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will go after the worst toxins that are
coming out of coal-fired plants.

I will go through a few of these. Mer-
cury is a heavy metal that can damage
the nervous system in children and
harm the brain of infants, causing
slower mental development and lower
intelligence. Why do we want to take a
stand against the children and their
brain development? Mercury can accu-
mulate in the food chain. We know
this. What happens is people—espe-
cially pregnant women and children—
can’t eat fish because of the high con-
tent of mercury.

Then there is lead. These are the
things we are talking about getting out
of the air. Lead can damage the nerv-
ous system of children and harm the
brains of infants, causing slower men-
tal development and lower intelligence.

There is no known safe level of lead
in the blood of children. This is indis-
putable fact. It can harm the kidneys
and cause high blood pressure, damage
reproduction, cause muscle and joint
pain, nerve disorders. Why would any-
one—why would anyone stand on this
floor and say it is OK to allow these
toxins to be polluting our environ-
ment? Arsenic is a heavy metal that
causes cancer, damages the nervous
system, Kkidneys, and liver. Power-
plants account for 62 percent of all the
arsenic pollution we are fighting
against. Why would anyone who cares
about the people they represent vote
for this resolution and stop the EPA
from cleaning up our air?

Vote no. There is no reason to risk
the health of the American people by
voting for the utility CRA resolution.
If the resolution passes and if that res-
olution were to become the policy of
this country, thousands—hundreds of
thousands of Americans every year
would be harmed. This is not rhetoric,
this is fact. Scientists have told us
this. The health groups have told us
this.

I urge a strong ‘‘no’’ vote.

I yield the floor.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there a sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion.

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 ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 46,
nays 53, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 139 Leg.]

YEAS—46
Barrasso Coats Crapo
Blunt Coburn DeMint
Boozman Cochran Enzi
Burr Corker Graham
Chambliss Cornyn Grassley
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Hatch Lugar Rubio
Heller Manchin Sessions
Hoeven McCain Shelby
Hutchison McConnell Thune
Inhofe Moran Toomey
Isakson Murkowski Vitter
Johanns Nelson (NE) Warner
Johnson (WI) Paul
Kyl Portman &iecbl?er
Landrieu Risch
Lee Roberts
NAYS—53
Akaka Durbin Mikulski
Alexander Feinstein Murray
Ayotte Franken Nelson (FL)
Baucus Gillibrand Pryor
Begich Hagan Reed
Bennet Harkin Reid
Bingaman Inouye Rockefeller
Blumenthal Johnson (SD) Sanders
Boxer Kerry
Brown (MA) Klobuchar S;I;Eg;?
Brown (OH) Kohl
Cantwell Lautenberg Snowe
Cardin Leahy Stabenow
Carper Levin Tester
Casey Lieberman Udall (CO)
Collins McCaskill Udall (NM)
Conrad Menendez Whitehouse
Coons Merkley Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk

The motion was rejected.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader.

Mr. REID. Madam President, if I
could have the attention of the Senate,
we did very well yesterday. We have a
lot to do. We have to work on this. We
have flood insurance. Both are impor-
tant issues.

This is going to be a 10-minute vote.
The order that has been entered is that
all the remaining votes are 10 minutes.
We had a 15-minute vote on the first
one. I know there are a lot of things
going on today, but we are going to
have to work around them. That is the
most important part of our job—vot-
ing. So let’s work. Let’s try to get out
of here. We are going to try to finish
this bill tonight.

AGRICULTURE REFORM, FOOD,
AND JOBS ACT OF 2012

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of S.
3240, which the clerk will report by
title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from West Virginia.
AMENDMENT NO. 2345

Mr. MANCHIN. Madam President, I
call up amendment No. 2345.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
MANCHIN] proposes an amendment numbered
2345.

Mr. MANCHIN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To require national dietary guide-

lines for pregnant women and children

from birth until the age of 2)

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

SEC. 4208. DIETARY GUIDELINES FOR AMERI-
CANS.

Section 301(a) of the National Nutrition
Monitoring and Related Research Act of 1990
(7 U.S.C. 5341(a)) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

‘“(3) PREGNANT WOMEN AND YOUNG CHIL-
DREN.—Not later than the 2020 report and in
each report thereafter, the Secretaries shall
include national nutritional and dietary in-
formation and guidelines for pregnant
women and children from birth until the age
of 2.,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. There will be 2 minutes of debate
equally divided, 1 minute for each side.

Mr. MANCHIN. Madam President, I
do not believe there is opposition to
this amendment. I urge my colleagues
to support this bipartisan, common-
sense amendment that will address a
very urgent need in this country: help-
ing our children develop healthy eating
habits at a very young age.

