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Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I 

move to reconsider the vote. 
Mr. CARDIN. I move to lay that mo-

tion upon the table. 
The motion to lay upon the table was 

agreed to. 
f 

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 2014— 
CONFERENCE REPORT—Continued 
Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

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

INCOME INEQUALITY 
Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, on 

Tuesday evening, President Obama, in 
his State of the Union Address, made 
the point that America must be the 
land of opportunity for all. He ac-
knowledged, quite frankly, that for 
many families in this country the 
American dream is just that, a dream. 

Many families have lost hope that 
their children or grandchildren will be 
able to achieve the American dream. 
President Obama made the point that 
if we all work together, the outlook for 
this country is strong and that we can 
make not only the American dream 
something people can continue to be-
lieve but it can become a reality for 
more and more American families. 

But he also expressed the reality of 
where we are. The facts indicate that 
intergenerational mobility, that is, for 
a child born into poverty, their ability 
to move up the economic ladder has 
not changed in the last several decades. 
The American dream has become just 
that for too many families. 

Let me point out some of the income 
disparity we have seen grow in the 
United States. Some of this is very un-
derstandable. It is understandable that 
people get paid differently. Some peo-
ple work a lot harder, some people 
come up with an incredibly ingenious 
way of doing something, the American 
way of developing new technologies, 
people are willing to take greater risks 
than others. Yes, the reward will be 
greater. We do expect and we do appre-
ciate, we do look up to people who can 
be very successful in our economic sys-
tem. 

But what is not understandable is 
how we have seen a growth in the in-
come disparity among Americans dur-
ing good times and bad times. Between 
1979 and 2007, the top 1 percent in in-
come in America saw their income go 
up 275 percent, whereas the three mid-
dle quintiles—this is what we usually 
consider to be the middle class, those 
from 20 percent to 80 percent—saw 
their income go up only 40 percent. 
This is in a period of economic growth 
in this country from 1979. To see your 
income go up only 40 percent, whereas 
the wealthiest are going up close to 300 
percent, should be of concern to people 
of this country. 

As we all know, in 2007 we went 
through a recession. Since that reces-
sion, median income in this country 
has declined. It went down 31 percent 
during the recession. But for the 
wealthiest, it actually went up. It went 

up 31 percent. The median income went 
down for most Americans. 

We have a problem. During good 
times, we are seeing the income of the 
wealthiest get larger, in bad times we 
see wealthy people protected, whereas 
middle-income families are doing 
worse. We even have what is known as 
the birth lottery. If you are born into 
poverty, we know you have a hard time 
getting out of poverty today. If you are 
in certain communities, it is even 
much more difficult. 

So President Obama was right to 
concentrate on America as opportunity 
for all. How can we get a growing mid-
dle class in this country? What can we 
do to help everyone do better in our 
country? Many countries are doing 
much better than we are. This dis-
parity strikes at the heart of who we 
are as a nation. We believe that if you 
work hard, you play according to the 
rules, you should be able to succeed in 
this country. For too many families, 
that is not the reality. 

What can we do to make a difference? 
I know there has been a lot of talk as 
to what we can do to help in that re-
gard, what we can do to make it better. 
It is very important to do that for the 
values of our country. It is important 
for the families who are affected. But it 
is also important for our economy. 

So, yes, we need to increase oppor-
tunity for middle-income families so 
more people can live the American 
dream. We need to do that because that 
is what we stand for as a country. 
Those are our values. But we also need 
to do this for our economy. It is very 
interesting that the companies that 
are making money today are ready to 
invest in the growth of our economy. 
They need consumers. They need peo-
ple who will buy the automobiles. They 
need people who will eat in the res-
taurants. They need people who will go 
on vacations. They need people who 
will buy the clothing in the stores. If 
they do not have the income to do it, 
they do not buy the products, our econ-
omy does not grow. So a growing mid-
dle class is critically important to our 
economy. 

What steps can we take? First, we 
have already taken one very important 
step with the passage of the Affordable 
Care Act. The Affordable Care Act 
dealt with health care costs. We have 
seen a reduction in the rate of health 
care costs over the past couple of 
years. It is a major cost among Amer-
ican families. It has been growing and 
growing every year. We are now start-
ing to see a slowdown in that. Why? 
Because we are dealing with health de-
livery. We are trying to make the 
health care system more efficient by 
looking at the total care of an indi-
vidual rather than just looking at a 
specific episode. 

We are trying to reduce readmis-
sions. We are dealing with healthy life-
styles. The Affordable Care Act re-
wards all of those issues. We make 
quality affordable insurance available 
to all Americans. 

Last year, nearly 2 million families 
had to go through bankruptcy in Amer-

ica because of health care costs. Last 
year it was estimated that 56 million 
American families struggled to pay 
their medical bills. So this is an issue 
we need to look at from the point of 
view of helping middle-income fami-
lies. 

Alan Krueger, the economist, ob-
served: 

We helped the middle class and those 
struggling to get into the middle class by 
lowering the growth of health care costs, by 
preventing those with pre-existing condi-
tions from being denied health insurance 
coverage, by creating exchanges for small 
businesses and lower income families to ob-
tain health insurance at competitive rates, 
and by providing tax subsidies to small busi-
nesses and lower income workers to purchase 
insurance. 

The point Mr. Krueger was making is 
when we eliminate preexisting condi-
tions, when we have health exchanges 
that allow individuals and small busi-
nesses to be able to get competitive 
rates, we are helping with middle-in-
come growth in America. 

There is a lot more we need to do in 
addition to the health care problems 
we have in this country. The President 
mentioned during his State of the 
Union Address that Americans need a 
pay raise. I could not agree with him 
more. In 1968—that was 46 years ago— 
the minimum wage in this country was 
set at $1.60 per hour. If you adjust that 
for inflation, the minimum wage would 
be $10.77. The minimum wage in Amer-
ica is not $10.77, it is $7.25 per hour. The 
tipped employee minimum wage is 
$2.13. For a full-time worker at the 
minimum wage, $7.25 per hour wage, 
they would be making a little over 
$15,000 a year. You cannot support your 
family on $15,000 a year. 

The National Low Income Housing 
Coalition has done a study. There is 
not a single State in the Union where 
you can afford affordable housing. 
They defined that as a two-bedroom 
housing unit on the rental market. 
There is not a single State in the Na-
tion where the $15,000-a-year income al-
lows you to be able to afford that hous-
ing for your family. 

The American dream is on life sup-
port. We need to do more about that. 
One thing we can easily do in this Con-
gress this year is raise the minimum 
wage to $10.10 an hour. 

We also need to adjust it for infla-
tion. What does that mean? We have 
only adjusted minimum wages maybe 
three times in the last 30-some years. 
We need to have the minimum wage 
keep up with inflation. That way we do 
not have to deal with abrupt increases. 
We will have gentle increases, which I 
think is better for our economy to 
start off with, but it also keeps the 
minimum wage at where we want to 
set it. It does not erode the year after 
we pass it. 

I think that makes sense. Let me dis-
pel some of the myths about the min-
imum wage. 

I hear frequently: Well, we are only 
taking about teenagers or those in 
their early twenties, it is their first 
job, and it is not so serious. 
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Let’s look at the facts. The average 

age of a person earning minimum wage 
is 35. The median age is 31; 36 percent 
are over 40 years of age, 40 years of age 
or older; 56 percent are women—now 
only 56 percent of our workforce is 
women, but at minimum wage it is 
much more likely to be a woman than 
a man earning minimum wage; 28 per-
cent of people who are earning the min-
imum wage have children. These are 
families trying to live on minimum 
wage. 

Increasing the minimum wage will 
help to grow the middle class. It will 
help our economy. A $10.10 per hour 
minimum wage will generate about $34 
billion in wages into our economy, $34 
billion. Do you know what that means 
for the local businesses that are there? 
Do you know what that means for our 
economy? I know our economy is on 
the right path, but we have to help it 
along. We don’t have enough jobs in 
America, and $35 billion will allow that 
local supermarket or that restaurant 
or that business owner to hire some 
more people, creating more jobs, help-
ing our economy continue to grow. 

People who work full time shouldn’t 
live in poverty. Today, with the cur-
rent minimum wage, and even with the 
tax credits we have available, most in-
dividuals will live in poverty. That is 
unacceptable. At $10.10 per hour, we 
will be above the poverty line with the 
tax credits. 

