our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back.

The question is
amendment No. 2429.

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2190, AS MODIFIED

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, it is
my understanding we are ready with
the amendment of Senator SNOWE. I
ask she be the next amendment in
order.

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

The Senator from Maine.

Ms. SNOWE. I call up amendment No.
2190.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows.

The Senator from Maine (Ms. SNOWE), for
herself and Mrs. GILLIBRAND, proposes an
amendment numbered 2190.

Ms. SNOWE. I ask unanimous con-
sent that amendment 2190 be modified
with the changes I am sending to the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows.

(Purpose: To require Federal milk marketing
order reform)

At the end of part III of subtitle D of title
I, insert the following:

PART IV—FEDERAL MILK MARKETING

ORDER REFORM
SEC. 1481. FEDERAL MILK MARKETING ORDERS.

(a) AMENDMENTS.—The Secretary shall pro-
vide an analysis on the effects of amending
each Federal milk marketing order issued
under section 8c of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act (7 U.S.C. 608c), reenacted with
amendments by the Agricultural Marketing
Agreement Act of 1937 (in this part referred
to as a ‘“‘milk marketing order’’), as required
by this section.

(b) USE OF END-PRODUCT PRICE FOR-
MULAS.—In carrying out subsection (a), the
Secretary shall—

(1) consider replacing the use of end-prod-
uct price formulas with other pricing alter-
natives; and

(2) submit to the Committee on Agri-
culture of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry of the Senate a report describ-
ing the findings of the Secretary on the im-
pact of the action considered under para-
graph (1).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
now 2 minutes of debate equally di-
vided.

The Senator from Maine.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise in
strong support of this amendment I
have offered along with Senator GILLI-
BRAND of New York on a bipartisan
basis. I thank the Chair and ranking
member for working with us on the
modifications in support of this amend-
ment.

The underlying bill establishes a
margin insurance program that helps

on agreeing to
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very large dairy producers but provides
little assistance to small family-owned
dairy producers who have exponen-
tially fewer cows and do not produce
the surplus amounts of milk. Without
this amendment, these small dairy
farmers face possible extinction due, in
part, to the excessive price volatility.
The prices in Europe influence the
price our farmers right here at home
receive from the government.

This amendment will help resolve
this inequity by requiring the Depart-
ment of Agriculture to provide an anal-
ysis on the effects of amending each
Federal milk marketing order and de-
ciding how best to update the system
of Federal orders, which is now 12 years
old. I hope we will adopt this amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
support this amendment and yield the
remainder of our time. It is my under-
standing we can proceed with a voice
vote on this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to amendment No. 2190, as
modified.

Those in favor, say aye.

(Chorus of ayes.)

All opposed, no.

(Chorus of nays.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The nays
appear to have it.

All those in favor, say aye.

(Chorus of ayes.)

All those opposed, no.

(Chorus of nays.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The nays
appear to have it.

Ms. STABENOW. I ask for a record
rollcall.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FRANKEN). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 66,
nays 33, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 124 Leg.]

YEAS—66
Akaka Grassley Murkowski
Ayotte Hagan Murray
Baucus Harkin Nelson (FL)
Begich Hatch Portman
Bingaman Inouye Pryor
Blumenthal Kerry Reed
Brown (MA) Klobuchar Reid
Brown (OH) Landrieu
Cantyvell Lautenberg gggli?fseller
Cardin Leahy R
Carper Lee Rubio
Casey Levin Sanders
Coburn Lieberman Schqmer
Cochran Manchin Sessions
Collins McCain Shaheen
Conrad McCaskill Shelby
Coons McConnell Snowe
Corker Menendez Stabenow
Franken Merkley Tester
Gillibrand Mikulski
Graham Moran
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Toomey Vitter Webb
Udall (NM) Warner Whitehouse
NAYS—33
Alexander DeMint Johnson (WI)
Barrasso Durbin Kohl
Bennet Enzi Kyl
Blunt Feinstein Lugar
Boozman Heller Nelson (NE)
Boxer Hoeven Paul
Burr Hutchison Risch
Chambliss Inhofe Thune
Coats Isakson Udall (CO)
Cornyn Johanns Wicker
Crapo Johnson (SD) Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk

The amendment (No. 2190), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2364 WITHDRAWN

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let
me speak for a moment with regard to
amendment No. 2364 that Senator
HUTCHISON and I had intended to offer.
We have been in consultation with the
managers of the legislation. They have
agreed to some changes in the report
language that accommodate our con-
cern.

Our concern is about water conserva-
tion and ensuring that water conserva-
tion, particularly in the arid West but
in any part of the country where there
are underground aquifers and wherever
there is depletion of water supplies
that is going to make farming and ag-
ricultural activities impossible in the
future. The managers have agreed to
some changes in the report language
that accommodate our concerns. They
have agreed to a colloquy that accom-
modates our concerns. Accordingly, we
will not proceed with the amendment.

Before I withdraw the amendment,
could I ask Senator HUTCHISON to make
any comments she would like to make.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
appreciate the sponsors of the bill
working with us. Just as an example,
the Ogallala Aquifer has gone down 100
feet since irrigation has been allowed
from this water source. It is a source
for cities such as the city of San Anto-
nio and other cities around New Mexico
and Texas. That is just one example. It
is happening all over our country. So
conservation has to be a part of keep-
ing our farms and ranches alive, and
that is the purpose of the amendment.

We appreciate the managers working
with us and hope we can go forward and
highlight the importance of conserva-
tion to keep our water resources for
our farmers and ranchers.

WATER CONSERVATION IN MULTI-STATE
AQUIFERS

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise
to discuss the Ogallala Aquifer—also
known the High Plains Aquifer—re-
gion, an area that is impacted on a
daily basis by groundwater pumping
for agriculture. In fact, that region
leads the Nation in the amount of
groundwater pumped for irrigation pur-
poses, with some 17 billion gallons per
day being withdrawn for irrigation. I
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have for many years been concerned
about the rapid groundwater depletion
occurring in the southern portion of
that aquifer. There are parts of the
Ogallala underlying New Mexico that
have seen a decline in water levels of
more than 150 feet since groundwater
pumping for agriculture first started.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
share the concern of the Senator from
New Mexico. A large area in western
Texas overlies the Ogallala Aquifer as
well. We, too, have seen alarmingly
high levels of groundwater depletion.
Water is a precious resource in our part
of the country, and the Ogallala is a
major source of water for agriculture,
our communities, and industrial devel-
opment.

Mr. BINGAMAN. I understand that
the bill before the Senate will make re-
sources available to address the prob-
lem of the declining groundwater re-
sources in the Ogallala. It would be
helpful to my colleague from Texas and
me if the chairwoman and ranking
member of the Agriculture Committee
could confirm our understanding on
certain aspects of the bill. First, am I
correct that substantial funds under
the Environmental Quality Incentive
Program, EQIP, will continue to be
made available for practices that re-
sult in the comnservation of ground-
water, including the use of more effi-
cient irrigation systems and conver-
sion to less water-intensive crops or
dryland farming, which may, within
the discretion of the Secretary of Agri-

culture, include long-term grassland
rotation?

Ms. STABENOW. Yes, the Senator is
correct.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I understand that
the Regional Conservation Partnership
Program is intended to address water
quantity as well as water quality
issues, so funding under the program
could be directed to address situations
where high historic levels of ground-
water depletion have occurred due to
agricultural use. Is that correct?

Mr. ROBERTS. Yes, that is correct.

Mr. BINGAMAN. With respect to the
designation of critical conservation
areas under section 2401 of the bill, I
would encourage USDA to look to
areas where they already have initia-
tives in place addressing the area. I un-
derstand that any funding under this
program would be in addition to fund-
ing that would otherwise be available
to the region under any other provision
of the bill. Finally, it is my expecta-
tion and understanding that in deter-
mining whether an area would be des-
ignated as a critical conservation area
and in determining the level of funding
to be directed to the area, the Sec-
retary would carefully consider areas
where continued agricultural activities
are threatened by groundwater deple-
tion.

Ms. STABENOW. The Senator is cor-
rect in his understanding.

Mr. ROBERTS. I agree.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I thank the chair-
woman and ranking member.
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Mr. BINGAMAN. I thank them as
well.

Mr. President, in light of the com-
ments we have just made, we will not
call up the amendment.

The managers can go to the next
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, if I
may take a moment to thank Senator
BINGAMAN and Senator HUTCHISON.
Both New Mexico and Texas have
strong and passionate advocates. They
are lucky to have them, and we are
looking forward to working with them
to make sure the issues they have
raised are addressed.

Also, just for those following along in
order, I would just indicate that Sen-
ator COLLINS, in light of the passage of
the Snowe amendment, will not be pro-
ceeding with her amendment, just for
the information of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

AMENDMENT NO. 2167

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I call
up my marketing loan amendment,
amendment No. 2167.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY]
proposes an amendment numbered 2167.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide payment limitations

for marketing loan gains and loan defi-

ciency payments)

On page 140, strike line 1 and insert the fol-
lowing:

(b) LIMITATION ON MARKETING LOAN GAINS
AND LOAN DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS FOR PEA-
NUTS AND OTHER COVERED COMMODITIES.—
Section 1001 of the Food Security Act of 1985
(7 U.S.C. 1308) is amended by striking sub-
section (d) and inserting the following:

“(d) LIMITATION ON MARKETING LOAN GAINS
AND LOAN DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS FOR PEA-
NUTS AND OTHER COVERED COMMODITIES.—The
total amount of marketing loan gains and
loan deficiency payments received, directly
or indirectly, by a person or legal entity (ex-
cept a joint venture or general partnership)
for any crop year under subtitle B of the Ag-
riculture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012
(or a successor provision) for—

‘(1) peanuts may not exceed $75,000; and

‘(2) 1 or more other covered commodities
may not exceed $75,000.”".

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

On page 143, line 9, strike ‘‘(c)”’ and insert
Cay”.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
tried to get this amendment adopted in
the 2008 farm bill. It got 57 votes, but it
was under a 60-vote rule, so obviously
it did not get adopted.

This amendment would cap payments
that one farmer can get on marketing
loans and loan deficiency payments.
We cannot have 70 percent of the farm
payments going to 10 percent of the
largest farmers.
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I think this amendment will help add
integrity to the program. We should
have caps on title I commodity pro-
grams. This will add defensibility to
this bill, along with the payment limit
reforms we were able to put in in the
committee before the bill was voted
out.