I wish to thank my cosponsor, Sen-
ator KELLY AYOTTE from New Hamp-
shire, for working with me on this
amendment. All this does is require the
Department of Health and Human
Services and the Department of Agri-
culture to develop, implement, and
promote national dietary guidelines for
pregnant women and for children up to
2. It is the only segment we have not
done. If you are 2 years of age or older,
we do it. We try to tell you how to stay
healthy, what you should eat, what you
should feed your child. This basically
fills in the gap for woman from when
they become pregnant until 2 years of
age.

I urge support of this amendment.

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

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I
yield back all time. It is my under-
standing that we can proceed with a
voice vote on this amendment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, all time is
yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 2345) was agreed
to.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2382

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, I
call up my amendment No. 2382.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. MERKLEY]
proposes an amendment numbered 2382.

The amendment is as follows:
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(Purpose: To require the Federal Crop Insur-
ance Corporation to provide crop insurance
for organic crops under similar terms and
conditions to crop insurance provided for
other crops)

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

SEC. 11019. CROP INSURANCE FOR ORGANIC

CROPS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 508(c)(6) of the
Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C.
1508(c)(6)) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘(D) ORGANIC CROPS.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—AS soon as possible, but
not later than the 2015 reinsurance year, the
Corporation shall offer producers of organic
crops price elections for all organic crops
produced in compliance with standards
issued by the Department of Agriculture
under the national organic program estab-
lished under the Organic Foods Production
Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 6501 et seq.) that reflect
the actual retail or wholesale prices, as ap-
propriate, received by producers for organic
crops, as determined by the Secretary using
all relevant sources of information.

‘‘(ii) ANNUAL REPORT.—The Corporation
shall submit to the Committee on Agri-
culture of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry of the Senate an annual report
on progress made in developing and improv-
ing Federal crop insurance for organic crops,
including—

‘(I) the numbers and varieties of organic
crops insured;

““(IT) the progress of implementing the
price elections required under this subpara-
graph, including the rate at which additional
price elections are adopted for organic crops;

‘“(ITII) the development of new insurance
approaches relevant to organic producers;
and

“(IV) any recommendations the Corpora-
tion considers appropriate to improve Fed-
eral crop insurance coverage for organic
crops.”.

(b) CONFORMING  AMENDMENT.—Section
522(c) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7
U.S.C. 1522(c)) (as amended by section 11018)
is amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (10); and

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (11)
through (20) as paragraphs (10) through (19),
respectively.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. There will now be 2 minutes of
debate equal divided on the amend-
ment.

The Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President,
this bill is about holding USDA ac-
countable. Organic farmers, when they
get crop insurance, pay a 5-percent pre-
mium upfront. The whole concept was
that on the back end they would be
compensated at the value of their or-
ganic crop should they need to utilize
their insurance. However, to establish
the price of the organic crop, USDA
has to do a study. We instructed them
to do this study 4 years ago, and they
have been dragging their feet. They
have done four crops out of the many
dozens.

Our organic farmers are left in the
most untenable position of paying the
premiums upfront but not getting the
fair organic prices on the back end.
This amendment says to get the stud-
ies done, which you were told to do 4
years ago, so the equation is fair to our
farmers.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

I am pleased that Senator OLYMPIA
SNOWE is a cosponsor.

I yield the floor and reserve the re-
mainder of my time.

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President,
just for the information of the Senate,
Senator DEMINT’S amendment was
next, but we have not seen him on the
floor yet. So we moved to this amend-
ment. As soon as he arrives, we will re-
turn to the DeMint amendment.

It is my understanding that we can
proceed to a voice vote in the mean-
time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time?

Ms. STABENOW. I yield back all
time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. All time is yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. 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 (Mr.
FRANKEN). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 63,
nays 36, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 140 Leg.]

YEAS—63
Akaka Gillibrand Moran
Baucus Grassley Murkowski
Begich Hagan Murray
Bennet Harkin Nelson (NE)
Bingaman Hoeven Nelson (FL)
Blumenthal Inouye Pryor
Boxer Johnson (SD) Reed
Brown (MA) Kerry Reid
Brown (OH) Klobuchar Rockefeller
Cantwell Kohl Sanders
Cardin Landrieu Schumer
Carper Lautenberg Shaheen
Casey Leahy Snowe
Coats Levin Stabenow
Collins Lieberman Tester
Conrad Lugar Udall (CO)
Coons Manchin Udall (NM)
Corker McCaskill Warner
Durbin Menendez Webb
Feinstein Merkley Whitehouse
Franken Mikulski Wyden
NAYS—36
Alexander Enzi McConnell
Ayotte Graham Paul
Barrasso Hatch Portman
Blunt Heller Risch
Boozman Hutchison Roberts
Burr Inhofe Rubio
Chambliss Isakson Sessions
Coburn Johanns Shelby
Cochran Johnson (WI) Thune
Cornyn Kyl Toomey
Crapo Lee Vitter
DeMint McCain Wicker
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk

The amendment (No. 2382) was agreed
to.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.
AMENDMENT NO. 2273
Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I wish to
bring up amendment No. 2273.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
DEMINT] proposes an amendment numbered
2273.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To eliminate the authority of the

Secretary to increase the amount of grants

provided to eligible entities relating to

providing access to broadband tele-
communications services in rural areas)

Beginning on page 765, strike line 9 and all
that follows through page 766, line 16, and in-
sert the following:

‘“(B) MAXIMUM.—The amount of any grant
made under this section shall not exceed 50
percent of the development costs of the
project for which the grant is provided.

‘(C) GRANT RATE.—The Secretary shall es-
tablish the grant rate for each project in ac-
cordance with regulations issued by the Sec-
retary that shall provide for a graduated
scale of grant rates that establish higher
rates for projects in communities that
have—

‘(i) remote locations;

‘(ii) low community populations;

¢“(iii) low income levels; and

‘“(iv) developed the applications of the
communities with the participation of com-
binations of stakeholders, including—

‘“(I) State, local, and tribal governments;

“(IT) nonprofit institutions;

‘“(ITI) institutions of higher education;

“(IV) private entities; and

(V) philanthropic organizations.’’;

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

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, the farm
bill adds a new grant component to the
existing rural utility service broadband
loans and loan guarantee program. My
amendment would eliminate the au-
thority of the Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture to increase the
taxpayer share of these broadband
grants beyond 50 percent.

Please keep in mind that these are
not direct loans, these are grants that
require no payback. It is important
that recipients have some skin in the
game so that they make good deci-
sions. My amendment allows the 50-
percent threshold cost sharing but does
not allow the Secretary to waive that
and make that a T7b-percent share by
the taxpayer.

I encourage my colleagues to support
this moment of fiscal sanity here.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
rise today to oppose this amendment.
It has a similar impact to one yester-
day we defeated by this Senator. It ba-
sically goes to the question of whether
we are going to allow investment in
rural communities—the hardest hit
communities, the farthest apart com-
munities—and whether they will have
access to broadband. It really goes to
small businesses, in small towns and
villages, and whether they are going to
have access to sell their products to
consumers around the globe. We are in
a global economy.

In the 1930s and 1940s, we did rural
electrification to make sure the farmer
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at the end of the road was connected
with electricity. This is the same kind
of thing, but it is the Internet. It is
broadband. We want to make sure ev-
erybody is connected, even those in the
remote, rural areas.

I yield back the remainder of my
time, and 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 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 44,
nays 55, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 141 Leg.]

YEAS—44
Alexander DeMint McCaskill
Ayotte Enzi McConnell
Barrasso Graham Paul
Blunt Grassley Portman
Boozman Hatch Risch
Brown (MA) Heller Roberts
B e e R
ambliss utchison ;
Coats Inhofe giseﬁons
Coburn Isakson y
Snowe
Cochran Johanns Th
Collins Johnson (WI) une
Corker Kyl Toomey
Cornyn Lee Vlltter
Crapo McCain Wicker
NAYS—55
Akaka Harkin Nelson (NE)
Baucus Inouye Nelson (FL)
Begich Johnson (SD) Pryor
Bennet Kerry Reed
Bingaman Klobuchar Reid
Blumenthal Kohl Rockefeller
Boxer Landrieu Sanders
Brown (OH) Lautenberg T N
Cantwell Leahy Schumer
: N Shaheen
Cardin Levin
o N Stabenow
Carper Lieberman Test,
Casey Lugar ester
Conrad Manchin Udall (CO)
Coons Menendez Udall (NM)
Durbin Merkley Warner
Feinstein Mikulski Webb
Franken Moran Whitehouse
Gillibrand Murkowski Wyden
Hagan Murray
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk
The amendment (No. 2273) was re-
jected.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote, and I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

AMENDMENT NO. 2289

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 2289.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN]
proposes an amendment numbered 2289.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be considered as read.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To reduce funding for the market

access program and to prohibit the use of

funds for reality television shows, wine

tastings, animal spa products, and cat or

dog food)

On page 293, strike lines 16 through 19, and
insert the following:

SEC. 3102. FUNDING FOR MARKET ACCESS PRO-
GRAM.