That is what we should do. If we play 
according to the rules, we should be 
able to succeed; work 40 hours a week, 
we shouldn’t have to live in poverty, 
not in the United States of America. 

Americans understand this. Polls 
have shown over and over that the 
overwhelming majority of Americans 
support a reasonable adjustment in the 
minimum wage. The Gallup poll found 
that 76 percent of Americans believe 
Congress should pass an increase in the 
minimum wage. President Obama has 
already taken action, and I applaud 
him for that. He is going to be signing 
an executive order. So those people 
who are Federal workers, from a con-
tractor, Federal contract worker, 
someone who is getting money from 
the Federal Government and hires peo-
ple, they are going to have to pay the 
minimum of a $10.10 minimum wage. 
We should do the same for all workers 
in this country, and we have it in our 
power to do it. 

There are a lot of other things the 
President mentioned. There are many 
other issues that I think we need to 
deal with for our agenda for a growing 
middle class. We clearly need to do a 
much better job in education. Edu-
cation is the key to opportunity in 
America. It truly does open doors. We 
want to open up jobs, but we need peo-
ple who are trained to be competitive 
for these jobs, particularly in a global 
economy. We need people trained. 

The President is right to say it starts 
at a very early age, pre-K. In the pre- 
K through 12, we have to insist on qual-
ity education. We have some great 

schools in America, but not all chil-
dren have access to those good schools. 
We need to do a better job at educating 
our children in all fields—all fields. 
STEM is very important, but so are the 
humanities, so are the arts. We have to 
do a better job in our pre-K through 12. 
In higher education, we have to make 
it much more affordable. 

How do we expect to get a growing 
middle class when so many families are 
looking at tens of thousands of dollars 
of educational bills but they don’t have 
any idea of how they are going to be 
able to pay for it—or our young work-
ers saddled with these large debts af-
fecting what career they are going to 
go into. 

We have to invest in quality edu-
cation but also affordable higher edu-
cation. That is why it is important for 
us to reauthorize the Higher Education 
Act, to demand that there be value 
given for the money that we invest in 
higher education but that we also 
make it affordable for American fami-
lies. 

We need a modern infrastructure, and 
the President talked about that. Good 
jobs go to where there are good roads, 
good bridges, and good transit systems. 
Any morning today, try to get around 
this region; we know how important 
the transit system is in the Wash-
ington area. 

In my own State I know we have 
three major transit projects that we 
need to get funded so people don’t 
spend hours in gridlock every morning. 

We need modern infrastructure in 
Maryland. In my own State of Mary-
land we have had tremendous problems 
with our water infrastructure. We have 
had roads flooded and homes damaged. 
We need to rebuild our water infra-
structure and assure that people get 
clean, safe drinking water and that we 
take care of our water infrastructure 
in America. 

We need a modern energy grid in this 
country, which is critically important 
for economic growth. As President 
Obama said, good jobs go to where 
there is good infrastructure, and we 
need to do a better job with the infra-
structure in America. 

We will have a chance again in this 
Congress. We haven’t reauthorized the 
Surface Transportation Act. I hope a 
WRDA bill will get done with some of 
our WRDA projects. It is in conference 
today. Those are things we can do to 
help grow a middle class. 

We have to invest in research. I think 
one of the lines that received the big-
gest applause in the President’s State 
of the Union Address when he said: We 
have to restore the cuts we made that 
we should never have made to the basic 
research, the National Institutes of 
Health—headquartered in my State. 
They are located in every State, but 
they are headquartered in Maryland. 
The work they do is critically impor-
tant to economic growth in our coun-
try. We have to invest in research. 

We need a progressive tax structure. 
More and more economists are telling 

us that to have a growing middle class, 
we need the revenue. We are going to 
pay our bills—we don’t want the debt— 
but we have to do it in a way that is 
fair and rewards the middle class. 

Middle-class families don’t take ad-
vantage of these tax breaks, these tax 
loopholes. At a minimum, we have to 
close those tax loopholes. I agree with 
the President in that regard. 

The President also mentioned in the 
State of the Union Address that for 
growing a middle class we want to 
make sure they have a job, we want to 
make sure they are trained for that 
job, we want to make sure they are re-
warded for that job with fair wages, 
and we also want to make sure they 
have a secure retirement. We are not 
doing enough to make sure Americans 
have a secure retirement. 

We have to save more as a nation. 
The best way to save is through retire-
ment savings. We can all come to-
gether to do more. This is not a par-
tisan issue. We should be able to do 
this together. 

Let me end on a quote from a former 
President, Theodore Roosevelt. 

He said: ‘‘This country will not be a 
permanently good place for any of us 
to live in unless we make it a reason-
ably good place for all of us to live in.’’ 

I think that was what President 
Obama was talking about when he said 
‘‘opportunity for all.’’ 

That is what this Nation stands for. 
We have all the reason to believe we 
can accomplish this for the people of 
America, but we need to work together 
with the President to work to imple-
ment commonsense changes so we can 
have a growing middle class in Amer-
ica. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-

publican whip. 
Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, ear-

lier this month the Quinnipiac poll 
asked voters what the top priority they 
had for President Obama and Members 
of Congress in 2014: 18 percent said 
health care; 16 percent said jobs and 
unemployment; 15 percent said the 
economy in general. By comparison, 
only 1 percent of the voters said in-
come inequality. 

In other words, 99 percent of the vot-
ers in this Quinnipiac poll felt that in-
come inequality should not be our top 
priority and that, rather, they would 
like for us to focus on not only the 
symptoms of the problems but the root 
causes: how do we get people back to 
work; how do we increase upward in-
come mobility, letting people climb 
that ladder of success so they can pur-
sue their own American dream. 

Yet the most significant economic 
proposal President Obama mentioned 
in his State of the Union was aimed 
not at fixing our health care system, 
creating jobs or boosting growth but, 
rather, at this idea of reducing income 
inequality. The American people are 
pretty darn smart, and they under-
stand that we need to grow the size of 
the pie, not only cut up the pie into 
different pieces. 
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The best way to do that is by guaran-

teeing that people have the oppor-
tunity to pursue their dreams, not 
some socialistic notion of let’s slice up 
the pie in Washington, DC. No one does 
better under that kind of system. 

But I also mentioned the Presi-
dent’s—apparently—signature proposal 
for addressing income inequality; that 
is, by raising the minimum wage. I 
heard my friend from Maryland talking 
about the minimum wage as if Wash-
ington can wave a magic wand and say: 
You, Mr. Employer, you, Madam Em-
ployer, are now going to start paying 
your employees 40 percent more than 
you did yesterday because the big bad 
Federal Government orders you to do 
so. 

They act as if that would have no 
other consequences or costs. 

As I mentioned yesterday, there are 
studies that have been done that indi-
cate that if we raise the minimum 
wage to $10.10, for which the President 
has argued, it could well dislocate as 
many as several hundred thousand peo-
ple from their existing jobs. 

Let’s think about this for a minute. 
A small employer has a business—let’s 
say they have a fast food restaurant; I 
have hundreds of them, maybe thou-
sands of them in my State—and the 
employer is worried about bringing 
money in the front door from selling 
their product, selling the food at their 
fast food restaurant, they know they 
are going to have certain expenses. 
Some of that is the materials or food 
they put together. Some of it is their 
overhead such as electricity and en-
ergy, but a significant part of that is 
going to be the cost of labor, paying 
people to work there. 

If we automatically tell that small 
employer, that fast food restaurant, in-
stead of $7 an hour, they now have to 
pay 40 percent more, what is that going 
to do to their ability to not only hire 
and grow their business but to main-
tain their current level of employ-
ment? 

Perhaps there is a reason the Presi-
dent has counterintuitively decided to 
come up with some sort of feel good 
quick patch such as the minimum 
wage, which would actually make 
things worse. Perhaps he has decided to 
focus on this because maybe he is feel-
ing a little bit guilty about his record 
over the past 4 to 5 years. 

According to the New York Times— 
hardly a bastion of conservative propa-
ganda—the trend of rising inequality 
‘‘appears to have accelerated during 
the Obama administration.’’ 