Opponents will argue—I am sure you
will hear this argument—that this
would increase forfeitures of crop. But
I believe they are overstating that
issue, especially given current prices.
And even if a farmer did forfeit
crop——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Well, this is a com-
monsense amendment. I hope you will
vote for it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I
rise in opposition to this amendment.
Limiting MLGs and LDPs is disruptive
to orderly marketing because USDA
lacks the ability in real time to track
eligibility. Consequently, a producer
may exceed his loan limit under this
amendment and USDA have no idea he
has exceeded his loan limit, so he is
going to have to come back later on
and obviously repay that in very dif-
ficult times.

Most farming operations secure fi-
nancing for annual production costs as
well as incur long-term debt for equip-
ment and land. Introducing limits on
marketing loan benefits makes this fi-
nancing more difficult to obtain and
more difficult to administer from a
farmer’s standpoint as well as a bank-
ing standpoint.

I urge opposition to the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

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

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

The result was announced—yeas 75,
nays 24, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 125 Leg.]

YEAS—T5
Akaka Cantwell Enzi
Alexander Cardin Feinstein
Ayotte Carper Franken
Barrasso Casey Gillibrand
Baucus Coats Grassley
Begich Coburn Harkin
Bennet Collins Hatch
Bingaman Coons Heller
Blumenthal Corker Inouye
Boxer Crapo Johanns
Brown (MA) DeMint Johnson (SD)
Brown (OH) Durbin Kerry
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Klobuchar Merkley Rubio
Kohl Mikulski Schumer
Kyl Murkowski Shaheen
Lautenberg Murray Snowe
Lee Nelson (NE) Stabenow
Levin Nelson (FL) Tester
Lieberman Paul Thune
Lugar Portman Toomey
Manchin Reed Udall (CO)
McCain Reid Udall (NM)
McCaskill Risch Webb
McConnell Roberts Whitehouse
Menendez Rockefeller Wyden
NAYS—24
Blunt Hagan Moran
Boozman Hoeven Pryor
Burr Hutchison Sanders
Chambliss Inhofe Sessions
Cochran Isakson Shelby
Conrad Johnson (WI) Vitter
Cornyn Landrieu Warner
Graham Leahy Wicker
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk

The amendment (No. 2167) was agreed

to.
AMENDMENT NO. 2445

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I
call up my amendment No. 2445.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. BROWN] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2445.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To strengthen rural communities
and foster the next generation of farmers
and ranchers)

On page 574, between lines 11 and 12, insert
the following:

¢(C) MANDATORY FUNDING.—Of the funds of
the Commodity Credit Corporation, the Sec-
retary shall use to carry out this subsection
$12,500,000 for each of fiscal years 2014
through 2017, to remain available until ex-
pended.

On page 606, between lines 4 and 5, insert
the following:

‘“(BE) MANDATORY FUNDING FOR FISCAL
YEARS 2013 THROUGH 2017.—Of the funds of the
Commodity Credit Corporation, the Sec-
retary shall use to carry out this paragraph
$3,750,000 for each of fiscal years 2014 through
2017, to remain available until expended.

On page 782, between lines 14 and 15 and in-
sert the following:

SEC. 6203. FUNDING OF PENDING RURAL DEVEL-

OPMENT LOAN AND GRANT APPLI-
CATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall use
funds made available under subsection (b) to
provide funds for applications that are pend-
ing on the date of enactment of this Act in
accordance with the terms and conditions of
section 6029 of the Food, Conservation, and
Energy Act of 2008 (Public Law 110-246; 122
Stat. 1955).

(b) FUNDING.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, beginning in fiscal year
2014, of the funds of the Commodity Credit
Corporation, the Secretary shall use to carry
out this section $50,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.

On page 832, line 6, strike ‘‘$50,000,000 for
fiscal year 2013 and insert ‘$17,000,000 for
each of fiscal years 2013 through 2017"’.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
2 minutes of debate, equally divided.
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Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President,
Congress has provided an average of
$400 million for farm bills in the rural
development title. The bill we are con-
sidering includes no funding at all. My
fiscally responsible amendment funds
rural business development programs,
a portion of the backlog of wastewater
infrastructure projects, and will help
bring a new generation of farmers into
agriculture.

As a member of the Agriculture Com-
mittee, I know how important it is
that this amendment maintain our
committee’s commitment to save at
least $23 billion in the farm bill. I yield
the rest of my time to the chairwoman,
Senator STABENOW.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, let
me add my strong support for the
amendment. We have reformed this
title on rural development. We have
eliminated 16 different authorizations,
tightened it up. The amendment stays
within our parameters of $23 billion in
deficit reduction. In effect, this bene-
fits every small town and community
across America that counts on rural
development. I would strongly support
this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I op-
pose this amendment. I do so reluc-
tantly with my colleague on the com-
mittee. But the committee bill con-
tains no mandatory funding in the
rural development title. This amend-
ment would take savings achieved in
the bill from 23.4—used to be 26.3—now
we are down to 23.4. That would take it
down to 23.2 and redirect $150 million
mandatory spending into a few rural
development programs.

Nothing against them, but if we are
going to achieve savings in this bill, we
have to hold the line. I reluctantly op-
pose the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

Ms. STABENOW. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

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

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

The result was announced—yeas 55,
nays 44, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 126 Leg.]

YEAS—b5
Akaka Cardin Hagan
Baucus Carper Harkin
Begich Casey Heller
Bennet Collins Inouye
Bingaman Conrad Johnson (SD)
Blumenthal Coons Kerry
Boxer Durbin Klobuchar
Brown (MA) Feinstein Kohl
Brown (OH) Franken Landrieu
Cantwell Gillibrand Lautenberg
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Leahy Nelson (FL) Tester
Levin Pryor Udall (CO)
Lieberman Reed Udall (NM)
Manchin Reid Warner
Menendez Rockefeller Webb
Merkley Sanders Whitehouse
Mikulski Schumer Wyden
Murray Shaheen
Nelson (NE) Stabenow
NAYS—44

Alexander Graham Moran
Ayotte Grassley Murkowski
Barrasso Hatch Paul
Blunt Hoeven Portman
Boozman Hutchison Risch
Burr Inhofe Roberts
Chambliss Isakson Rubio
Coats Johanns :
Coburn Johnson (WI) Z}e;sﬁaoyns
Cochran Kyl

Snowe
Corker Lee
Cornyn Lugar Thune
Crapo McCain Tpomey
DeMint McCaskill Vitter
Enzi McConnell Wicker

NOT VOTING—1
Kirk

The amendment (No. 2445) was agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

AMENDMENT NO. 2174

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 2174.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Alabama [Mr. SESSIONS]
proposes an amendment numbered 2174.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To limit categorical eligibility for

the supplemental nutrition assistance pro-

gram to those who receive cash assistance)

On page 312, between lines 8 and 9, insert
the following:

SEC. 4002. LIMITATION ON CATEGORICAL ELIGI-
BILITY.

Section 5 of the Food and Nutrition Act of
2008 (7 U.S.C. 2014) is amended—

(1) in the second sentence of subsection (a),
by striking ‘‘households in which each mem-
ber receives benefits” and inserting ‘‘house-
holds in which each member receives cash
assistance’; and

(2) in subsection (j), by striking ‘‘or who
receives benefits under a State program’ and
inserting ‘‘or who receives cash assistance
under a State program’’.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, food
stamp spending has quadrupled—gone
up four times—since 2001, increasing
twice the rate that the other major
poverty program, Medicaid, has in-
creased. It is now the second largest
Federal welfare program. An individual
on food stamps, with all other govern-
ment programs they may be eligible
for, can receive as much as $25,000 a
year.

Under this bill food stamps will aver-
age $80 billion a year for 10 years;
whereas, the agriculture farm pro-
grams will average $20 billion a year. It
is by far the dominant factor in this
entire piece of legislation.

Amendment No. 2174 deals with the
problem through a system known as
categorical eligibility. Forty-three
States now provide benefits to individ-
uals whose income exceeds the statu-
tory limit—incomes and assets. Only 11
States did that in 2007.
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I ask that we be able to fix this prob-
lem, and I urge my colleagues to vote
for it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
strongly urge a ‘‘no’’ vote. We actually
rejected this amendment last fall. I ask
that we do it again.

It is true that food assistance has
gone up as the economy has had a
rough time. As unemployment goes up,
food costs go up. Unemployment is
coming down, and in this bill we reflect
savings. As the economy is getting bet-
ter, food help goes down. It is no dif-
ferent than crop insurance helping the
farmer in a disaster. This helps fami-
lies in a disaster.

Unfortunately, this amendment
would completely change the structure
of food help. It would dramatically af-
fect children and families. For exam-
ple, it would affect someone’s ability
to get to work because the value of
their car would somehow be reflected
in a way that would require them to
possibly give up their car when they
are trying to get to work in order to be
able to put food on the table for their
families. It makes no sense.

This bill has commonsense reforms
to make sure every dollar goes where it
should. I urge a ‘“‘no’’ vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
SHAHEEN). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 43,
nays 56, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 127 Leg.]

YEAS—43

Alexander Graham Moran
Ayotte Grassley Murkowski
Barrasso Hatch Paul
Blunt Hoeven Portman
Boozman Hutchison Risch
Burr Inhofe Roberts
Chambliss Isakson Rubio
Coats Johanns ;
Coburn Johnson (WI) z}elssmns

elby
Cochran Kyl Thune
Corker Lee
Cornyn Lugar Tgomey
Crapo McCain Vl'tter
DeMint McCaskill Wicker
Enzi McConnell

NAYS—56

Akaka Carper Heller
Baucus Casey Inouye
Begich Collins Johnson (SD)
Bennet Conrad Kerry
Bingaman Coons Klobuchar
Blumenthal Durbin Kohl
Boxer Feinstein Landrieu
Brown (MA) Franken Lautenberg
Brown (OH) Gillibrand Leahy
Cantwell Hagan Levin
Cardin Harkin Lieberman
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Manchin Reed Tester
Menendez Reid Udall (CO)
Merkley Rockefeller Udall (NM)
Mikulski Sanders Warner
Murray Schumer Webb
Nelson (NE) Shaheen Whitehouse
Nelson (FL) Snowe Wyden
Pryor Stabenow

NOT VOTING—1

Kirk

The amendment (No. 2174) was re-
jected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

AMENDMENT NO. 2370

Ms. CANTWELL. I call up amend-
ment No. 2370.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Washington [Ms. CANT-
WELL] proposes an amendment numbered
2370.