Section 211(c) of the Agricultural Trade
Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5641(c)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)(A)—

(A) by striking ‘‘and” after ‘2005,”’; and

(B) by inserting ¢, and $160,000,000 for each
of fiscal years 2013 through 2017 after
©2012,”’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

/(3) PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR CER-
TAIN ACTIVITIES.—None of the funds made
available to carry out this subsection shall
be used for—

‘“(A) wine tastings;

‘“(B) animal spa products;

“(C) reality television shows; or

‘(D) cat or dog food.”.

Mr. COBURN. This is an amendment
that falls in line with the recommenda-
tion of the administration as well as
every outside group that has ever
looked at this program.

The Department of Agriculture has
five access to marketing programs.
This is just one of them. The adminis-
tration recommended a 20-percent re-
duction. We have put forward an
amendment to reduce it by 20 percent.
We spend $2 billion over the next 10
years on market access. American con-
tribution of total world agricultural
products is on the decline in spite of
these programs, and the waste in these
programs—if we look at where the
money is spent—is unbelievable.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
rise to oppose my colleague’s amend-
ment.

The reality for us is that American
agricultural exports is one of the few
places where we have a trade surplus
right now, and we want to continue
that. The current program the Senator
is speaking about is all about exports.
It is all about jobs. For every $1 in-
vested in this particular market access
program, $35 is generated back into
economic activity. I think that is a
pretty good investment.

We know it is a very important part
of the future not only for our tradi-
tional production agricultural parts of
the country but for smaller value-
added food products which really is in
exports, and this supports that.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I as-
sume by the chairman’s response that
she supports the $20 million that went
into a reality TV show in India to pur-
chase cotton other than ‘‘made in the
United States.” That is where $20 mil-
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lion of it went. That is what is wrong
with this program.

I am not objecting to the fact that
we ought to have market access pro-
grams. But when we are wasting $20
million on something that has no con-
nection whatsoever with American ag-
ricultural products, we ought to reduce
or eliminate it.

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

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, let
me say again—and I am not familiar
with this. I know we are trying to rede-
velop an American denim industry. I
had a chance to actually visit a denim
factory in Texas. We are trying to sup-
port our cotton industry. I am not fa-
miliar with this, but I urge a ‘‘no”’
vote.

Mr. COBURN. 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.
UDALL of New Mexico). Are there any
other Senators in the Chamber desiring
to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 30,
nays 69, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 142 Leg.]

YEAS—30
Alexander Grassley Portman
Ayotte Hatch Risch
Burr Inhofe Rubio
Coats Johnson (WI) Sessions
Coburn Kyl Shelby
Corker Lee Tester
Cornyn McCain Thune
Crapo McCaskill Toomey
DeMint McConnell Vitter
Graham Paul Wicker
NAYS—69
Akaka Feinstein Merkley
Barrasso Franken Mikulski
Baucus Gillibrand Moran
Begich Hagan Murkowski
Bennet Harkin Murray
Bingaman Heller Nelson (NE)
Blumenthal Hoeven Nelson (FL)
Blunt Hutchison Pryor
Boozman Inouye Reed
Boxer Isakson Reid
Brown (MA) Johanns Roberts
Brown (OH) Johnson (SD) Rockefeller
Cantwell Kerry Sanders
Cardin Klobuchar Schumer
Carper Kohl Shaheen
Casey Landrieu Snowe
Chambliss Lautenberg Stabenow
Cochran Leahy Udall (CO)
Collins Levin Udall (NM)
Conrad Lieberman Warner
Coons Lugar Webb
Durbin Manchin Whitehouse
Enzi Menendez Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk
The amendment (No. 2289) was re-
jected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.
AMENDMENT NO. 2293
Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I call up
the pending amendment No. 2293.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN]
proposes an amendment numbered 2293.

Mr. COBURN. 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 limit subsidies for millionaires)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME LIMITATION

FOR CONSERVATION PROGRAMS.

Section 1001D(b)(2)(A) of the Food Security
Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308-3a(b)(2)(A)) is
amended—

(1) by striking “LIMITS.—’ and all that fol-
lows through ‘‘clause (ii),”” and inserting
“LIMITS.—Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law,”’; and

(2) by striking clause (ii).

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, reduc-
ing our national debt—which now ex-
ceeds $15.8 trillion—is the most critical
issue facing our nation. Our country
simply cannot survive if we continue
down this unsustainable course. Every
area of the Federal budget should be
examined to determine, which pro-
grams should be priorities.