The President—and I will get to this 
in a moment—appeared to concede that 
much in his State of the Union speech. 
In fact, one measure of the income gap 
suggests the inequality of wages has 
increased four times faster under Presi-
dent Obama than it did under the 43rd 
President of the United States, George 
W. Bush. The best thing we could do to 
support upward mobility is not to ad-
dress the symptom of lower wages but 
to address the root cause, expand the 

economy, jobs, and to give people the 
tools they need to qualify for good, 
high-paying jobs for which they don’t 
have the job skills currently. 

We know a lot of our community col-
leges, such as the one I visited last 
week in Houston, San Jacinto College, 
does a very good job of training people 
for the skills they need in order to 
qualify for good, high-paying jobs. 
That is where we ought to focus our 
government, not by the Federal Gov-
ernment trying to fix prices when it 
comes to wages and actually end up 
making things worse. 

Unfortunately, the President seems 
incapable of embracing an economic 
strategy that doesn’t involve more gov-
ernment, particularly more govern-
ment spending and more government 
control over the private sector. My 
constituents in Texas tell me one rea-
son they are feeling uncertain about 
the future and the economy, particu-
larly if they are a business owner, is 
they don’t know what kind of new 
taxes, they don’t know what kind of 
new regulation, and they don’t know 
what financial burden, such as 
ObamaCare, will be thrust down on 
them that will totally change their 
business model and cause them to go 
bankrupt—perhaps because they hadn’t 
counted on what the Federal Govern-
ment might do to them, as opposed to 
the market. 

But we have tried the President’s ap-
proach: big government, spending, 
stimulus spending, and the like. That 
is a big reason why we are suffering 
through the slowest economic recovery 
since the Great Depression and the 
highest and longest period of high un-
employment since that same time. 

Even when the President seems to be 
supporting a fresh approach, he is actu-
ally selling old ideas in a new package. 
I remember the President talking, for 
example, about tax reform. He called 
for abolishing loopholes in the Tax 
Code and simultaneously lowering the 
marginal rates. That sounds pretty 
good. I would support that, and I be-
lieve we could get strong bipartisan 
support for that kind of tax reform— 
lower the rates, cut out a lot of the un-
derbrush, the tax expenditures. 

They are much like the President’s 
own bipartisan fiscal and debt commis-
sion, the Simpson-Bowles commission, 
recommended in December of 2010. But 
what did the President do when his 
own bipartisan fiscal commission re-
ported to him a bipartisan plan to deal 
with the debt and to get the economy 
moving again? He ignored it. He 
walked away from it. 

Unfortunately, the President, when 
he talks about tax reform, is actually 
talking about a way to raise taxes, to 
raise revenue. This is what I mean by 
that. He talks about tax reform as a 
vehicle for a tax increase, even though 
he has already raised the taxes of hard-
working American families by $1.7 tril-
lion while he has been President. But 
the American people are plenty smart 
and they can figure out if the President 

is going to eliminate their deductions 
and tax credits and the like that he is 
going to have to bring down their rate 
or else it will actually be a tax in-
crease. 

There is another good reason why we 
need to do the kind of tax reform I am 
talking about, and that occasionally 
the President talks about when he is 
talking about progrowth tax reform, 
and that is to make it revenue neutral, 
to bring down the rates, which will en-
courage people to invest and create 
jobs because they know the incentives 
will be there for them. They will be 
able to reap the fruits of their labor 
and of their risk. That is the kind of 
tax reform both political parties sup-
ported back in 1986 and the kind of tax 
reform we need to do again. 

Sadly, the President and the major-
ity leader have chosen to hijack this 
wonderful idea of tax reform while de-
manding another $1 trillion tax in-
crease. Meanwhile, the President wants 
to use the Tax Code to pick winners 
and losers by discriminating against 
certain industries and increasing gov-
ernment subsidies to others. 

I heard him talk about the oil and 
gas industry again. This is actually one 
of the brightest sectors of the econ-
omy. But the President wants to take 
the goose that laid the golden egg and 
burden it with additional regulations 
and taxes. 

Truth be known, 80 percent of the tax 
benefits that flow to the energy sector 
flow to the so-called green energy sec-
tor—many of which I think are impor-
tant—but we have to be realistic. We 
are actually writing them a check as 
opposed to the millions and millions— 
and literally hundreds of millions of 
dollars—of tax revenue generated from 
the oil and gas industry. 

If there is one sector of the energy 
economy that is creating more jobs and 
opportunity and provides more chance 
for us to reduce our imports from dan-
gerous parts of the world, it is our do-
mestic energy sector. But the Presi-
dent wants to raise their taxes. 

The President acknowledged on Tues-
day night that what has happened dur-
ing the 5-year term of his Presidency is 
that average wages have barely budged, 
inequality has deepened, and upward 
mobility has stalled. In other words, he 
agrees with the assessment of The New 
York Times. The problem is the solu-
tion to that condition would actually 
make things worse and not better. 

So I actually agree with the Presi-
dent’s assessment: During his 5 years 
as President, average wages have bare-
ly budged, inequality has deepened, and 
upward mobility has stalled. So why in 
the world would we want to add an-
other $1 trillion tax burden on our 
economy and on the productive sector 
of our economy at a time when average 
wages have barely budged, inequality 
has deepened and upward mobility has 
stalled? Why in the world would we 
jeopardize the renaissance in American 
oil and gas production, which rep-
resents one of our few economic bright 
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spots? Why in the world would the 
President continue to reject the Key-
stone XL Pipeline from Canada, which 
would create thousands of well-paying 
jobs? 

You will notice, by the way, Madam 
President, that President Obama said 
nothing—zero, zip, nada—about the 
Keystone XL Pipeline in his State of 
the Union. It really is just mind-bog-
gling. 

I would like to close by noting some-
thing the President said about health 
care, and this is another interesting as-
pect of his State of the Union speech. 
It was about 40 minutes into his speech 
before he even mentioned health care, 
when that is the big, looming, 800- 
pound gorilla in the room. People are 
anxious about this rollout of 
ObamaCare—first the Web site, then 
the cancellations, and then the sticker 
shock. People are worried about it. But 
the President waited 40 minutes into 
his State of the Union speech before 
even addressing it. 

But here is what the President said 
to congressional Republicans. He said: 
If you have specific plans to cut costs, 
cover more people, and increase choice, 
tell America what you would do dif-
ferently. 

The problem is we have been telling 
the President since 2009, but he has re-
fused to listen. He has refused to listen, 
and he is still refusing to listen. 

The President went on to say that 
Republicans owe it to the American 
people to say what they are for, not 
just what they are against. I agree with 
the President, and we have, and con-
tinue to do so, but he continues not to 
listen. 

Republicans have been offering 
health care alternatives for at least the 
last 5 years, most recently just earlier 
this week when three of my colleagues: 
Senator HATCH, Senator BURR, and 
Senator COBURN introduced a health re-
form blueprint that would reduce costs, 
expand quality insurance coverage, and 
improve patient access to doctors and 
hospitals. If President Obama wasn’t 
aware of this, then perhaps he needs to 
spend a little more time outside the 
White House and the Democratic echo 
chamber and actually engage with 
Members of this side of the aisle in se-
rious discussions. It is really easy to 
knock down a straw man, but only 
when it is not true. Given all the mas-
sive problems with the implementation 
of ObamaCare—not just with the Web 
site, not just with the cancellations, 
not just with the sticker shock or the 
fact you can’t keep your doctors if you 
like them—and along with all of the 
massive problems still plaguing our 
economy and stalling wages, it is time 
for the President to show some real 
leadership. The way he could show that 
leadership is simply to get in a room 
with Members of the opposing party 
and to say: Let’s figure this out. 

This plan or this blueprint that Sen-
ators COBURN, BURR, and HATCH have 
introduced is just one of dozens of ideas 
that would actually bring down the 

cost of health insurance, which would 
make it more affordable, and that 
means more people could buy it and 
more people would get covered. But the 
difference between our approach and 
the President’s approach under 
ObamaCare is that under ObamaCare 
the government gets to choose, and 
under our alternatives individuals and 
families get to choose what is best for 
them. 

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

ator from Georgia. 
Mr. CHAMBLISS. Madam President, 

I rise today to express my support for 
the Agricultural Act of 2014, which is 
commonly known as the farm bill. It 
has been quite a journey over the past 
3 years, and the bill before us is the re-
sult of many long hours of hard work. 
This bill, I understand, will be on the 
floor come Monday, and hopefully we 
will have a vote on final passage on 
this bill on Tuesday. 