Ms. CANTWELL. I ask unanimous
consent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To encourage the purchase of pulse
crop products for school meals programs)

On page 361, between lines 8 and 9, insert
the following:

SEC. 4208. PULSE CROP PRODUCTS.

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section
is to encourage greater awareness and inter-
est in the number and variety of pulse crop
products available to schoolchildren, as rec-
ommended by the most recent Dietary
Guidelines for Americans published under
section 301 of the National Nutrition Moni-
toring and Related Research Act of 1990 (7
U.S.C. 5341).

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) ELIGIBLE PULSE CROP.—The term ‘‘eligi-
ble pulse crop’” means dry beans, dry peas,
lentils, and chickpeas.

(2) PULSE CROP PRODUCT.—The term ‘‘pulse
crop product’” means a food product derived
in whole or in part from an eligible pulse
crop.

(c) PURCHASE OF PULSE CROPS AND PULSE
CrOP PRODUCTS.—In addition to the com-
modities delivered under section 6 of the
Richard B. Russell National School Lunch
Act (42 U.S.C. 1755), the Secretary shall pur-
chase eligible pulse crops and pulse crop
products for use in—

(1) the school lunch program established
under the Richard B. Russell National
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.); and

(2) the school breakfast program estab-
lished by section 4 of the Child Nutrition Act
of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1773).

(d) EVALUATION.—Not later than Sep-
tember 30, 2016, the Secretary shall conduct
an evaluation of the activities conducted
under subsection (¢), including—

(1) an evaluation of whether children par-
ticipating in the school lunch and breakfast
programs described in subsection (c¢) in-
creased overall consumption of eligible pulse
crops as a result of the activities;

(2) an evaluation of which eligible pulse
crops and pulse crop products are most ac-
ceptable for use in the school lunch and
breakfast programs;

(3) any recommendations of the Secretary
regarding the integration of the use of pulse
crop products in carrying out the school
lunch and breakfast programs;

(4) an evaluation of any change in the nu-
trient composition in the school lunch and
breakfast programs due to the activities; and
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(5) an evaluation of any other outcomes de-
termined to be appropriate by the Secretary.

(e) REPORT.—As soon as practicable after
the completion of the evaluation under sub-
section (d), the Secretary shall submit to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry of the Senate and the Committee
on Education and the Workforce of the
House of Representative a report describing
the results of the evaluation.

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $10,000,000, to remain
available until expended.

Ms. CANTWELL. Madam President, I
rise in support of this amendment of-
fered by my colleague, Senator MUR-
RAY, and others, to include in the
school lunch program a pilot program
dealing with dry beans, peas, lentils,
and chickpeas.

My amendment works to improve the
nutritional value of school meals
across America at a very economical
price. With the level of obesity of chil-
dren between 2 and 19, it is very impor-
tant we have this program included.

I yield 30 seconds to my colleague
from North Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. HOEVEN. Madam President, I
thank Senator CANTWELL, and I rise to
speak in support of this amendment. I
cosponsored the legislation.

This would provide that pulse crops—
peas, beans, and lentils—are used in
school lunch programs. It does not add
additional cost. They are a high source
of protein, very cost effective, and it is
a growing—no pun intended—crop in
our country.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. Madam President, I
am supportive of this amendment.

I have been notified a record vote is
being requested, so I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

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

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

The result was announced—yeas 58,
nays 41, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 128 Leg.]

YEAS—58
Akaka Crapo Landrieu
Baucus Durbin Lautenberg
Begich Feinstein Leahy
Bennet Franken Levin
Bingaman Gillibrand Lieberman
Blumenthal Hagan Lugar
Boxer Harkin Manchin
Brown (OH) Hoeven Menendez
Cantwell Inouye Merkley
Cardin Johanns Mikulski
Carper Johnson (SD) Murray
Casey Kerry Nelson (NE)
Conrad Klobuchar Nelson (FL)
Coons Kohl Pryor
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Reed Schumer Warner
Reid Shaheen Webb
Risch Stabenow Whitehouse
Roberts Tester Wyden
Rockefeller Udall (CO)
Sanders Udall (NM)
NAYS—41
Alexander DeMint McConnell
Ayotte Enzi Moran
Barrasso Graham Murkowski
Blunt Grassley Paul
Boozman Hatch Portman
Brown (MA) Heller Rubio
Burr Hutchison Sessions
Chambliss Inhofe
Coats Isakson S}riii:g
Coburn Johnson (WI)
Cochran Kyl Thune
Collins Lee Toomey
Corker McCain Vitter
Cornyn McCaskill Wicker
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk

The amendment (No. 2370) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2243

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Madam
President, I rise to call up my amend-
ment No. 2243.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. NELSON]
proposes an amendment numbered 2243.

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. I ask that
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To ensure that performance bonus

payments are used by State agencies only

to carry out the supplemental nutrition as-
sistance program)

On page 335, between lines 8 and 9, insert
the following:

SEC. 4011. PERFORMANCE BONUS PAYMENTS.

Section 16(d) of the Food and Nutrition Act
of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2025(d)) is amended by adding
at the end the following:

‘“(6) USE OF PERFORMANCE BONUS PAY-
MENTS.—A State agency may use a perform-
ance bonus payment received under this sub-
section only to carry out the program estab-
lished under this Act, including investments
n—

“‘(A) technology;

‘(B) improvements in administration and
distribution; and

‘(C) actions to prevent fraud, waste, and
abuse.”.

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Madam
President, I rise to call up this amend-
ment addressing Federal performance
payments that States receive to make
sure Americans in tough times who
need Supplemental Nutrition Assist-
ance Program benefits receive them
and those who don’t do not get them.

It is a commonsense, good govern-
ment amendment that builds on a 2002
bipartisan agreement between the
States, the previous Bush administra-
tion, and Congress. In my view, Con-
gress shouldn’t eliminate incentives to
improve efficiency in SNAP, as some
are proposing. Congress should,
though, better target these Federal
performance bonus funds so States can
use them only—and let me emphasize
“only”’—to improve their SNAP.

My amendment ensures that the in-
centive payments go toward activities
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that improve efficiency, effectiveness,
and the integrity of SNAP. These ef-
forts have results. Since these incen-
tives were put in place, the SNAP error
rate—and overpayment and under-
payment rates—has fallen nearly 43
percent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. That is a
good investment.

I urge the adoption of my amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time in opposition?

Mr. ROBERTS. I yield back the re-
mainder of our time.

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I
believe a voice vote is OK.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 2243) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2172

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I
appreciate my good friend’s amend-
ment. I do not think it deals with the
problem completely and appropriately.
I have offered amendment No. 2172,
which would end the bonus payments
for increasing registration on the Food
Stamp Program. States currently re-
ceive bonuses for increasing enroll-
ment in the Food Stamp Program. This
amendment would end that policy and
would save a modest $480 million—if
you call that modest—out of $800 bil-
lion being spent on this program over
10 years, according to the CBO.

One of the problems we have with the
Food Stamp Program, if you just think
about it, is that all the money comes
from the Federal Government but all
the administration comes from the
States. They have no incentive to man-
age the program in a way to reduce
waste, fraud, and abuse. It really helps
their economy if more money comes in
from out of State. For the Federal Gov-
ernment to have a program that re-
wards States on top of their natural in-
centives would be wrong.

I urge support of my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. SESSIONS. I ask for the yeas
and nays and call up amendment No.
2172.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alabama [Mr. SESSIONS]
proposes an amendment numbered 2172.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To end the State bonus payments

for administering the supplemental nutri-

tion assistance program)

On page 335, between lines 8 and 9, insert
the following:

SEC. 4011. REPEAL OF STATE BONUS PAYMENTS.

Section 16 of the Food and Nutrition Act of
2008 (7 U.S.C. 2025) is amended by striking
subsection (d).

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?
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There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I
strongly oppose this amendment. We
are talking about improvements in
managing errors, reducing errors in the
nutrition program. The amendment of
the Senator would eliminate the error-
reduction bonuses that go to State gov-
ernments.

We have seen a 43-percent drop in
payment errors as a result of the pro-
gram Senator NELSON has now
strengthened with his amendment. In
his amendment, he would ensure that
all of the additional funds that go to
States are used only to carry out im-
provements in SNAP, to lower the
error rates. Those savings to taxpayers
dwarf the costs of this incentive to
States to improve their processes. It is
working well.

In addition, in this bill we eliminate
any lottery winners or students living
at home with their parents from re-
ceiving assistance. We crack down fur-
ther on trafficking in retail establish-
ments.

I urge a ‘“‘no’ vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

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

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

The result was announced—yeas 41,
nays 58, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 129 Leg.]

YEAS—41
Alexander Enzi McConnell
Ayotte Graham Moran
Barrasso Grassley Paul
Blunt Hatch Portman
Boozman Hoeven Risch
Burr Hutchison Roberts
Conta Teakson Rubio
Coburn Johanns Zzsesﬁ)oyns
Cochran Johnson (WI)
Corker Kyl Thune
Cornyn Lee TQomey
Crapo Lugar Vitter
DeMint McCain Wicker

NAYS—58
Akaka Hagan Nelson (NE)
Baucus Harkin Nelson (FL)
Begich Heller Pryor
Bennet Inouye Reed
Bingaman Johnson (SD) Reid
Blumenthal Kerry Rockefeller
Boxer Klobuchar Sanders
Brown (MA) Kohl o
Brown (OH) Landrieu Zﬁh‘ﬁmel
Cantwell Lautenberg aheen
Cardin Leahy Snowe
Carper Levin Stabenow
Casey Lieberman Tester
Collins Manchin Udall (CO)
Conrad McCaskill Udall (NM)
Coons Menendez Warner
Durbin Merkley Webb
Feinstein Mikulski Whitehouse
Franken Murkowski Wyden
Gillibrand Murray
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NOT VOTING—1
Kirk

The amendment (No. 2172) was re-
jected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

AMENDMENT NO. 2238

Mr. CASEY. I call up my amendment
No. 2238.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CASEY] proposes an amendment numbered
2238.

Mr. CASEY. I ask unanimous consent
that the reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To require more frequent dairy
reporting)

On page 110, line 7, strike ‘‘no less’’ and in-
sert “‘more”’.

On page 110, line 22, strike ‘‘no less” and
insert ‘“more”’.