Federal conservation programs are a
good place to start. These programs
pay farmers and ranchers to either im-
plement conservation measures on
their farms, ‘‘working lands’’, or to idle
their land for conservation purposes,
and ‘‘land retirement’’.

Oftentimes, the financial assistance
offered by these programs incentivizes
what is already in the best financial in-
terests of farmers. Natural, market-
based incentives already exist to
achieve the efficiency and conservation
purposes of these programs without
taxpayer dollars. Not only that, but
these programs also pay farmers and
companies that have adjusted gross in-
comes, AGI, of $1 million or more.

Special rules allow the USDA to
waive income limitations for certain
programs, which it does on a regular
basis. The result is millions paid to
otherwise ineligible millionaires each
year.

In fact, over the past 2 years, USDA
waived the $1 million AGI cap for the
programs discussed below and paid a
total of $89,032,263 to individuals or en-
tities with an AGI of $1 million or
more. Allowing federal conservation
programs to make payments to those
with an adjusted gross income, AGI, of
$1 million or more is simply not a pri-
ority for taxpayers.

This amendment would prevent
USDA from paying millionaires by
eliminating the ability to issue waivers
that exempt program participants who
have an AGI of $1 million or more from
adhering to the program’s payment
limit rules.

In total, over a 2-year period, USDA
waived program requirements and
awarded over $84 million to individuals
and entities with an AGI of $1 million
or more.
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In 2009, the USDA waived program re-
quirements and paid two millionaires a
total of $10,234,520, which consisted
mainly of a $10 million payment to an
investment company in California for
restoring wetlands to protect the Ri-
parian Brush Rabbit.

In 2010, the Wetland Reserve Pro-
gram, WRP, program paid eight indi-
viduals with an AGI of $1 million over
$74 million. These included almost $22
million to a ranch in Florida. The com-
pany that owns the ranch describes
itself as a ‘‘privately held, family-
owned company with agricultural,
commercial real estate, and asset man-
agement operations.” That company
also states that it owns a number of
commercial real estate properties in
New Jersey and Florida. The company
also claims holdings that include
multi-tenant office buildings, parking
lots, a for-profit educational institu-
tion, restaurants, and retail property.

In 2010, USDA also paid over $31 mil-
lion to another ranch in Florida. The
payment was part of an $89 million pur-
chase by USDA of an easement that
places deed restrictions on the use of
the land along 26,000 acres of the
Fisheating Creek Watershed, partially
located on the ranch. USDA claimed
that the easement purchase would pro-
vide support for the crested caracara,
Florida panther, and the red-cockaded
woodpecker.

Recently, the owners of the ranch
listed 2,600 acres for sale for $18.2 mil-
lion. The property is described as a
working ranch with ‘‘tremendous
recreation and hunting attributes.”
The local newspaper has also reported
that same ranch was slated for a new
12,000-unit planned community.

Other entities and individuals with
an AGI of $1 million or more that re-
ceived WRP payments in 2010 include:

$7.92 million to a company in Texas
for ‘“‘restoration and protection of crit-
ical and unique wetlands’ on a prop-
erty known as East Nest Lake and
Osceola Plantation; $5.8 million to a
farm in North Carolina to promote a
“habitat for migratory birds and wet-
land dependent wildlife;”” $5.4 million
to a ranch in Florida for land with
“high potential to significantly im-
prove waterfowl and wading bird habi-
tat’” $900,853 to an individual in Kansas
to ‘“‘protect and [for] restoring . . . val-
uable wetland resources . . . for migra-
tory birds and other wildlife;” $227,203
to a company in New Hampshire for
“wetland restoration;” and $80,000 to
two individuals in Mississippi to ‘‘re-
store, protect and enhance wetlands.”

In 2010, USDA waived the $1 million
AGI requirement and paid a ranch
holding company over $2.7 million
through Grassland Reserve Program,
GRP, for ‘‘protection of critical and
unique grasslands.”

Last year, USDA paid four million-
aires a total of $592,097 through the En-
vironmental Quality Incentive Pro-
gram, EQIP, $299,847 of which was
aimed at protecting the Sage Grouse
by a ranch in California; $50,000 went to
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a farm. That farm is owned by the W.C.
Bradley Company, which is best known
for producing Char-Broil outdoor grills
and Zebco fishing supplies; remaining
amounts of $35,250 and $210,000 went to
two family trusts.

The Wildlife Habitat Incentive Pro-
gram paid $737,000 to three millionaire
recipients, with the majority of the
funds $449,662 going to protect the Sage
Grouse by a family trust in California.
A farm in Georgia also received $100,000
through WHIP for ‘‘promotion of at-
risk species habitat conservation.” The
remaining $187,540 went to a company
in New Jersey.