I believe this bill achieves the prom-
ise of reform while tackling the single 
largest domestic issue facing our coun-
try: The debt and the deficit. I com-
mend Chairwoman STABENOW, Chair-
man LUCAS, Ranking Members COCH-
RAN and PETERSON, as well as my fel-
low conferees for finishing what has 
been a very difficult and complex task. 

It is my sincere hope the Senate will 
adopt this bipartisan conference re-
port, a bill that reforms critical farm 
programs, strengthens the Nation’s 
food security, protects the livelihood of 
our farmers and ranchers and preserves 
our efforts to remain good stewards of 
the environment. 

The bill not only works to protect 
producers in a time of need, but it also 
serves as a safety net for the nutri-
tional well-being of low-income Ameri-
cans. Our nutrition assistance pro-
grams play a key role in ensuring that 
needy Americans have access to the 
food they need to lead healthy, produc-
tive lives. 

We have worked to find savings while 
still ensuring those in greatest need 
are provided a helping hand. I com-
mend the important reinvestments 
made in this bill to local food banks 
which provide support for so many of 
our communities. 

Agricultural producers face a com-
bination of challenges, such as unpre-
dictable weather, variable input costs 
and market volatility that all combine 
to determine profit or loss in any given 
year. The 2008 farm bill provided a 
strong safety net for producers, and I 
believe the farm bill before us adheres 
to and honors the same commitment 
we made 5 years ago in that farm bill. 

Notably, Congress has taken a fresh 
look at our commodity programs. 
Maintaining an effective safety net is 
critical to America’s farmers, and the 
bill before us eliminates direct pay-
ments while enhancing options for 
farmers to manage their risk. We do so 
in a way that doesn’t disadvantage one 
region over another, a formula I 
thought was lacking in versions of this 

bill in the last Congress. Since then, I 
have stressed to my colleagues the im-
portance of producer choice, and I am 
truly pleased with the options that are 
built into this piece of legislation. 

One part of this bill I am uniquely 
proud of concerns cotton, a crop that is 
particularly close to my heart and 
close to my home. More than any other 
part of this bill, the Upland cotton pro-
gram represents fundamental reform. 
It meets our commitments in the 
World Trade Organization and will re-
solve our dispute with Brazil. 

Moreover, our Nation’s farmers and 
landowners deserve to have long-term 
conservation programs that have cer-
tainty to effectively and efficiently 
manage their land and resources for 
the years ahead. Locally led conserva-
tion is critical in supporting America’s 
long-term environmental and economic 
stability. Not only do farm bill con-
servation programs play a key role in 
supporting clean air, clean water, and 
productive soils, they also help pro-
ducers avoid unnecessary regulation 
and support our Nation’s long-term 
economic and food security. 

I also want to highlight language in 
this bill that links conservation com-
pliance to crop insurance. My amend-
ment led many leading agricultural, 
conservation, and crop insurance 
groups to come together and forge a 
compromise, ensuring crop insurance 
doesn’t compromise our natural re-
sources for generations to come. It also 
provides an opportunity for wildlife 
habitat to flourish and, thus, this farm 
bill is supported by virtually every 
hunting and fishing organization in the 
country. 

While all of the regulatory issues I 
supported were not able to be included 
in the final conference report, I am 
happy that language was included to 
clarify forest roads are not point 
sources and are not subject to permit 
requirements under the Clean Water 
Act. 

We must do what we can to protect 
producers, businesses, and all of our 
constituents from over-burdensome 
regulations coming out of EPA. After 
all, I am confident we have balanced 
the needs and interests between com-
modities and regions. Ultimately, the 
reason we are here is to represent those 
who work the land each and every day 
to ensure that Americans continue to 
have the highest quality agricultural 
products in the world. 

Contrary to popular belief, food does 
not come from the grocery store. For 
every piece of fresh produce purchased, 
every pound of meat, every cotton t- 
shirt, and for every jar of peanut but-
ter there is a farmer or a rancher some-
where in America working each and 
every day—and working very hard—to 
get it there. I hope that we never take 
for granted the ability to get safe qual-
ity food to stores across America for 
consumers to purchase. 

This will be my fourth and final farm 
bill as a Member of Congress. As a 
former chairman and ranking member 
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of the Senate Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry, I am 
very proud of this bill and of all pre-
vious farm bills of which I have had the 
privilege to be a part. 

As I have said, I have been around 
the country as a Member of Congress 
over the last 20 years. When I leave 
Congress, as I will at the end of this 
year, I want to make sure we have 
strong agricultural policies in place so 
that young people, such as my grand-
son John and my grandson Jay, if they 
make a decision to come back to the 
farm, will have an incentive to do so, 
and they will be able to provide a qual-
ity of life for their family very much 
like the quality of life they have today. 
Good agricultural policy will 
incentivize those young people to stay 
in rural America and on the farm, and 
I think this Farm bill does that. 

There is no single piece of legislation 
that impacts as many people in my 
State as this one. I believe it is vitally 
important to the farmers, ranchers, 
and consumers of Georgia, as well as to 
those across this great Nation that we 
support this legislation. 

In closing, let me say it has been my 
distinct honor to represent and work 
with the people, farmers, and ranchers 
of Georgia for 20 years. You provide the 
highest quality food, feed, and fiber in 
the world. Thanks for the opportunity 
to represent you in Congress and to be 
a member of what I think is an out-
standing agricultural committee. 

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

ator from Colorado. 
Mr. BENNET. Madam President, be-

fore he leaves the floor, I wish to thank 
the Senator from Georgia through the 
Chair for all of his extraordinary lead-
ership on the agriculture committee 
for so many years. As a new member of 
that committee, I saw firsthand how 
important he was to our getting to a 
compromise. 

So through the Chair, I say thank 
you to the Senator for his great serv-
ice, and particularly his great service 
to farmers and ranchers all across his 
home State and also across the great 
State of Colorado. 

I too wish to speak today on this 
compromise bill, this bipartisan bill, 
this farm bill which has such a long 
history. In 2012 the Senate agriculture 
committee was the only committee in 
the entire Congress with a bipartisan 
deficit plan. It passed the Senate. The 
House didn’t take it up. I think it was 
an enormous disservice to rural Ameri-
cans that we didn’t pass this bill 2 
years ago, particularly when farmers 
and ranchers in my region are facing 
an unprecedented drought. 

I distinctly remember being out dur-
ing the summer of 2012 on the eastern 
plains and the western slope of Colo-
rado right before the Presidential elec-
tion. While this town was completely 
consumed with who was going to win 
that election, people in Colorado 
weren’t talking about it at all. They 
were asking: Why in the world can’t we 

pass the farm bill through the Congress 
and get it to the President’s desk? 

Now finally, after a series of exten-
sions and half measures, we actually 
got to a conference committee. I think 
it may be the only conference com-
mittee in this Congress. This is how we 
used to do business around here, I am 
told. I was glad to be a member of the 
one conference committee in this Con-
gress. We got to committee on a long- 
term bill. 

I have stood on this floor before talk-
ing about the land of flickering lights. 
This town has become a place where 
the standard of success is keeping the 
lights on for 2 more weeks or 2 more 
months. Here we have an honest-to- 
goodness 5-year farm bill. 

Agreed to by both Republicans and 
Democrats, it has now been passed by 
the House of Representatives, and next 
week we will have a chance to pass it 
here. Thanks to the tireless work of 
Chairwoman STABENOW, Ranking Mem-
ber COCHRAN, and the other conferees, 
we now will have the chance to vote. 

Our rural communities are demand-
ing the certainty that comes with a 
long-term bill. Under the last farm 
bill—and history ought to be our guide 
here—our farmers and ranchers were 
remarkably productive. They delivered 
the strongest 5-year stretch of farm ex-
ports in the history of the United 
States of America. Now it is time to 
make some reforms to farm policy and 
to once again give rural America the 
stability it needs to provide food, fuel, 
and fiber to the Nation. 

This bill reflects the values and proc-
ess we want to see in other areas of the 
budget. We came together as Repub-
licans and Democrats to identify prior-
ities, to streamline duplication, to get 
rid of things we didn’t need to do any-
more, and to focus in the areas that 
were important—to break away from 
old, inefficient habits, to eliminate for 
the first time direct payments issued 
to farmers regardless of economic 
needs or market signals. That is a sig-
nificant reform. 