On page 112, after line 21, add the fol-
lowing:

(c) STUDY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-
duct a study of the feasibility of establishing
2 classes of milk, a fluid class and a manu-
facturing class, to replace the 4-class system
in effect on the date of enactment of this Act
in administering Federal milk marketing or-
ders.

(2) FEDERAL MILK MARKET ORDER REVIEW
COMMISSION.—The Secretary may elect to use
the Federal Milk Market Order Review Com-
mission established under section 1509(a) of
the Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of
2008 (Public Law 110-246; 122 Stat. 1726), or
documents of the Commission, to conduct all
or part of the study.

(3) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall submit to the Committee on Ag-
riculture of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri-
tion, and Forestry of the Senate a report
that describes the results of the study re-
quired under this subsection, including any
recommendations.

Mr. CASEY. Madam President, I am
calling up this amendment, which is
very simple. It is about two things:
First of all, it would increase the fre-
quency of so-called dairy price report-
ing that goes on already. The Depart-
ment of Agriculture does this reporting
on a rather frequent basis. We are just
going to suggest that we codify, or
make law, what the USDA is already
doing. So, first, it would increase the
frequency of reporting from ‘‘no less
than once a month” to ‘‘more than
once a month.” So it just puts into law
what is already in practice.

Secondly, this amendment would re-
quire the USDA to study—only to
study—the feasibility of having two
classes of milk as opposed to four. This
would help clarify whether folks who
want to do that—it requires that study.
But, particularly, in the first part of
the amendment, we need to make sure
our farmers have as much information
about pricing to help the farmers
themselves, dairy buyers, and dairy
suppliers.
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I urge a ‘‘yes’” vote on this amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Who yields time?

The Senator from Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. Thank you, Madam
President. A recorded vote has been re-
quested, so I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CASEY). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 73,
nays 26, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 130 Leg.]

YEAS—T3
Akaka Grassley Nelson (NE)
Alexander Hagan Nelson (FL)
Ayotte Harkin Portman
Baucus Heller Pryor
Begich Hutchison Reed
Bennet Inouye Reid
Bingaman Isakson Risch
Blumenthal Johanns
Blunt Johnson (SD) ggsg&zu o
Boozman Kerry Sanders
Brown (OH) Klobuchar
Cantwell Kohl Schumer
Cardin Landrieu Shaheen
Carper Lautenberg Snowe
Casey Leahy Stabenow
Chambliss Levin Tester
Coats Lieberman Toomey
Collins Lugar Udall (CO)
Conrad Manchin Udall (NM)
Coons McCaskill Vitter
Corker Menendez Warner
Crapo Merkley Webb
Durbin Mikulski Whitehouse
Franken Murkowski Wyden
Gillibrand Murray
NAYS—26
Barrasso Feinstein McConnell
Boxer Graham Moran
Brown (MA) Hatch Paul
Burr Hoeven Rubio
Coburn Inhofe Sessions
Cochran Johnson (WI) Shelby
Cornyn Kyl Thune
DeMint Lee ;
Enzi McCain Wicker
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk

The amendment (No. 2238) was agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

AMENDMENT NO. 2181

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 2181.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. PAUL]
proposes an amendment numbered 2181.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To establish an average adjusted

gross income limitation of $250,000 for all

payments and benefits under the Farm

Bill)

Strike section 1605 and insert the fol-
lowing:

S4273

SEC. 1605. AVERAGE ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME
LIMITATION.

Section 1001D of the Food Security Act of
1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308-3a) is amended by striking
subsection (b) and inserting the following:

‘“(b) LIMITATIONS.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, a person or legal enti-
ty shall not be eligible to receive any pay-
ment or other benefit under the Agriculture
Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012, or any
amendment made by that Act, during a crop,
fiscal, or program year, as appropriate, if the
average adjusted gross income of the person
or legal entity exceeds $250,000.”.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will be 2 minutes of debate equally di-
vided.

The Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, this
amendment will limit all payments or
all farm subsidies to persons with an
adjusted gross income of less than
$250,000.

My friends across the aisle are com-
monly saying: Why don’t those of
means pay more or receive less? This
amendment would do precisely that.

Nine percent of farmers earn more
than $250,000 worth of adjusted gross
income. This would limit their pay-
ments. Currently, 9 percent of the
farmers—who are the well-off farmers—
are receiving nearly a third of the ben-
efits.

A good question for the Senate might
be: What do Scottie Pippen, Larry
Flynt, and David Rockefeller have in
common? The answer would be: that
besides being very rich, they have all
gotten farm subsidies in the past. I
think this should change and that the
wealthy should not be receiving farm
subsidies. This amendment would get
rid of this.

I yield back the remainder of my
time and encourage Senators to sup-
port this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
would urge a ‘“‘no” vote on this amend-
ment. The good news is, the people who
were mentioned will no longer be able
to get farm subsidies under this bill be-
cause of the reforms we have already
put in place. We have already lowered
the adjusted gross income. We have put
a $50,000-per-person cap on payments,
which is less than half than what farm-
ers currently receive.

Let me say, this would cap across the
board, including conservation, and con-
servation of land and water is criti-
cally important to us as a country.

I yield now the remainder of my time
to my ranking member.

Mr. ROBERTS. It is not only com-
modity programs, I say to my chair-
woman. This would also affect all of
our conservation programs, crop insur-
ance, rural development programs, re-
search, dairy, and livestock. I doubt if
Larry Flynt has anything to do with
any of those.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 2181.

Ms. STABENOW. I ask for the yeas
and nays.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

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

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

The result was announced—yeas 15,
nays 84, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 131 Leg.]

YEAS—15
Ayotte Johnson (WI) Murkowski
Burr Kohl Paul
DeMint Kyl Portman
Hatch Lee Rubio
Heller McCain Toomey
NAYS—84
Akaka Enzi Mikulski
Alexander Feinstein Moran
Barrasso Franken Murray
Baucus Gillibrand Nelson (NE)
Begich Graham Nelson (FL)
Bennet Grassley Pryor
Bingaman Hagan Reed
Blumenthal Harkin Reid
Blunt Hoeven Risch
Boozman Hutchison Roberts
Boxer Inhofe Rockefeller
Brown (MA) Inouye Sanders
Brown (OH) Isakson Schumer
Cantwell Johanns Sessions
Cardin Johnson (SD) Shaheen
Carper Kerry Shelby
Casey Klobuchar Snowe
Chambliss Landrieu Stabenow
Coats Lautenberg Tester
Coburn Leahy Thune
Cochran Levin Udall (CO)
Collins Lieberman Udall (NM)
Conrad Lugar Vitter
Coons Manchin Warner
Corker McCaskill Webb
Cornyn McConnell Whitehouse
Crapo Menendez Wicker
Durbin Merkley Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk
The amendment (No. 2181) was re-
jected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware.
AMENDMENT NO. 2426

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 2426.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Delaware [Mr COONS]
proposes an amendment numbered 2426.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To provide for studies on the feasi-
bility of establishing a business disruption
insurance policy for poultry producers and
a catastrophic event insurance policy for
poultry producers)

On page 970, between lines 5 and 6, insert
the following:

SEC. 11019. POULTRY BUSINESS DISRUPTION IN-
SURANCE POLICY.

Section 522(c) of the Federal Crop Insur-
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1522(c)) (as amended by
sections 11016, 11017, and 11018) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

¢“(21) POULTRY BUSINESS DISRUPTION INSUR-
ANCE POLICY AND CATASTROPHIC DISEASE PRO-
GRAM.—

““(A) DEFINITION OF POULTRY.—In this para-
graph, the term ‘poultry’ has the meaning
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given the term in section 2(a) of the Packers
and Stockyards Act, 1921 (7 U.S.C. 182(a)).

‘“(B) AUTHORITY.—The Corporation shall
offer to enter into 1 or more contracts with
qualified entities to carry out—

‘(i) a study to determine the feasibility of
insuring commercial poultry production
against business disruptions caused by inte-
grator bankruptcy; and

‘(i) a study to determine the feasibility of
insuring poultry producers for a catastrophic
event.

(%)}
study described in
shall—

‘(i) evaluate the market place for business
disruption insurance that is available to
poultry producers;

‘“(ii) assess the feasibility of a policy to
allow producers to ensure against a portion
of losses from loss under contract due to
business disruption from integrator bank-
ruptey; and

‘“(iii) analyze the costs to the Federal gov-
ernment of a Federal business disruption in-
surance program for poultry producers.

‘(D) REPORTS.—Not later than 1 year after
the date of enactment of this paragraph, the
Corporation shall submit to the Committee
on Agriculture of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry of the Senate a report
that describes the results of—

‘(i) the study carried out under subpara-
graph (B)(i); and

‘“(i1) the study carried out under subpara-
graph (B)(ii).”.

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I thank
the leaders who have worked so hard
on this bipartisan farm bill, especially
Chairwoman STABENOW and Ranking
Member ROBERTS.

On this bipartisan farm bill, Senator
CHAMBLISS and I are grateful to have
our amendment heard. Poultry is a
critical industry in Delaware, Georgia,
and in many States. Between the reces-
sion and the volatile cost of chicken-
feed, there will be a rising number of
factors that can have a catastrophic
impact on local economies that are
well beyond the control of our farmers
and integrators. The two studies we
propose in this amendment would ex-
plore whether insurance programs
might make sense as a tool for helping
poultry farmers and integrators con-
tinue to thrive during uncertain eco-
nomic times and would specifically
study protection from catastrophic loss
from disease outbreaks or bankruptcy
of poultry integrators.

This amendment is at no additional
cost to taxpayers. I urge my colleagues
to join Senator CHAMBLISS and me in
supporting it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, we
yield back the remainder of our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment No. 2426.

The amendment (No. 2426) was agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

AMENDMENT NO. 2422

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
call up my amendment 2422.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

BUSINESS DISRUPTION STUDY.—The
subparagraph (B)(@{)

The

June 19, 2012

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from California [Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN], for herself, Mrs. BOXER, and Mr. KYL,
proposes an amendment numbered 2422.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To modify a provision relating to

conservation innovation grants and pay-

ments)

Strike section 2207 and insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 2207. CONSERVATION INNOVATION GRANTS
AND PAYMENTS.