Farm and Ranch Land Protection
Program, FRPP paid $630,000 to a com-
pany in 2009 to protect Raspberry
Farms in Hampton Falls, New Hamp-
shire. Raspberry Farms formerly oper-
ated as a ‘‘popular pick-your-own ber-
ries and retail farm stand’ in the 1980s
and early 1990s.

The former farm was scheduled to be
developed for housing, but instead,
NRCS, in partnership with local enti-
ties, paid a total of $1.6 million to en-
sure the land will never be developed.

In 2010 USDA paid four individuals
and entities with an AGI of $1 million
or more a total of $75,540.

Again, this is a very straightforward
amendment. Last year the Department
of Agriculture paid $10 million to two
different individuals, who had an ad-
justed gross income of over $1 million,
through a waiver granted by the De-
partment of Agriculture. Both of these
were ineligible, but we give the Depart-
ment of Agriculture the right to waive
that. This amendment would restrict
that right for a waiver for people mak-
ing more than $1 million a year in
terms of conservation payments.

There is nothing wrong with con-
servation programs, but most often
these payments are paid in addition to
what people are going to do anyway. So
what the Department of Agriculture
has done is given well over $180 million
to millionaires through our conserva-
tion payment on programs they would
have otherwise done themselves.

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

Mr. COBURN. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
would indicate that the conservation
program is a very strong, effective pro-
gram, but I am not objecting, nor is
the ranking member, to moving for-
ward with the vote. I believe the Mem-
ber wishes to have a record rollcall, is
that correct? So we would yield back
time and ask for a record rollcall vote.

Mr. COBURN. 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 legislative 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 63,
nays 36, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 143 Leg.]

YEAS—63
Alexander Graham Menendez
Ayotte Grassley Merkley
Barrasso Hatch Mikulski
Bennet Heller Moran
Bingaman Hoeven Murkowski
Blunt Hutchison Nelson (NE)
Boozman Inhofe Paul
Brown (MA) Isakson Portman
Brown (OH) Johanns Risch
Burr Johnson (WI) Roberts
Chambliss Kerry Rockefeller
Coats Kyl Rubio
Coburn Landrieu Sessions
Cochran Lee Shelby
Collins Levin Snowe
Conrad Lieberman Stabenow
Corker Lugar Thune
Cornyn Manchin Toomey
Crapo McCain Vitter
DeMint McCaskill Wicker
Enzi McConnell Wyden

NAYS—36
Akaka Franken Pryor
Baucus Gillibrand Reed
Begich Hagan Reid
Blumenthal Harkin Sanders
Boxer Inouye Schumer
Cantwell Johnson (SD) Shaheen
Cardin Klobuchar Tester
Carper Kohl Udall (CO)
Casey Lautenberg Udall (NM)
Coons Leahy Warner
Durbin Murray Webb
Feinstein Nelson (FL) Whitehouse

NOT VOTING—1
Kirk

The amendment (No. 2293) was agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

AMENDMENT NO. 2453

Ms. STABENOW. I call up my amend-
ment 2453 and ask unanimous consent
to add Senator SNOWE as a cOSponsor.

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

The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Michigan [Ms. STABE-
NOW] proposes an amendment numbered 2453.

Ms. STABENOW. 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 provide assistance for certain
losses)

On page 1006, between lines 21 and 22, insert
the following:

““(4) ADDITIONAL AVAILABILITY.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—As soon as practicable
after October 1, 2013, the Secretary shall
make assistance available to producers of an
otherwise eligible crop described in sub-
section (a)(2) that suffered losses—

‘(i) to a 2012 annual fruit crop grown on a
bush or tree; and

‘‘(ii) in a county covered by a declaration
by the Secretary of a natural disaster for
production losses due to a freeze or frost.

‘““(B) ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary shall
make assistance available under subpara-
graph (A) in an amount equivalent to assist-
ance available under paragraph (1), less any
fees not previously paid under paragraph
(2).”.

Ms. STABENOW. This amendment
simply addresses what has happened
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with severe and devastating freezes
across the country for those who have
food crops and don’t have access to
crop insurance. This Farm Bill makes
great strides in expanding crop insur-
ance for fruit and vegetable growers in
the United States. However, these new
programs will not be available to pro-
ducers who suffered substantial—and in
some cases complete—losses this year.
This amendment would simply allow
those in the States that are affected to
buy into a program we have, called the
Non-Insured Disaster Program, that al-
lows them to get some Kind of help for
the freezes.