This bill prioritizes what is working 
for producers instead; namely, crop in-
surance, which is a large part of what 
keeps farmers and rural economies in 
business in this country, and that is 
why it is a priority. 

Beyond crop insurance, another key 
highlight of this bill is the great tools 
it includes for livestock. It includes re-
sources for much-needed livestock dis-
aster programs that are critical to 
southeast Colorado, where ranchers are 
battling dry conditions we haven’t seen 
since the dust bowl. 

When I visited last August, producers 
who are facing stubbornly persistent 
drought and feed shortages told me 
that nearly 70 percent of their live-
stock had been liquidated or relocated 
from the region in just 2 years. That is 
part of a boom and bust cycle that 
comes with our livestock industry 
which makes it difficult to build for 
the future. This farm bill couldn’t 
come sooner for Colorado’s ranchers. 

Beyond livestock disaster, there is a 
lot to support our ranching community 
in this bill. We have included a re-
vamped conservation title—and I chair 
that subcommittee—which will keep 
our ranching lands in the West in their 
current state, rather than being di-
vided for development. 

The conference report also carries 
over important conservation title re-
forms from the Senate bill. Notably, it 
carries forward a Senate provision to 
ensure that recipients of government- 
supported crop insurance comply with 
basic conservation requirements. That 
measure was the result of a historic 
agreement between the commodity 
groups and our conservation groups. It 
is supported by a wide variety of peo-
ple, from the Farm Bureau to the Na-
tional Wildlife Federation. 

This revamped conservation title is 
huge for rural America. It is huge for 
farming and ranching families looking 
to keep their land and agriculture. It is 
huge for sportsmen. It is huge for any-
one who cares about the long-term 
health of our soil, our air, and our 
water. I thank again the groups who 
traditionally represent producers and 
the groups who traditionally represent 
the environmental community and 
conservationists and sportsmen for 
coming together on commonsense re-
forms. These conservation measures 
will help us improve the efficiency and 
production of agriculture and improve 
the quality of the environment in farm 
country. 

We recognize that keeping these 
landscapes in their historical undevel-
oped state is an economic driver—for 
our State, anyway, and I suspect for 
many States—for tourism and for wild-
life habitat. 

As I have traveled the State of Colo-
rado, farmers and ranchers are con-
stantly talking to me about the impor-
tance of conservation and their com-
mitment to be stewards of the land for 
the next generation. They highlighted 
in particular conservation easements 
which provide the Department of Agri-
culture assistance to help landowners 
voluntarily conserve the farming and 
ranching heritage of their land. I will 
spend a couple of minutes sharing a 
story I have told on this floor before 
about one of the many Coloradans who 
have benefited from the easement pro-
gram. 

This is a picture of the Music Mead-
ows Ranch. I actually liked this photo 
so much when I was on the floor the 
last time with it that I now have a 
copy of it hanging in my office here in 
Washington. It is outside of Westcliffe, 
CO, which is at an elevation of 9,000 
feet. There are 4,000 acres in the ranch. 
Elin Ganschow raises some of the fin-
est grass-fed beef in the country on 
this family ranch. Thanks to the grass-
land reserve program, Elin’s ranch now 
has a permanent conservation ease-
ment, providing critical wildlife habi-
tat for elk, mule deer, black bear, and 
mountain lions—species prized by Colo-
rado’s sportsmen—that contribute mil-
lions to our State’s economy. Thanks 
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to an amendment included in the con-
ference report, we will see even more of 
these easements happen on high-pri-
ority landscapes such as the Music 
Meadows Ranch. 

It is critical to our legacy and to the 
next generation of Coloradans to make 
sure we can find a way, when the land 
prices are rising the way they are, to 
keep farms and ranches in the hands of 
our family farmers and our family 
ranches. That is what this bill will help 
us do. 

I thank Chairwoman STABENOW and 
Senator COCHRAN for working with me 
to get that amendment approved and 
carried into the final bill. I thank all 
the Colorado ranchers, sportsmen, and 
advocates of the outdoors for their sup-
port in drafting this legislation. 

Also important to the West, this leg-
islation makes great strides on forest 
help. This is a huge issue for Colorado 
and all Western States as we deal with 
terrible droughts, overgrown forests, 
and massive wildfires—a number of 
which have occurred in Colorado. 

This conference report gives the For-
est Service new tools to treat areas in 
need of restoration, like acreage suf-
fering from the bark beetle epidemic 
that has ravaged Colorado. 

The forestry title also reauthorizes 
important programs such as steward-
ship contracting and so-called good 
neighbor authority for our national 
forests. 

So all in all, I again say thank you to 
my colleagues on the committee for 
working so hard together, for acknowl-
edging regional interests that we have 
in the West which may not be shared 
with everybody. Although anybody 
who is downstream from Colorado—and 
that is basically the entire country— 
ought to care about forest health in 
Colorado and ought to care about 
water quality in Colorado. I think we 
were heard in this bill, and I deeply ap-
preciate that. 

The final point I would make is 
something which just came up in the 
last 2 weeks and we were able to re-
solve. We had an appropriations bill 
which passed a couple of weeks ago 
that failed to include a very important 
provision to States that have a high 
percentage of their land occupied with 
Federal land, and that is the so-called 
PILT payments, payment in lieu of 
taxes. 

The program helps rural counties 
containing Federal land within their 
boundaries offset the revenue they lose 
because they can’t derive property 
taxes from their land. Dozens of Colo-
rado counties derive significant por-
tions of their operating budget from 
PILT. By the way, they use those oper-
ating budgets to help maintain a lot of 
these Federal assets out there by, for 
example, providing search and rescue 
missions. I can say, most of the people 
they are rescuing are not even from 
Colorado. 

So I am very grateful to Chairwoman 
STABENOW for working with me and 
other Senators from the West to in-

clude a PILT extension in the con-
ference report. It is only 1 year, how-
ever. Unlike the 5-year farm bill, this 
is not going to give us the predict-
ability that we need. I will continue to 
work with my senior Senator, Mr. 
UDALL, and others to make sure people 
hear the voice of the West in this 
Chamber. 

Finally, this bill reduces the deficit 
by $23 billion. As I said, it is going to 
bring certainty and continued pros-
perity to rural America. From our for-
ests, to our farms, to our ranches and 
rural communities, it is long overdue. 

This bill has been supported across 
my home State of Colorado, from the 
orchards of the Grand Valley, to the 
wheat fields of Washington County, 
and on the editorial pages of the Gree-
ley Tribune and the Denver Post. 

This is a good bill. It passed the 
House with strong bipartisan support, 
and I urge a yes vote when we take up 
the farm bill conference report next 
week. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. WAR-
REN). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

THE ECONOMY 
Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I 

wish to share some remarks this after-
noon concerning a very important 
issue; that is, the financial condition of 
working Americans. Things are not 
good for them at this point in time. 

Just a few weeks ago on January 5, 
Gene Sperling, the key economic ad-
viser to President Barack Obama, ap-
peared on CNN’s ‘‘Face the Nation.’’ He 
said most of the people are desperately 
looking for jobs. 

. . . our economy still has three people 
looking for every job opening. 

It has been reported that the House is 
having a retreat today and that they 
are discussing whether to proceed with 
immigration reform—apparently it 
would have to be somewhat like what 
passed the Senate or it would have no 
chance of passing the Senate—and they 
want to move this bill to try to solve a 
problem out there, but I think it is not 
practical at this point in time. 

I wish to share some thoughts about 
what we should consider as we evaluate 
what the proper immigration flow into 
the United States is at this time. We 
are a nation that is founded on immi-
grants. We believe in that. We admit 1 
million people a year lawfully now, and 
that is the largest number of any coun-
try in the world. We are about at the 
point—and I think we have reached it— 
where we have the largest percentage 
of foreign born in the history of the 
United States. 

We hear advice from certain busi-
nesses. Despite Mr. Sperling’s state-
ment that there are three applicants 

for every job opening—we have advice 
of a different kind out of the business 
community: this is a post from the 
CEO of Marriott Hotels. Mr. Bill Mar-
riott, by all accounts, is a fine citizen. 
He says the House is ready to tackle 
immigration. He said: ‘‘As unemploy-
ment inches downward, we also need a 
functioning immigration system that 
helps us staff positions that might oth-
erwise go unfilled.’’ 