Section 1240H of the Food Security Act of
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839aa-8) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)(2), by striking 2012
and inserting *‘2017"’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(c) REPORTING.—Not later than December
31, 2013, and every 2 years thereafter, the
Secretary shall submit to the Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the
Senate and the Committee on Agriculture of
the House of Representatives a report on the
status of projects funded under this section,
including—

‘(1) funding awarded;

““(2) project results; and

‘(3) incorporation of project findings, such
as new technology and innovative ap-
proaches, into the conservation efforts im-
plemented by the Secretary.”.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
present this amendment on behalf of
Senator KYL, Senator BOXER, and my-
self. It is a very simple amendment. It
maintains a provision from the 2008
farm bill that sets aside $37.5 million
for air quality improvement projects.

This program has been used to re-
place old diesel tractor engines with
newer, cleaner ones. This improves effi-
ciency for the farmer and air quality in
the region. It has helped thousands of
farmers comply with EPA, State, and
local air quality regulations.

In California’s Central Valley, we
have some of the poorest air quality in
the country. It is an EPA extreme non-
attainment zone, and the EPA and the
State have set very strict standards for
emissions.

This funding has achieved the equiva-
lent of removing more than 408,000 cars
from California highways in the last 5
years. I urge its passage.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
wish to take a moment—the ranking
member has yielded some time to me—
to thank Senator FEINSTEIN. This is an
excellent amendment. She has done a
tremendous amount of work on it. I
urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate on the amendment,
the question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 2422) was agreed
to.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2191

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
call up my amendment No. 2191.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. ALEX-
ANDER] proposes an amendment numbered
2191.
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The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide that any cooperative

organization or other entity that receives

a business and industry direct or guaran-

teed loan for a wind energy project is ineli-

gible for any other Federal benefit, assist-
ance, or incentive for the project)

On page 596, between lines 12 and 13, insert
the following:

*(12) OTHER FEDERAL BENEFITS.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, any co-
operative organization or other entity that
receives a loan or loan guarantee under this
subsection for a wind energy project shall be
ineligible for any other Federal benefit, as-
sistance, or incentive for the project under
any other provision of law.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, if
my colleagues think it is a good idea to
give rich developers of wind turbines a
double dip into the Federal Treasury at
a time when we are borrowing 40 cents
of every $1, then this provision in the
farm bill is for you. If you think a sin-
gle dip into the Treasury is justified,
then this amendment is for you.

The farm bill gives new loans, new
loan guarantees for wind turbines.
That is on top of the 14 billion Federal
tax dollars we are spending over 5
years for wind turbines—$6 billion
through the production tax credit and
the other $8 billion through the section
603 grants. This simply says: No dou-
ble-dipping. Only one dip. If you do the
tax credit, you can’t do the farm bill.

Vote yes if you don’t like double-dip-
ping into the Federal Treasury.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
rise to oppose this amendment. I appre-
ciate the interest and concern of the
Senator from Tennessee. Let me just
say that this amendment would cut off
access for farmers and small businesses
that are looking to develop wind en-
ergy projects that will create jobs. I
have to say, as someone coming from
Michigan, when I look at one of those
big wind turbines, I see 8,000 parts, and
every single one of them can be made
in Michigan or across the country—we
would prefer Michigan. But the reality
is this is about jobs.

We are in the middle of a global clean
energy race with countries such as
China, and this is about giving our
businesses a leg up to be able to win
that race. Frankly, it is about getting
us off of foreign oil. This is one way to
do that and to create jobs.

Since 2005, wind energy companies
have contributed more than $60 billion
to the economy, with over 400 facilities
in 43 States. It is about jobs. It is about
manufacturing.

I would urge a ‘‘no’’ vote.

Mr. ALEXANDER. How much time
do we have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Ms. STABENOW. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.
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The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

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

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

The result was announced—yeas 33,
nays 66, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 132 Leg.]

YEAS—33
Alexander Crapo Murkowski
Ayotte DeMint Paul
Barrasso Enzi Portman
Blunt Graham Risch
Burr Hatch Rubio
Chambliss Isakson Sessions
Coats Johnson (WI) Shelby
Coburn Kyl Snowe
Cochran Lee Toomey
Corker McCain Vitter
Cornyn McConnell Wicker
NAYS—66
Akaka Hagan Mikulski
Baucus Harkin Moran
Begich Heller Murray
Bennet Hoeven Nelson (NE)
Bingaman Hutchison Nelson (FL)
Blumenthal Inhofe Pryor
Boozman Inouye Reed
Boxer Johanns Reid
Brown (MA) Johnson (SD) Roberts
Brown (OH) Kerry Rockefeller
Cantwell Klobuchar Sanders
Cardin Kohl Schumer
Carper Landrieu Shaheen
Casey Lautenberg Stabenow
Collins Leahy Tester
Conrad Levin Thune
Coons Lieberman Udall (CO)
Durbin Lugar Udall (NM)
Feinstein Manchin Warner
Franken McCaskill Webb
Gillibrand Menendez Whitehouse
Grassley Merkley Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk

The amendment (No. 2191) was re-
jected.

AMENDMENT NO. 2199

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I call up
Senator MCCAIN’s and my amendment
No. 2199.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
KERRY], for himself and Mr. McCAIN, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2199.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To repeal a duplicative program
relating to inspection and grading of catfish)

At the end, add the following:

SEC. 12207. REPEAL OF DUPLICATIVE PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Effective on the date of
enactment of the Food, Conservation, and
Energy Act (7 U.S.C. 8701 et seq.), section
11016 of that Act (Public Law 110-246; 122
Stat. 2130) and the amendments made by
that section are repealed.

(b) APPLICATION.—The Agricultural Mar-
keting Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621 et seq.) and
the Federal Meat Inspection Act (21 U.S.C.
601 et seq.) shall be applied and administered
as if section 11016 of the Food, Conservation,
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and Energy Act (Public Law 110-246; 122 Stat.
2130) and the amendments made by that sec-
tion had not been enacted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of debate will be equally divided.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, Senator
McCAIN and I, along with a strong bi-
partisan group of our colleagues, are
offering this amendment to repeal the
2008 farm bill’s catfish language. Our
amendment would repeal this language
because it is unfair to importers, it is
costly to taxpayers, and it provides no
food safety benefit. It is duplicative of
the other programs, and it never re-
ceived consideration or debate in the
House or Senate and should never have
passed in the first place. It doesn’t
make sense to have a catfish category
for the regulation of fish, and then all
other fish are in a completely separate
category.

The GAO concluded in its recent re-
port:

To enhance the effectiveness of the food
safety system for catfish and avoid duplica-
tion of effort and cost, Congress should con-
sider repealing provisions of the Farm Bill
that assigned USDA responsibility for exam-
ining catfish and for creating a catfish in-
spection program.

Five years later, they are still debat-
ing what a catfish is. This is entirely
duplicative, a waste of time, and hurts
consumers and processors.

I hope colleagues will support us in
this effort.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time in opposition?

The Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, let me
give the other side of the story here.
We have a lot of fish that gets im-
ported from important trading part-
ners such as Vietnam and other Asian
countries. It is disputed whether they
meet the definition of catfish. They
certainly aren’t an American variety of
catfish; they are probably some other
type of fish. But regardless of all of the
science there, it is important that we
inspect these fish as they come in be-
cause they are not grown in the same
sanitary conditions we have in the
United States. They use different her-
bicides and pesticides, and they have
different pollutants. In fact, we have
seen documented cases where they are
raised in sewage water—water con-
taminated with sewage.

We need to make sure these fish are
inspected when they come into the
United States. That is what the under-
lying bill provides, and that is what I
support.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, it is
my understanding that we can proceed
with a voice vote on this amendment.

The amendment (No. 2199) was agreed
to.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote, and I lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.



S4276

AMENDMENT NO. 2309

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
call up amendment No. 2309.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from California [Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN], for herself and Mr. CHAMBLISS, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2309.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To require a study into the feasi-

bility of an insurance product that covers

food safety recalls)

On page 968, between lines 4 and 5, insert
the following:

SEC. 11017. STUDY OF FOOD SAFETY INSURANCE.

Section 522(c) of the Federal Crop Insur-
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1522(c)) (as amended by
section 11016) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

¢(19) STUDY OF FOOD SAFETY INSURANCE.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation shall
offer to enter into a contract with 1 or more
qualified entities to conduct a study to de-
termine whether offering policies that pro-
vide coverage for specialty crops from food
safety and contamination issues would ben-
efit agricultural producers.

‘“(B) SUBJECT.—The study described in sub-
paragraph (A) shall evaluate policies and
plans of insurance coverage that provide pro-
tection for production or revenue impacted
by food safety concerns including, at a min-
imum, government, retail, or national con-
sumer group announcements of a health ad-
visory, removal, or recall related to a con-
tamination concern.

“(C) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after
the date of enactment of this paragraph, the
Corporation shall submit to the Committee
on Agriculture of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry of the Senate a report
that describes the results of the study con-
ducted under subparagraph (A).”.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
offer this amendment on behalf of Sen-
ator CHAMBLISS and myself. This is a
simple amendment. It simply author-
izes a study into how we can better
cover farmers affected by recalls they
did not cause.

When a food safety recall occurs—
such as spinach, tomatoes, canta-
loupe—consumers stop purchasing the
product regardless of what farm the
food came from. When this happens,
producers suffer major financial losses
because of a recall they did not cause.

This amendment directs the USDA to
conduct a study into the feasibility of
a crop insurance product that would
cover a producer’s losses after these
kinds of events.

The amendment has zero cost, it has
bipartisan support, and it is endorsed
by United Fresh.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
urge an ‘‘aye’” vote. I don’t believe a
rollcall vote is necessary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time in opposition?

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
strongly commend Senator FEINSTEIN
and strongly support the amendment.

It is my understanding we do have
those who have asked for a rollcall
vote on this amendment.
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I yield to my ranking member.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, we
have a request on our side for a re-
corded vote. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NET). Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 76,
nays 23, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 133 Leg.]