This provides them the same cov-
erage they will have in the years going
forward—this is the same Kkind of ex-
tension for 2012 losses that is available
for livestock producers. 29 States in
every part of the country have reported
major crop losses for 2012 due to frost
or freeze. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment so these farmers
aren’t losing their business because of
bad weather.

I believe we can move forward with a
voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment?

If not, the question is on agreeing to
the amendment.

The amendment (No. 2453) was agreed
to.

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

AMENDMENT NO. 2454

Mr. KERRY. I call up amendment No.
2454, my amendment together with
Senator LUGAR.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To prohibit assistance to North

Korea under title IT of the Food for Peace

Act unless the President issues a national

interest waiver)

At the end of subtitle A of title III, add the
following:

SEC. 3015. PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE FOR
NORTH KOREA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—No amounts may be obli-
gated or expended to provide assistance
under title II of the Food for Peace Act (7
U.S.C. 1721 et seq.) to the Democratic Peo-
ple’s Republic of Korea.

(b) NATIONAL INTEREST WAIVER.—The
President may waive subsection (a) if the
President determines and certifies to the
Committees on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry and Foreign Relations of the Sen-
ate and the Committees on Agriculture and
Foreign Affairs of the House of Representa-
tives that the waiver is in the national inter-
est of the United States.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, the
Kerry-Lugar amendment is a side-by-
side amendment, frankly, which will
counter the amendment of the Senator
from Arizona, Mr. KYL.

We all join in abhorring the conduct
of the Government of North Korea. No-
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body contests that. The question here
is whether we want to have a complete
prohibition on any humanitarian as-
sistance, without the possibility of a
Presidential waiver in the event that
the President, as a matter of national
policy, as a matter of our humani-
tarian policy, decides that something
has changed in North Korea or there is
behavior that has been altered by
North Korea, as in Burma. If we don’t
have a Presidential waiver, the Kyl
amendment permanently locks in—
until there is other congressional ac-
tion—a complete prohibition on any
humanitarian assistance to the peo-
ple—not the government but the peo-
ple, the children and families of North
Korea.

Ronald Reagan said very clearly that
“‘a hungry child knows no politics.” I
believe we ought to uphold that prin-
ciple and have the Presidential waiver
in this particular case.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. I oppose the Kerry amend-
ment and hope it will be defeated and
that my amendment will be adopted.

Senator KERRY has appropriately
characterized the amendment as being
food aid to North Korea. However, it is
not just about abhorring North Korea’s
bad behavior but also the administra-
tion’s bad behavior. On four separate
occasions, the State Department as-
sured Members of this Senate that food
aid would not be used as a condition to
negotiations with the North Koreans;
that under no circumstances would the
United States provide any incentives
or rewards, is the way they put it, to
North Korea. In each case, we inquired,
and we specifically talked about the
food aid. Four times they said no, it
wouldn’t be done. Two weeks before the
negotiations were to begin this spring,
all of a sudden, $240 million in food aid
was put on the table, and only because
the North Koreans launched their so-
called satellite long-range missile were
those negotiations canceled.

So a national security interest that
can simply be provided by the Presi-
dent based on his views——

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

Mr. KYL. Does not solve the problem.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, there is
much to counter that, but we do not
have the time to do it. But 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?
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The result was announced—yeas 59,
nays 40, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 144 Leg.]

YEAS—59
Akaka Gillibrand Nelson (NE)
Baucus Hagan Nelson (FL)
Begich Harkin Portman
Bennet Inouye Pryor
Bingaman Johnson (SD) Reed
Blumenthal Kerry Reid
Blunt Klobuchar Rockefeller
Boxer Kohl
Brown (MA) Landrieu Sjﬁgzz "
Brown (OH) Lautenberg Shaheen
Cantwell Leahy
Cardin Levin Snowe
Carper Lugar Stabenow
Casey Manchin Tester
Collins McCaskill Udall (CO)
Conrad Menendez Udall (NM)
Coons Merkley Warner
Durbin Mikulski Webb
Feinstein Murkowski Whitehouse
Franken Murray Wyden
NAYS—40
Alexander Graham McConnell
Ayotte Grassley Moran
Barrasso Hatch Paul
Boozman Heller Risch
Burr Hoeven Roberts
Chambliss Hutchison Rubio
Coats Inhofe Sessions
Coburn Isakson
Cochran Johanns %ﬁiﬁf
Corker Johnson (WI)
Cornyn Kyl Tf)omey
Crapo Lee Vl'tter
DeMint Lieberman Wicker
Enzi McCain
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk

The amendment (No. 2454) was agreed
to.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay upon the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2354

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I call up my
amendment which is at the desk, No.
2354. I ask for its consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. KYL] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2354.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To prohibit assistance to North

Korea under title IT of the Food for Peace

Act)

At the end of subtitle A of title III, add the
following:

SEC. 3015. PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE FOR

NORTH KOREA.