Apparently, he would like to have 
even more applicants for positions at 
his hotels and would probably suggest 
that the Republic would be in great 
danger if there is not somebody avail-
able at every one of his hotel resorts to 
roll down somebody’s covers and put a 
chocolate drop on it. I don’t know if 
that is the No. 1 challenge America 
faces at this time. 

The Financial Times of London says 
that business groups are pushing Re-
publicans for immigration reform. 

I just want to talk about the econom-
ics of massive immigration. We need to 
understand it, and we need to under-
stand it clearly. The proper flow of im-
migration into America is good for our 
country, but we need to be careful 
about this—particularly at a time of fi-
nancial stress for millions of Ameri-
cans who can’t get a job or who can 
only get a part-time job or who have 
not seen their wages increase for many 
years. 

Responsible immigration, I would 
suggest first and foremost, should help 
the economy, not hurt it. The great 
public policy question of immigration 
reform is now before the House, and 
given the poor state of the economy 
and the abysmal condition of the Fed-
eral budget, immigration reform has 
become a cutting-edge debate, and a 
vigorous national discussion about our 
country’s economic future and reform 
of the Federal programs that are driv-
ing unsustainable annual deficits. 

Significantly increasing the inflow of 
immigrants into our country at this 
time would adversely shock an already 
weak economy, lower average wages, 
increase unemployment, and decrease 
each American’s prosperity and share 
of total output. As experts tell us, the 
GDP, growth of America’s economy per 
capita, will decline if the bill that was 
introduced in the Senate were to be-
come law and pass the Senate. 

The Congressional Budget Office—our 
own experts, the people who advise us— 
reported in its evaluation the Senate’s 
effort to increase immigration substan-
tially. So the immigration reform was 
touted as a tough immigration bill 
that was going to end all kinds of prob-
lems, but it dramatically increased the 
amount of immigration. 

They evaluated this bill and found 
that the economy would indeed grow 
bigger because it would contain more 
people, but it would not be a stronger 
economy for Americans. GDP per per-
son would actually decline. So that 
means the relative financial position of 
each American here would decline if 
the legislation were passed based on 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 05:14 Jan 27, 2015 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00024 Fmt 4637 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORD14\JAN 2014\S30JA4.REC S30JA4bj
ne

al
 o

n 
D

S
K

2T
W

X
8P

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 C
O

N
G

-R
E

C
-O

N
LI

N
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S633 January 30, 2014 
the careful analysis of the Congres-
sional Budget Office. 

Considering the acute current weak-
nesses of labor markets and the slowest 
economic recovery from a recession 
since the end of World War II, the last 
thing the U.S. economy needs is a 
handicap—much less an enormous 
harmful economic shock. 

We still have not seen job markets 
recover to 2007 levels—6 years after the 
start of the recession. Our economy 
still has three people looking for every 
job opening. President Obama’s advis-
ers have said that labor markets still 
have not recovered. A significant ex-
pansion of the flow of immigrants into 
America would be occurring at a time 
of substantial weakness in labor mar-
kets. 

It is not the unemployment rate that 
is so definitive. It is the number of peo-
ple who are actually able to find a job 
and are working. The current economic 
recovery has been too slow to produce 
an economic rebound. We still have 
fewer jobs than we had in 2007, when 
the recession began, even though the 
population increased each year. 

This chart is about employment as a 
share of the population. It shows at the 
period of the recession that we had this 
rapid drop from 63 percent of the popu-
lation working down to a little above 
58 percent, and it stuck there and still 
there today. This represents millions of 
people who are not working today be-
cause they cannot find a job. 

The concept that we would bring in 
more foreign workers to take the very 
limited number of jobs we have, and in-
creasing our flow over the normal gen-
erous flow, makes no sense to me. I 
don’t see how it can be defended intel-
lectually. It might give Mr. Marriott 
the ability to have more cheap labor, 
and he may have to pay less to get 
somebody to work at his resorts, but 
that is not our problem. Our problem 
and our challenge is to help the aver-
age American citizen live a better life, 
and we are not doing that effectively. 
It has not happened, and this is years 
into this post-recession recovery—the 
so-called recovery. 

The economy has produced 4.7 mil-
lion jobs since the recovery began in 
2009. There are 6.3 million people who 
have dropped out of the workforce. 
They have given up. They are discour-
aged workers who ceased to look for a 
job and do not show up on the unem-
ployment rolls. 

Some of them have taken disability. 
Some of them took early retirement. 
Some of them just quit. Maybe they 
have a spouse who is working and they 
are no longer able to work. This is an 
amazing statistic that dropouts exceed 
newly employed. This is unprecedented 
in the post-World War II period. 

As of the end of 2013, 58.6 percent of 
the adult population was employed. 
This is down from 62.7 percent at the 
start of the recession. The percentage 
has been stuck at about 58.6 percent 
since September of 2009. It has not im-
proved since 2009. If the same percent-

age of the population worked today as 
was working at the start of the reces-
sion, we would have 10 million more 
jobs. We would have 10 million more 
people working, 10 million more people 
able to support their families better, 10 
million more people who are perhaps 
not on welfare than there are today. 

In 2007, there were 146 million Ameri-
cans employed. Today there are 144.6 
million employed. At the same time, 
the population of those older than 16 
years of age has grown by 13.5 million. 
So while the population is increasing, 
the number of people actually working 
is lower than it was in 2007. 

Moreover, there has been no growth 
in the income of working Americans. 
Working American families are 
stressed. Jobs just are not being cre-
ated at nearly the rate to keep up with 
the population, and millions are simply 
dropping out. To make matters even 
worse, the Census Bureau reported in 
August of 2013 that the incomes of 
working families have been in decline 
since 2007, adjusting for inflation. 

This chart shows that it has been a 
fairly steady decline over a long period 
of time. 

Look at this chart. A median income 
in 2012 dollars—constant dollars—was 
$56,000 in 1999. Today, in 2012, it is down 
to $51,000. That is a dramatic reduction 
in the average net income of American 
workers. Someone says: What does that 
have to do with immigration? I will 
discuss it. It is a factor in what is hap-
pening. It just is. 

What does CBO say about immigra-
tion and wages? It is against this dif-
ficult economic backdrop that immi-
gration reformers want to massively 
increase the number of work visas— 
doubling them—by increasing the flow 
of migrants and legalizing those in the 
country without documents. Basically, 
we would increase the current flow of 
legal immigrants to America from 10 
million over 10 years to 30 million, and 
who would get permanent resident sta-
tus in the United States, over a 10-year 
period. Each of those 30 million would 
be available to compete for any job in 
the marketplace. Having come from 
poor countries, many of them are glad 
to take a job for even the most min-
imum of wages. That is understand-
able. We respect that. I am not criti-
cizing them; I am talking about the 
policy of the U.S. Congress and the 
President of the United States. 

CBO found that an increase of this 
kind, if the bill that passed the Senate 
had become law, would do a number of 
things. No. 1, it would depress wages 
among low- and high-skilled native- 
born workers—depress wages, further, 
across the entire economy. That is 
what they reported to us. That is their 
official analysis. 

They went on to say, No. 2, it would 
raise the national unemployment rate 
and increase the number of people un-
employed. 

No. 3, it would slow the growth of per 
capita output. 

There may be someone who says this 
isn’t so and insists it is not so. But I 

would suggest if we bring more iron ore 
into America, the price of iron ore de-
clines. If we bring in more cotton, the 
price of cotton declines. If we bring in 
more textiles, the price of textiles de-
clines. And if we bring in more labor, 
the price of labor declines. That is 
what the facts are. It is a matter of ec-
onomics. It hasn’t been repealed. It is 
amazing to me that some of our CEOs 
and some of our free market geniuses 
don’t understand that simple fact. 

What about depressing wages? The 
Congressional Budget Office concluded, 
based on extensive academic evidence, 
that low- and high-skilled native-born 
workers would compete at a wage dis-
advantage with similarly skilled immi-
grant workers. 

CBO wrote: 
Based on CBO’s reading of that research, a 

1-percent increase in the labor force attrib-
utable to immigration has tended to lower 
the relative wages for all workers with less 
than a high school diploma by roughly three- 
tenths of 1 percent . . . and to lower the rel-
ative wages for workers with at least a col-
lege degree by one-tenth of a percent. 