YEAS—T6

Akaka Feinstein Murkowski
Alexander Franken Murray
Ayotte Gillibrand Nelson (NE)
Baucus Grassley Nelson (FL)
Begich Hagan Portman
Bennet Harkin Pryor
Bingaman Hutchison Reed
Blumenthal Inouye :
Blunt Isakson R.eld

Risch
Boozman Johanns Rockefeller
Boxer Johnson (SD) N
Brown (MA) Kerry Sanders
Brown (OH) Klobuchar Schumer
Burr Kohl Shaheen
Cantwell Landrieu Snowe
Cardin Lautenberg Stabenow
Carper Leahy Tester
Casey Levin Udall (CO)
Chambliss Lieberman Udall (NM)
Cochran Lugar Vitter
Collins Manchin Warner
Conrad McCaskill Webb
Coons Menendez Whitehouse
Cornyn Merkley Wicker
Crapo Mikulski Wyden
Durbin Moran

NAYS—23
Barrasso Heller Paul
Coats Hoeven Roberts
Coburn Inhofe Rubio
Corker Johnson (WI) Sessions
DeMint Kyl Shelby
Enzi Lee Thune
Graham McCain Toomey
Hatch McConnell
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk

The amendment (No. 2309) was agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

AMENDMENT NO. 2217

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 2217.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
TOOMEY] proposes an amendment numbered
22117.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To eliminate the organic
certification cost share assistance program)

Beginning on page 980, strike line 13, and
all that follows through page 983, line 20.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 2 minutes of debate equally di-
vided.
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Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, the bill
we are debating today has a provision
called the Organic Certification Cost
Share and Agricultural Management
Assistance Program. This creates $115
million of mandatory spending over the
next 5 years. It continues existing pol-
icy except at a much higher spending
level. It is a b3-percent increase over
the 2008 farm bill. Half of the funding
goes to pay producers. Half of this
funding goes to have taxpayers pay the
cost of producers that want to certify
that they grow an organic product. I
have nothing against organic farming,
but it is a $31 billion industry. It has
had a 50-percent growth rate just since
2008, and this applies only to large pro-
ducers because small producers are not
required to seek this certification. This
is a great market. There is a great deal
of interest in organic products, but I
think these large producers can pay for
their own certification.

The other half goes to duplicative
conservation efforts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

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

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I strong-
ly oppose the Toomey amendment,
which would completely eliminate
funding for the organic certification
cost-share assistance, risk manage-
ment education, and agricultural man-
agement assistance. These programs
are highly effective and have helped
farmers across the entire country,
which is why they have widespread bi-
partisan support. They ensure that all
producers have equal access to the or-
ganic certification process, support
sustainable farm practices, and help
disseminate information about the in-
tricate crop insurance system to those
who traditionally have not had access.
The farm bill is about fairness, equity,
job growth, and protecting farmers
eliminating these vital programs runs
counter to these fundamental goals.

The National Organic Certification
Cost Share Program and the Agricul-
tural Management Assistance program
have proven to be highly cost-effective
tools for farmers. With grants of up to
$750, they allow organic producers and
handlers to defray a portion of their
rising organic certification costs.
These small grants help the many pro-
ducers who already follow organic
practices complete the costly certifi-
cation process. In fiscal year 2011
alone, over 9,300 operations in 49 states
received assistance through these 2
programs.

Demand from the marketplace has
fueled the skyrocketing production of
organic food. This food frequently
yields higher prices for producers and
gives consumers greater choice. Many
small producers who often sell their
goods directly to consumers—have
trouble obtaining organic certification,
which is the last hurdle that must be
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overcome to access these valuable mar-
kets. The National Organic Certifi-
cation Cost Share Program brings eq-
uity to the system and enables pro-
ducers to properly label their goods.
This ensures that consumers can find
American organic products and rest as-
sured that they have been produced ac-
cording to organic standards.

The Agricultural Management As-
sistance, AMA, program also helps pro-
ducers make the conservation improve-
ments that they would like to make—
such as water quality and erosion con-
trols. This program is completely vol-
untary and helps farmers in states
where participation in Federal Crop In-
surance has remained low. Agricultural
Management Assistance helps farmers
develop sustainable practices that pro-
tect their farmland and ensure the
health of our shared water systems.
This is the type of program that pays
long-term dividends and greatly re-
duces future mitigation costs for our
Nation’s farmers.

Last year Tropical Storm Irene dev-
astated the Ilandscape in Vermont,
eroding soil and spreading contami-
nants into our water system. Fertile
soil was wiped away leaving only bed-
rock behind. To the extent we can, we
should try to lessen the toll of natural
disasters like Irene by implementing
the conservation practices that AMA
supports. Eliminating programs like
AMA Kkicks the can down the road, in-
creasing the size and impact of prob-
lems that our children and grand-
children will be left to fix.

I urge all Senators to stand with our
farmers and oppose this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. I rise to oppose this
amendment. One of the important prin-
ciples in this bill is that we support the
great diversity of American agri-
culture. This particular amendment
would go after a very small part of this
bill—a provision to support the fastest
growing part of agriculture, which is
organic farming.

We have reformed this bill, as we
have every other part of the bill. We
continue what has been in the farm
bills of the past.

I might add this amendment would
also reduce funding available for con-
servation and risk management assist-
ance for States that have been under-
served by crop insurance.

I urge a ‘‘no” vote on the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 2217.

Ms. STABENOW. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 42,
nays 57, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 134 Leg.]

YEAS—42
Alexander Enzi McConnell
Ayotte Graham Moran
Barrasso Grassley Murkowski
Blunt Hatch Paul
Boozman Heller Portman
Burr Inhofe Risch
Chambliss Isakson Roberts
Coats Johanns Rubio
Coburn Johnson (WI) Sessions
Cochran Kyl Shelby
Corker Lee Thune
Cornyn Lugar Toomey
Crapo Manchin Vitter
DeMint McCain Wicker
NAYS—57
Akaka Gillibrand Murray
Baucus Hagan Nelson (NE)
Begich Harkin Nelson (FL)
Bennet Hoeven Pryor
Bingaman Hutchison Reed
Blumenthal Inouye Reid
Boxer Johnson (SD) Rockefeller
Brown (MA) Kerry Sanders
Brown (OH) Klobuchar Schumer
Cantwell Kohl Shaheen
Cardin Landrieu Snowe
Carper Lautenberg Stabenow
Casey Leahy Tester
Collins Levin Udall (CO)
Conrad Lieberman Udall (NM)
Coons McCaskill Warner
Durbin Menendez Webb
Feinstein Merkley Whitehouse
Franken Mikulski Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk

The amendment (No. 2217) was re-
jected.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2156

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, 1
call up my amendment No. 2156.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New York [Mrs. GILLI-
BRAND], for herself, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr.
SCHUMER, Mr. REED, and Mr. WYDEN, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2156.

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To strike a reduction in the sup-
plemental nutrition assistance program
and increase funding for the fresh fruit and
vegetable program, with an offset that lim-
its crop insurance reimbursements to pro-
viders)

Beginning on page 312, strike line 9 and all
that follows through the end of page 313.

On page 361, strike lines 1 through 8 and in-
sert the following:
SEC. 4207. PURCHASE OF COMMODITIES BY COM-

MODITY CREDIT CORPORATION.

When the Secretary considers the pur-
chasing of commodities by the Commodity
Credit Corporation or under section 32 of the
Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612¢), in addi-
tion to other appropriate considerations, the
Secretary may consider the needs of the
States and the demands placed on emergency
feeding organizations.
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SEC. 4208. FRESH FRUIT AND VEGETABLE PRO-
GRAM.

Section 19(i) of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1769a(i))
is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (4) through

(7) as paragraphs (5) through (8), respec-
tively; and

(2) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol-
lowing:

‘(4) MANDATORY FUNDING.—In addition to
any other amounts made available to carry
out this section, on October 1, 2012, and on
each October 1 thereafter through October 1,
2021, out of any funds in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated, the Secretary of the
Treasury shall transfer to the Secretary to
carry out this section $50,000,000, to remain
available until expended.”.

On page 953, between lines 8 and 9, insert
the following:

SEC. 11011. ANNUAL LIMITATION ON DELIVERY
EXPENSES AND REDUCED RATE OF
RETURN.

(a) ANNUAL LIMITATION ON DELIVERY EX-
PENSES.—Section 508(k)(4) of the Federal
Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(k)(4)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘(G) ANNUAL LIMITATION ON DELIVERY EX-
PENSES.—Beginning with the 2014 reinsur-
ance year, the amount paid by the Corpora-
tion to reimburse approved insurance pro-
viders and agents for the administrative and
operating costs of the approved insurance
providers and agents shall not exceed
$825,000,000 per year.”’.

(b) REDUCED RATE OF RETURN.—Section
508(k)(8) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7
U.S.C. 1508(k)(8)) (as amended by section
11010) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘(G) REDUCED RATE OF RETURN.—Beginning
with the 2014 reinsurance year, the Standard
Reinsurance Agreement shall be adjusted to
ensure a projected rate of return for the ap-
proved insurance producers not to exceed 12
percent, as determined by the Corporation.”.

AMENDMENT NO. 2156, AS MODIFIED

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that my
amendment be modified with the
changes at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, the amendment is
so modified.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

Beginning on page 312, strike line 9 and all
that follows through the end of page 313.

On page 361, strike lines 1 through 8 and in-
sert the following:
SEC. 4207. PURCHASE OF COMMODITIES BY COM-

MODITY CREDIT CORPORATION.

When the Secretary considers the pur-
chasing of commodities by the Commodity
Credit Corporation or under section 32 of the
Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612¢), in addi-
tion to other appropriate considerations, the
Secretary may consider the needs of the
States and the demands placed on emergency
feeding organizations starting in 2014.
SEC. 4208. FRESH FRUIT AND VEGETABLE PRO-

Section 19(i) of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1769a(i))
is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (4) through

(7) as paragraphs (b) through (8), respec-
tively; and
(2) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol-

lowing:

‘(4) MANDATORY FUNDING.—In addition to
any other amounts made available to carry
out this section, on October 1, 2014, and on
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each October 1 thereafter, out of any funds

in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated,

the Secretary of the Treasury shall transfer

to the Secretary to carry out this section

$50,000,000, to remain available until ex-

pended.”’.

On page 953, between lines 8 and 9, insert

the following:

SEC. 11011. ANNUAL LIMITATION ON DELIVERY
EXPENSES AND REDUCED RATE OF
RETURN.

(a) ANNUAL LIMITATION ON DELIVERY EX-
PENSES.—Section 508(k)(4) of the Federal
Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(k)(4)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

“(G) ANNUAL LIMITATION ON DELIVERY EX-
PENSES.—Beginning with the 2014 reinsur-
ance year, the amount paid by the Corpora-
tion to reimburse approved insurance pro-
viders and agents for the administrative and
operating costs of the approved insurance
providers and agents shall not exceed
$825,000,000 per year.”’.