No amounts may be obligated or expended
to provide assistance under title II of the
Food for Peace Act (7 U.S.C. 1721 et seq.) to
the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, what I said
before was, on four separate occasions
over just a couple of months, the ad-
ministration had assured Members of
the Senate that it would not use food
aid as an enticement to the North Ko-
reans to come to the negotiating table.

Here are direct quotations from the
State Department, comments such as
“had no intention of rewarding them
for their actions that their government
has already agreed to take.” Re-
affirmed, ‘‘There are no financial in-
centives for North Korea to meet the
precepts or engage in talks.”
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Deputy Secretary of State Bill
Burns, ‘“To be clear, the Administra-
tion will not provide any financial in-
centives to Pyongyang. . . .”” et cetera,
on the negotiations. And further that
“any engagement with North Korea
will not be used as a mechanism to fun-
nel financial or other rewards to
Pyongyang.”

We also heard media reports and
asked them about them. They said no:

These media reports are not accurate. U.S.
policy toward North Korea has not changed.
We have no intention of rewarding North
Korea—

And so on. And a mere 3 weeks later,
we do exactly the opposite. That is why
a waiver for the President to say other-
wise does not do any good and why I
urge support——

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

Mr. KYL. For my resolution which
simply prevents the administration
from providing food aid to North
Korea.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, there is
an important distinction here. If you
are going to provide humanitarian as-
sistance in some circumstance, and the
administration made good on its prom-
ise to do that, it is hard to separate it
from the events as they are going for-
ward that you do not control. No mat-
ter who is President, the Senate should
not tie the hands of any President with
respect to this policy.

Ronald Reagan said it best when he
said very clearly that ‘‘a hungry child
knows no politics.” That was Ronald
Reagan’s policy. That is the policy of
churches all across our country. The
fact is that if the Kyl amendment were
to pass, you will have tied the hands of
any President on a sensitive national
security issue where the President de-
serves that kind of flexibility.

Without a national interest waiver,
you lock into place a prohibition in
North Korea. What happens if suddenly
you had a change, as in Burma? You
would be locked in and unable to re-
spond to it.

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

Mr. KERRY. You would take away
the option of the President. In the case
of Burma or other places, the President
has shown the flexibility. The Presi-
dent ought to have the flexibility here.
I hope we will not have a total prohibi-
tion on humanitarian assistance.

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

Mr. KYL. 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 bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CARDIN). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?
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The result was announced—yeas 43,
nays 56, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 145 Leg.]

YEAS—43
Alexander Graham Moran
Ayotte Grassley Paul
Barrasso Hatch Portman
Boozman Heller Risch
Burr Hoeven Roberts
Chambliss Hutchison Rubio
SO%tS inh]gfe Sessions
oburn sakson

Cochran Johanns Sﬁzgaz
Collins Johnson (WI)

Thune
Corker Kyl T
Cornyn Lee QOm?y
Crapo Lieberman Vllttel
DeMint McCain Wicker
Enzi McConnell

NAYS—56
Akaka Gillibrand Murray
Baucus Hagan Nelson (NE)
Begich Harkin Nelson (FL)
Bennet Inouye Pryor
Bingaman Johnson (SD) Reed
Blumenthal Kerry Reid
glunt gl%lclouchar Rockefeller
oxer ()

Brown (MA) Landrieu Sanders N

Schumer
Brown (OH) Lautenberg

Shaheen
Cantwell Leahy Stab
Cardin Levin tabenow
Carper Lugar Tester
Casey Manchin Udall (CO)
Conrad McCaskill Udall (NM)
Coons Menendez Warner
Durbin Merkley Webb
Feinstein Mikulski Whitehouse
Franken Murkowski Wyden

NOT VOTING—1
Kirk
The amendment (No. 2354) was re-

jected.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mrs. MURRAY. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2295

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi-
dent, I call up my amendment No. 2295.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. UDALL],
for himself, Mr. THUNE, Mr. BENNET, and Mr.
BAUCUS, proposes an amendment numbered
2295.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To increase the amounts author-

ized to be appropriated for the designation

of treatment areas)

On page 866, line 21, strike ‘$100,000,000’
and insert ‘“$200,000,000"".

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi-
dent, I have offered this am