CBO’s analysis of S. 744, the bill that 
passed the Senate, shows that average 
wages across the entire economy are 
lower for the first 12 years of this pol-
icy change. 

All right. So what CBO said: If we 
pass this bill that passed the Senate, it 
will lower wages across the entire 
economy for 12 years. 

Is it not the deep, fundamental re-
sponsibility of the Members of this 
Senate to be attuned to and concerned 
about the wages of working Ameri-
cans? And should we not immediately 
reject, at a time of low wages, declin-
ing wages, any policy our CBO tells 
us—certainly correctly—will pull down 
further the wages of American work-
ers, at a time when we have record un-
employment, record numbers of people 
outside the workforce? How simple is 
this for us to understand? I cannot 
comprehend what it is that this Con-
gress is thinking. 

Professor George Borjas, of Harvard, 
the leading expert in the world, I 
think, on immigration and wages, re-
cently noted that immigration from 
1960 through 2012, which is the last year 
he had data, has cost native-born work-
ers an of $402 billion. Where did that 
money go, according to Professor 
Borjas? It went to the corporate profits 
in almost the exact same amount. He 
says that native-owned firms would 
gain $437 billion in income. So they 
would have their income increase and 
almost the entirety of that increase in 
income is paid for by the reduction in 
wages of their workers. 

Right now, we have healthy profits 
but not healthy wages. Look at this 
chart which points that out. This 
growth in profits is directly caused by 
the advantage that accrues to a busi-
ness out doing what it is supposed to 
do, which is try to produce widgets at 
the lowest possible price and make the 
best profits it can make for their 
stockholders, and pay people competi-
tive wages. When there are a lot more 
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workers applying for jobs, they don’t 
have to pay as high wages as they 
would if there weren’t that many peo-
ple applying for jobs. 

I am not criticizing business. What I 
am saying is that as a matter of na-
tional policy, shouldn’t it be our policy 
to listen to people such as Professor 
Borjas who studied this issue and tells 
us there is a direct relationship be-
tween declining wages and the number 
of immigrants we have coming into our 
country? I am not demeaning a single 
person who wants to come to America 
to work. I am just talking about facts. 

In other words, Professor Borjas finds 
the increase for business is almost en-
tirely paid for by the decline in wages 
for working Americans. 

The problem today is declining wages 
for working Americans a lot more than 
it is about profits. I don’t have any 
problem with corporate profits. I wish 
corporate profits were higher. But we 
should not be setting up economic fac-
tors and creating economic conditions 
that exacerbate an income problem 
that we have in America. That is all I 
am saying. I think American workers 
have a right to demand it, and they un-
derstand this. Maybe some of our 
geniuses don’t understand it. Some 
have political gains they look for out 
of this. Some have economic gains they 
look for out of this. But somebody bet-
ter be dealing with the concerns of the 
people in our country who are hurting. 

Professor Borjas found that the im-
pact of increased immigration from 
1980 to 2000 resulted in a 3-percent de-
crease in the wage of average native 
workers and an 8-percent decrease in 
the wage of high school dropouts— 
those who don’t have a high school de-
gree. The poorest workers in America 
suffered the greatest amount during 
that 20-year period based on census 
data, empirical data, that he can de-
fend. 

As a matter of fact, this chart is a re-
cent chart. Professor Borjas presented 
a paper to a large group of economists 
in June of last year—last summer—and 
to my knowledge, nobody challenged it 
then or since. 

So a 10-percent increase in the size of 
a skill group—that is high school drop-
outs, for example—reduces the wages of 
that group significantly. 

Professor Borjas wrote: 
Immigration has its largest negative im-

pact on the wage of native workers who lack 
a high school diploma, a group that makes 
up a modest (and, in recent decades, shrink-
ing) share of the workforce. These workers 
are among the poorest Americans. The chil-
dren of these workers make up a dispropor-
tionate number of the children in poverty: 
24.8 percent of all children of the native-born 
working poor live in households headed by a 
high school dropout. 

That is what he said, not me. I think 
the economics has not been disputed 
and it is just common sense. 

Professor Borjas is not alone in these 
findings. I would note Professor Borjas, 
I believe, was born in Cuba and came to 
this country as a young man, as an im-
migrant. Similar results were found by 

economists at the Federal Reserve 
Bank in Atlanta. They had a look at it. 
The prominent labor economist David 
Card of the University of California- 
Berkeley reached similar conclusions. 

However, it is not only lower wages 
that working Americans have to bear, 
but it will be higher unemployment as 
well. 

The rapid increase in the immigrant 
population, especially those in the low- 
skilled segment of the income distribu-
tion, will overwhelm the ability of the 
economy to produce jobs and increase 
wages. Thus, the Congressional Budget 
Office estimates that S. 744, the bill 
that passed the Senate, would raise the 
number of unemployed Americans dur-
ing the first 5 years by an average an-
nual number of 162,000, and that unem-
ployment would ‘‘remain elevated 
through 2020.’’ 

This is a stunning conclusion, espe-
cially when compared with what CBO 
argued in its 2013 Outlook. In their 
Budget and Economic Outlook of Feb-
ruary 2013—just last February—CBO 
projected—get this—in their projec-
tions last year about how many addi-
tional jobs would be created per month 
for the next 5 years, they projected we 
would only create 75,000 jobs a month. 

I don’t know what the future holds, 
but we are not seeing the kind of job 
growth we expected. This past Decem-
ber, the job growth was 74,000—well 
below the 200,000 or so we need to just 
have a modest increase in the number 
of working Americans. So CBO projects 
a 162,000 reduction annually in the 
number of people who would be getting 
jobs in America as a result of the pas-
sage of this bill, and we are only going 
to create 75,000 a month. That is a seri-
ous hammer blow to working Ameri-
cans and their ability to get a job. In 
other words, CBO’s estimated increase 
in unemployed Americans will equal 
about a full month of average employ-
ment gain for the first 5 years after en-
actment. At today’s job growth rate, 
that additional unemployment is like 
losing about a month of job gains every 
year. 

What about economic output? As one 
might expect, the lower wages and 
higher unemployment reflect an econ-
omy that is not growing fast enough to 
absorb all of the new workers we have 
in the country now who become work- 
age eligible. While the size of the econ-
omy expands under the Senate’s bill, 
because of the larger population, the 
growth rate is not fast enough to raise 
wages or lower unemployment. CBO es-
timates that GNP per capita will fall 
below baseline; that is, without pas-
sage of the immigration bill. So if we 
pass the immigration bill, the GNP— 
gross national product—of America per 
person, per capita, will be lower and 
stay lower until 2030, than it would be 
if the bill didn’t pass at all. 

President Obama, talked to us the 
other night about his concern over 
wages, and I would suggest the first 
thing he needs to do is to revise his 
commitment to the passage of the Sen-

ate immigration bill and quit pushing 
for it, because it is guaranteed to have 
a negative impact on jobs and GDP per 
capita in America. It just is. It is some-
thing I hope all of us will consider. 

I know the House wants to do the 
right thing. I know they want to reach 
out and be a positive force in America. 
I know a lot of our Senators felt the 
same way. But they weren’t focused on 
the realities and the impacts that the 
legislation, if passed, would have. It 
would lower wages, it would increase 
unemployment, and it would reduce 
the growth in the economy per person 
over the next almost 30 years. 

This not what we can afford to do 
now, colleagues. So I urge all of us to 
be honest about this and do the right 
thing. I know there are big businesses 
that want this. I know there are polit-
ical interest groups that want this. I 
know some of the Democratic leaders 
want this real badly, and we have spe-
cial activist groups that have one rea-
son or another to favor virtually open 
boarders in America. 

We cannot go in that direction. It is 
not good for our constituents, for the 
people who sent us here to serve the 
national interests. 

I will just propose that instead of 
taking steps that are guaranteed, docu-
mented to make things worse, let’s do 
a few things to make things better, 
things that would make jobs better and 
more profitable in America, without 
adding to the debt of the United 
States, which in itself is hurting the 
American economy. 