(b) REDUCED RATE OF RETURN.—Section
508(k)(8) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7
U.S.C. 1508(k)(8)) (as amended by section
11010) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

*(G) REDUCED RATE OF RETURN.—Beginning
with the 2014 reinsurance year, the Standard
Reinsurance Agreement shall be adjusted to
ensure a projected rate of return for the ap-
proved insurance producers not to exceed 12
percent, as determined by the Corporation.”.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 2 minutes of debate equally
divided.

The Senator from New York.

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Let me be clear,
Mr. President, about what this amend-
ment does and does not do. This
amendment does not extend or expand
the Food Stamp Program. It provides
the exact same benefits families are re-
ceiving today.

Half of the food stamp beneficiaries
are children, 17 percent are seniors,
and, unfortunately, now 1.5 million
households are veteran households that
are receiving food stamps.

This amendment does not take a
penny from our farmers. These cuts are
not about waste, fraud, and abuse. Ac-
cording to CBO, it is $90 a month from
these families’ kitchen tables.

We all here in this Chamber take the
ability to feed our children for granted.
That is not the case for too many fami-
lies in America. Put yourselves for just
a moment in their shoes. Imagine being
a parent who cannot feed your children
the food they need to grow. It is be-
neath this body to cut food assistance
for those who are struggling the most
among us.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

The Senator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
must, regretfully, oppose this amend-
ment. I deeply care about protecting
nutrition assistance programs. I hope
that is not in doubt. But here is what
is going on. In a handful of States, they
have found a way to increase the SNAP
benefits for people in their States by
sending $1 checks in heating assistance
to everyone who gets food assistance.
Now, it is important to consider what a
family’s heating bill is when deter-
mining how much help they need,
which is why the two programs are
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linked. But sending out $1 checks to
everyone is not the intent of Congress.
For the small number of States that
are doing that, it is undermining the
integrity of the program, in my judg-
ment.

I appreciate we have turned down
those amendments that would, in fact,
change this structure and lower bene-
fits. But this is about accountability
and integrity within the program, and
I must oppose the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I
strongly oppose this amendment. This
amendment would shield over 82 per-
cent of farm bill spending from deficit
reduction and prevent the bill from ad-
dressing a serious breach in nutrition
program integrity.

Let me be clear. Tightening the
LIHEAP loophole does not affect SNAP
eligibility for anyone using SNAP.

To add insult to this injury, this
amendment then pillages money from
crop insurance——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. ROBERTS. Did we not have a
minute apiece?

Ms. STABENOW. I would ask the
Presiding Officer if there is any time
remaining in the debate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All de-
bate time has expired.

Mr. ROBERTS. Well, we will stop at
“pillaging.”

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment, as modified.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

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

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

The result was announced—yeas 33,
nays 66, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 135 Leg.]

YEAS—33
Akaka Gillibrand Murray
Begich Heller Reed
Blumenthal Kerry Reid
Boxer Lautenberg Rockefeller
Brown (MA) Leahy Sanders
Brown (OH) Levin Schumer
Cantwell Lieberman Shaheen
Cardin Menendez Snowe
Casey Merkley Udall (NM)
Coons Mikulski Whitehouse
Feinstein Murkowski Wyden

NAYS—66
Alexander Coats Franken
Ayotte Coburn Graham
Barrasso Cochran Grassley
Baucus Collins Hagan
Bennet Conrad Harkin
Bingaman Corker Hatch
Blunt Cornyn Hoeven
Boozman Crapo Hutchison
Burr DeMint Inhofe
Carper Durbin Inouye
Chambliss Enzi Isakson
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Johanns McCaskill Sessions
Johnson (SD) McConnell Shelby
Johnson (WI) Moran Stabenow
Klobuchar Nelson (NE) Tester
Kohl Nelson (FL) Thune
Kyl Paul Toomey
Landrieu Portman Udall (CO)
Lee Pryor Vitter
Lugar Risch Warner
Manchin Roberts Webb
McCain Rubio Wicker

NOT VOTING—1

Kirk

The amendment (No. 2156), as modi-
fied, was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we have
done very well today. We have 2%
pages, and we almost have a page of
our amendments finished. We are going
to have 2 hours of debate of the time
set forth for the resolution of dis-
approval. That will start at 7:50 to-
night or thereabouts. One of the Sen-
ators agreed to take a voice vote, and
that saved us 15 minutes. So we gave
them 10 minutes off.

If everybody will look at these
amendments, we have to finish this bill
and flood insurance this week. We have
to do that. I don’t want to be crying
wolf that we are going to have to be
here Friday. We need to finish our
work, and we can do that. People have
been here, and we have finished some of
our votes before the time even expired.
That is difficult. The floor staff has a
difficult time recapping the votes, but
everybody did a good job.

I hope one of the things we can look
at is that perhaps Senators BOXER and
INHOFE could look at giving back an
hour of their time for debate. I think
virtually everybody knows how they
will vote on this issue. The debate
could be stunning and somebody could
change, but I doubt it. If they will con-
sider giving back an hour of their time
out of the 4, it will help us.

I don’t want to be here until 2 o’clock
Friday morning. I don’t want to do
that. I hope we can work through this.
We will have a limited amount of
morning business tomorrow and we
will start voting as soon as we can and
we will move quickly like we have
today. I ask everybody to look at the
amendments and see if they are willing
to take a voice vote. We are going to
stop voting at about 7:50 p.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina is recognized.
AMENDMENT NO. 2263

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 2263.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
DEMINT] proposes an amendment numbered
2263.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To maintain funding at current

levels for programs providing access to

broadband telecommunications services in
rural areas)

On page 770, strike lines 7 through 11 and
insert the following:

(7) in subsection (k)(1), by striking ¢2012”
and inserting ‘2017’; and
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will be 2 minutes of debate, equally di-
vided, on the amendment.

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, the
President’s 2013 budget asks for about
$9 million for the Rural Utility Service
to expand broadband services in rural
areas. The average spending over the
last 10 years for that service is about
$14 million. The current level of spend-
ing is at $25 million. If anything, given
our $16 trillion in debt, one would
think we would come in somewhat
below that. But the farm bill doubles
our current level from $256 million to
$50 million.

My amendment keeps spending at the
$25 million level. That is the least we
can do, given the President has asked
for $9 million. The average is $14 mil-
lion, and we are now at $25 million. We
at least need to keep it there.

I encourage my colleagues to have a
brief moment of fiscal sanity and vote
for my amendment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
rise to oppose the amendment that
would cut funding for critical programs
for small businesses in rural commu-
nities across the country. In the 1930s
and 1940s we made a commitment to
rural electrification and extended what
was a fairly new technology to commu-
nities across the country. We had a
boom in innovation and economic
growth.

Our country no longer has a divide
between urban ‘‘haves’” and rural
“have-nots” as a result of that. Today,
the Internet is the new dividing line.
Too many communities still don’t have
access to high-speed broadband Inter-
net for businesses in these locations. It
is a real competitive disadvantage for
them, especially in a global economy.

I urge that we support what we have
done to invest in small businesses and
the ability to connect. We don’t need
the new urban ‘haves’” and rural
“have-nots.” This is about investing in
rural communities.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
UpALL of Colorado). Are there any
other Sentors in the Chamber desiring
to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 45,
nays 54, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 136 Leg.]

YEAS—45
Alexander Barrasso Boozman
Ayotte Blunt Brown (MA)
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Burr Hatch Moran
Chambliss Heller Paul
Coats Hoeven Portman
Coburn Hutchison Risch
Cochran Inhofe Roberts
Collins Isakson Rubio
Corker Johanns Sessions
Cornyn Johnson (WI) Shelby
Crapo Kyl Snowe
DeMint Lee Thune
Enzi Lugar Toomey
Graham McCain Vitter
Grassley McConnell Wicker
NAYS—54
Akaka Hagan Murray
Baucus Harkin Nelson (FL)
Begich Inouye Nelson (NE)
Bennet Johnson (SD) Pryor
Bingaman Kerry Reed
Blumenthal Klobuchar Reid
Boxer Kohl Rockefeller
Brown (OH) Landrieu Sanders
Cantwell Lautenberg Schumer
Cardin Leahy Shaheen
Carper Levin Stabenow
Casey Lieberman Tester
Conrad Manchin Udall (CO)
Coons McCaskill Udall (NM)
Durbin Menendez Warner
Feinstein Merkley Webb
Franken Mikulski Whitehouse
Gillibrand Murkowski Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk
The amendment (No. 2263) was re-
jected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Carolina.
AMENDMENT NO. 2366

Mrs. HAGAN. Mr. President, I call up
Hagan amendment No. 2366.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from North Carolina [Mrs.
HAGAN] proposes an amendment numbered
2366.

Mrs. HAGAN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that further reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To require the Risk Management

Agency and the Federal Crop Insurance

Corporation to use plain language and a

website to make crop insurance more ac-

cessible)

At the end of title XI, add the following:
SEC. 110 . GREATER ACCESSIBILITY FOR CROP

INSURANCE.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) due to changes in commodity and other
agricultural programs made by the Agri-
culture Reform, Food, and Jobs Act of 2012,
it is more important than ever that agricul-
tural producers be able to fully understand
the terms of plans and policies of crop insur-
ance offered under the Federal Crop Insur-
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.); and

(2) proposed reductions by the Secretary in
the number of State and local offices of the
Farm Service Agency will reduce the serv-
ices available to assist agricultural pro-
ducers in understanding crop insurance.

(b) REQUIREMENT FOR USE OF PLAIN LAN-
GUAGE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In issuing regulations and
guidance relating to plans and policies of
crop insurance, the Risk Management Agen-
cy and the Federal Crop Insurance Corpora-
tion shall, to the greatest extent practicable,
use plain language, as required under Execu-
tive Orders 12866 (5 U.S.C. 601 note; relating
to regulatory planning and review) and 12988
(28 U.S.C. 519 note; relating to civil justice
reform).
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(2) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall submit to the Committee on Ag-
riculture of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri-
tion, and Forestry of the Senate a report de-
scribing the efforts of the Secretary to accel-
erate compliance with the Executive Orders
described in paragraph (1).

(c) WEBSITE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary, in consultation with the approved in-
surance providers (as defined in section
502(b) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7
U.S.C. 1502(b)), shall improve the existing
Internet website through which agricultural
producers in any State may identify crop in-
surance options in that State.

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The website described
in paragraph (1) shall—

(A) provide answers in an easily accessible
format to frequently asked questions; and

(B) include published materials of the De-
partment of Agriculture that relate to plans
and policies of crop insurance offered under
that Act.

(d) ADMINISTRATION.—Nothing in this sec-
tion authorizes the Risk Management Agen-
cy to sell a crop insurance policy or plan of
msurance.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will be 2 minutes of debate equally di-
vided.

Mrs. HAGAN. Mr. President, as ev-
eryone knows, Federal crop insurance
policies are extremely technical and
complex. My amendment seeks to give
farmers additional access to clear, con-
cise information about crop insurance
policies and programs approved by the
USDA.

This commonsense amendment seeks
to accomplish this goal in two ways:

First, it will require the Secretary of
Agriculture to report back to Congress
on the status of the agency’s effort to
comply with the President’s Executive
order to require the use of plain lan-
guage. My hope is that this simple
measure will force USDA to move
quickly to provide information nec-
essary for our farmers in North Caro-
lina and other parts of the country to
make informed decisions about signing
up for the crop insurance plans that
meet their specific needs.

Second, my amendment requires the
Risk Management Agency to improve
its existing Web site so that agri-
culture producers in any State can ac-
cess easily understandable information
on crop insurance.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mrs. HAGAN. I urge my colleagues to
support this commonsense amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, on
behalf of the ranking member and my-
self, I yield back the time.

It is my understanding that we may
proceed with a voice vote on this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 2366) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2262

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Carolina.
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Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 2262.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
DEMINT] proposes an amendment numbered
2262.

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
that nothing in this Act or an amendment
made by this Act should manipulate prices
or interfere with the free market)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE.

It is the sense of the Senate that nothing
in this Act or an amendment made by this
Act should manipulate prices or interfere
with the free market.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 2 minutes of debate equally
divided.

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, this
amendment is a sense of the Senate
that reflects what all of us talk about
not just with the farm bill but with the
whole U.S. economy—the importance
of a free market and letting our com-
petitive system work.

This amendment says that nothing in
the farm bill would interfere with the
free market by setting prices or doing
anything that I think all of the pro-
ponents of the bill say it will do—that
it will protect the free market.

So it is a sense of the Senate, and I
agree to a voice vote on this, but I en-
courage my colleagues to add their
voice to the free market system and
support this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, on
behalf of the ranking member and my-
self, I yield back all time, and we both
agree to a voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 2262) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2187

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 2187.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
KERRY] proposes an amendment numbered
2187.

(Purpose: To extend eligibility for certain

emergency loans to commercial fishermen)

On page 398, line 1, insert ‘‘(including a
commercial fisherman)’’ after ‘‘farmer”’.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 2 minutes of debate equally
divided.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, this is an
amendment on behalf of myself, Sen-
ator MURKOWSKI, Senator BROWN, and
others.

In these very difficult economic
times, we have also had a problem for
the fishermen of the Northeast and in
other parts of the country where the
fishing stocks have been greatly re-
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duced for a lot of different reasons, and
a lot of fishermen are sitting there
with their boats, where they are trying
to get through the season in order to be
able to fish in the future, with greatly
restricted fishing capacity and avail-
ability. This is not unlike farmers who
wind up with crops being affected by
floods and other disasters, things that
take place.

All we are seeking is the ability to do
away with an inequity in the law that
denies fishermen access to a loan under
Federal emergency loan standards for
when an emergency arises and they
need to have some ability to stay over.

The Congressional Budget Office de-
termined that this amendment has no
score. There is no score.

We believe commercial fishermen de-
serve access to the same type of assist-
ance commercial farmers and other
people in this country get. We hope col-
leagues will do away with this anomaly
that denies them the ability to simply
apply, through normal standards, for a
loan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, we
yield back all time. I understand we
can proceed with a voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 2187) was agreed
to.

Mr. JOHANNS. Mr. President, Senate
amendment No. 2187 offered by Senator
KERRY has now been voice voted onto
the farm bill. It is unfortunate that
this significant change of USDA policy
occurred without a recorded vote.

While it may sound innocuous to add
commercial fishermen to the list of
those eligible for USDA emergency
farm loans, it is not without its nega-
tive implications.

Support for commercial fishermen
has typically been the responsibility of
the Department of Commerce. Thus,
USDA has little to no experience serv-
ing commercial fishermen.

Additionally, funding for farm emer-
gency loans is limited. Amendment No.
2187 would further dilute this limited
pool of funding and divert it from its
core mission—assisting our farmers
and ranchers.

While this amendment may have
been voice voted, I would have voted
nay on this amendment had there been
a recorded vote. I hope this is an issue
that we can revisit and rectify in con-
ference committee.

AMENDMENT NO. 2268

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 2268.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
DEMINT] proposes an amendment numbered
2268.

(Purpose: To prohibit the Secretary from

making loan guarantees)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

The
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. PROHIBITION ON PROVISION
LOAN GUARANTEES.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act, including any amendment made by
this Act, no loan guarantee may be provided
by the Secretary or any other Federal offi-
cial or agency for any project or activity
carried out by the Secretary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 2 minutes of debate equally
divided.

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, as we
look at some of the loan guarantees—
such as Solyndra—that have gone bad,
this amendment would prohibit loan
guarantees for the farm bill. There are
many programs that guarantee loans
that expose the American taxpayers to
millions of dollars. This bill would pro-
hibit those guarantees—not prohibit
the programs themselves and the crop
insurance and things farmers count on
but just the liability we put on the
American taxpayers. CBO has said loan
guarantees do cost the taxpayers
money. So I encourage my colleagues
to support this amendment and save
the American taxpayers from this addi-
tional liability.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
rise to oppose this amendment. The
FDA loan guarantees are critical to
our farmers, our rural small busi-
nesses, and community banks in small
towns across the country. The loan
guarantee programs help support com-
mercial and farm credit lending when
farmers and ranchers face tough times.
It is also an important program to help
beginning farmers and ranchers who
don’t have a long history of credit but
who are certainly qualified to receive
loans to start their operations.

We know that the average age of an
American farmer is 57 years and that
one-quarter of our farmers are 65 years
of age or older. If agriculture in Amer-
ica is going to survive, we need to have
young people engaged in farming. This
amendment would make it much hard-
er. So I oppose the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Iowa (Mr. HARKIN) is nec-
essarily absent.

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

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

The result was announced—yeas 14,
nays 84, as follows:

SEC. OF
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[Rollcall Vote No. 137 Leg.]

YEAS—14
Ayotte Graham McCain
Burr Inhofe Paul
Coburn Johnson (WI) Rubio
Corker Kyl Toomey
DeMint Lee

NAYS—84
Akaka Franken Murkowski
Alexander Gillibrand Murray
Barrasso Grassley Nelson (NE)
Baucus Hagan Nelson (FL)
Begich Hatch Portman
Bennet Heller Pryor
Bingaman Hoeven Reed
Blumenthal Hutchison Reid
Blunt Inouye Risch
Boozman Isakson Roberts
Boxer Johanns Rockefeller
Brown (MA) Johnson (SD) Sanders
Brown (OH) Kerry Schumer
Cantwell Klobuchar Sessions
Cardin Kohl Shaheen
Carper Landrieu Shelby
Casey Lautenberg Snowe
Chambliss Leahy Stabenow
Coats Levin Tester
Cochran Lieberman Thune
Collins Lugar Udall (CO)
Conrad Manchin Udall (NM)
Coons McCaskill Vitter
Cornyn McConnell Warner
Crapo Menendez Webb
Durbin Merkley Whitehouse
Enzi Mikulski Wicker
Feinstein Moran Wyden

NOT VOTING—2

Harkin Kirk

The amendment (No. 2268) was re-
jected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

AMENDMENT NO. 2321

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 2321.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Louisiana [Ms. LAN-
DRIEU] proposes an amendment numbered
2321.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To move a section from the rural
development title to the credit title)

On page 508, strike lines 13 and 14 and in-
sert the following:

“SEC. 3430. PROHIBITION ON USE OF LOANS FOR
CERTAIN PURPOSES.

‘“‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subsections (b) and (c), the Secretary may
not approve a loan under this subtitle to
drain, dredge, fill, level, or otherwise manip-
ulate a wetland (as defined in section 1201(a)
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C.
3801(a))), or to engage in any activity that
results in impairing or reducing the flow,
circulation, or reach of water.

“‘(b) PRIOR ACTIVITY.—Subsection (a) does
not apply in the case of—

‘(1) an activity related to the maintenance
of a previously converted wetland; or

‘(2) an activity that had already com-
menced before November 28, 1990.

‘‘(c) EXCEPTION.—This section shall not
apply to a loan made or guaranteed under
this subtitle for a utility line.

“SEC. 3431. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS AND ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.

Beginning on page 750, strike line 14 and
all that follows through page 751, line 6.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 2 minutes of debate, equal-
ly divided.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I
don’t believe there is any opposition to
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this amendment, but I would like a
minute to explain. Under current law,
any rural development project is auto-
matically excluded from even applying
for a loan under current law. That was
not the intention of the farm bill, but
it was put in the farm bill, the last one.
I would like to remove that language
so small rural communities of 20,000 or
less can apply to build a hospital, fire
station, et cetera.

They do not have to be given the per-
mit. They still need to get the wetland
permit from the Corps of Engineers,
but this removes an automatic prohibi-
tion. The agriculture department sup-
ports it. I do not believe there is any
opposition, and I thank the Chair and
ranking member.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, we
agree to a voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Ms. STABENOW. 1 yield the remain-
der of the time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having expired, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 2321) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2276

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I believe
this will be the last vote of today,
DeMint amendment 2276.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
DEMINT] proposes an amendment numbered
22176.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To prohibit mandatory or
compulsory check off programs)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . PROHIBITION ON MANDATORY OR

COMPULSORY CHECK OFF PRO-
GRAMS.

No program to promote and provide re-
search and information for a particular agri-
cultural commodity without reference to
specific producers or brands (commonly
known as a ‘‘check-off program’) shall be
mandatory or compulsory.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 2 minutes of debate, equal-
ly divided.

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, this
amendment would give individual busi-
nesses and small farmers the freedom
to refrain from joining 1 of the 19
check-off programs against their will.
Right now, a lot of businesses are
forced into programs they do not want
to be a part of. As a lot of us know, a
lot of the large corporate farmers, a lot
of large businesses love to form these
check-off programs to force the smaller
companies to pay into them.

This just makes it strictly voluntary,
so any company that wan