We need more American energy that 
creates good-paying jobs right here in 
America. We need a more competitive 
tax and regulatory code that allows 
businesses and workers to compete in 
the global marketplace. We need a 
good trade policy that increases our ex-
ports and expands domestic manufac-
turing and demands that U.S. manufac-
turers and workers have their products 
fairly competed with on a level playing 
field around the world—fair trade as 
well as free trade. We need an immigra-
tion policy that serves the interests of 
the American people, as I have just 
noted. We need to convert the welfare 
office from a check-delivering institu-
tion to a job-creating, job-training cen-
ter to help move people into jobs and 
help them become employed at better 
wages. 

We need to make the government of 
this country leaner and more account-
able to the taxpayers so that it pro-
duces more for every tax dollar that is 
extracted from the American public. 
We have an obligation to produce for 
the money they give us, and we are not 
being very productive by any fair anal-
ysis. We need to restore economic con-
fidence by continuing our effort to 
produce a balanced budget. 

Madam President, I appreciate the 
opportunity to share these thoughts. I 
believe what I have said represents one 
of the most significant public policy 
issues facing our country today. We 
need to understand what we are doing. 
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We need to understand the impact of 
our legislation. If we take the time to 
do so, we will recognize that when we 
reform immigration, and it must be 
quite different from that which would 
be done if the Senate bill were to be-
come law. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

GUN VIOLENCE 
Mr. MURPHY. Madam President, 

since the failure of the gun bill on the 
floor of the Senate, I have tried to 
come to the floor every week or so to 
talk about the voices of the thousands 
of victims who have died from gun vio-
lence all across this country. About 30 
people a day—not even counting sui-
cides—die from gun violence. It is a 
travesty, it is a tragedy, it is a scourge 
on our country, and it is inflicting pain 
in our cities, in our suburbs, and the 
Senate and the House of Representa-
tives—the most deliberative, the most 
representative bodies in the history of 
the world—are doing absolutely noth-
ing about it. 

If you want to know why it con-
tinues, we can give a long list of rea-
sons. There is no one panacea to solve 
the problem of gun violence. It is about 
tightening our gun laws. It is about 
better mental health programming, 
more funding. It is about addressing a 
culture of violence. But it is also about 
a signal that we send here, a signal of 
complicity. 

Our silence essentially sends a mes-
sage to young men and women all 
across this country that we must be 
OK, we must be all right with epidemic 
levels of gun violence if the numbers 
continue to spiral upwards and we do 
absolutely nothing about it. 

The statistics alone tell you we 
should step to the plate and change our 
laws, address the problem, give new re-
sources. But seeing that those numbers 
and that data have not really moved 
the Senate to action, maybe the voices 
of the victims will. 

A lot of attention here in the greater 
Washington area was paid to a seem-
ingly random shooting without appar-
ent motive in a suburban Maryland 
mall on Saturday, January 25. 

A gunman came in, a 19-year-old with 
a shotgun, and sprayed bullets into a 
Zumiez store, which is a store that 
sells clothing and merchandise for 
skateboarders and snowboarders. 

He killed Brianna Benlolo and Tyler 
Johnson, two people he apparently had 
no connection to. 

Brianna was 21 years old, and she left 
behind a little 2-year-old boy Elijah. 
Her friends who worked at the mall 
with her said Brianna was ‘‘really 
proud of her job.’’ They spoke about 

how positive she was. One friend said 
‘‘she never seemed like she had any 
negativity.’’ She left behind a little 
notebook that she had filled with fan-
ciful drawings and phrases from pop 
culture. She was a really, really happy 
young woman who was raising a really, 
really happy little boy. Little 2-year- 
old Elijah is never going to get to see 
his mother again because of a seem-
ingly random, unprovoked act of vio-
lence in another mass shooting. 

Tyler Johnson had had a tough life. 
He had had a history of substance 
abuse. But he had been clean from 
drugs and alcohol for 2 years, and he 
had pretty much completely turned his 
life around. He was working, earning a 
paycheck at this store at the mall. But 
then, after work, he had become a 
board member at a local 12-step recov-
ery house called the Serenity Center in 
Columbia, and he was now all about 
the business of mentoring other young 
people to make sure they would not 
fall into the same cycle of abuse of 
drugs and alcohol that he had. 

The president of Serenity Center 
said: 

I thought he was a remarkable young man. 
I don’t see a lot of young people stepping up 
like that. I just thought he was an up-and- 
coming leader. 

We are desperate in this country to 
have these kinds of role models such as 
Tyler Johnson—somebody who had 
struggled with dependence and had not 
only conquered it for himself but then 
had gone out and set himself about 
being a role model. 

The difference that Tyler Johnson 
could have made—Tyler was 25 years 
old. Tyler was not even halfway 
through his life, and he had decided he 
was going to spend his life turning peo-
ple’s lives around. He had decided he 
was going to go back and get a degree 
that would help him become a coun-
selor for young people. 

We lost maybe 50 years of life trans-
formations because Tyler Johnson is 
gone. Tyler Johnson was going to help 
turn kids’ lives around, to get them 
back on the straight and narrow path 
like he did, but we do not get that ben-
efit any longer because of another mass 
shooting at a Maryland mall. 

When you read these obituaries and 
horrific newspaper articles about 
shooting after shooting, as I have since 
I became so personally connected to 
this issue in the wake of the shooting 
in Sandy Hook that took Dylan 
Hockley’s life and Daniel Barden’s life 
and Jesse Lewis’s life and Ben Wheel-
er’s life, you see how casual the vio-
lence is. Chad Oulson lost his life on 
January 13 of this year in Wesley Chap-
el, FL. 

Chad was going to see a new movie. I 
have not seen it, but I have heard it is 
pretty good: ‘‘Lone Survivor.’’ He was 
texting his 3-year-old daughter, as the 
previews were playing. One of the 
movie patrons did not like the fact 
that Chad was texting during the pre-
views of the movie. So he confronted 
Chad about it. They had an argument. 

They had an altercation. This guy left 
the theater to go get a security guard. 
When he returned, he came back alone. 
He took out a gun, and he shot Chad. 

Chad was struck in the chest and 
died. His wife was hit in the hand and 
suffered injuries. An off-duty police of-
ficer and two nurses who happened to 
be in the theater ensured there were no 
more shots fired. They tried to resusci-
tate Chad until the paramedics arrived. 

His family members said he was just 
a good all-around guy. He was the fa-
ther of a beautiful little girl—a girl he 
was texting with at the time of his 
murder. ‘‘You’d be hard-pressed to find 
somebody who didn’t like him,’’ some-
body said. ‘‘He was a friend to every-
body, whoever he met.’’ 

Two days later, in Dallas, TX, Trini-
dad Salazar was killed over a dispute 
about roof shingles. There was a dis-
pute as to whether he owned these 
shingles or whether another guy owned 
the shingles, and this 38-year-old guy 
decided the best way to resolve the dis-
pute over who owned these roof shin-
gles was to shoot 33-year-old Trinidad 
Salazar. A .40 caliber Glock pistol was 
pulled out. He fired one warning shot 
into the ground, and then fired one 
shot directly into Trinidad, and Trini-
dad, at 30 years old, is no longer with 
us. 

The casualness and the randomness 
of this gun violence makes it even 
harder to take. It is not that you can 
ever defend this kind of carnage. But 
when no one can see it coming, when it 
becomes the result of simple argu-
ments over housing materials or 
nuisances in movie theaters or items of 
clothing, it just makes it even more 
absurd that we do not step to the plate 
and do something about it. 

In 2013—the year after Sandy Hook 
happened—we paid even more attention 
to school shootings. So when one came 
across our transom, when we saw evi-
dence or reports of shootings on TV, we 
all paid attention. Over the course of 
2013, there were 28 school shootings. 
Madam President, 28 school shootings 
happened in 2013—the year after Sandy 
Hook. That is a lot. 

We are 28 days into 2014, and in those 
28 days we have had 11 school shoot-
ings. We had 28 in all of 2013. We have 
had 11 school shootings in just the first 
month of 2014 alone. We are on pace— 
we are on pace—to have over 120 school 
shootings this year. 

On January 9, in Jackson, TN; on 
January 13, in New Haven, CT; on Jan-
uary 14, in Roswell, NM; on January 17, 
in Philadelphia, PA; on January 17, in 
Albany, GA; on January 20, at Widener 
University; on January 21, at Purdue 
University; again on January 21, at 
Wakefield Elementary, in Turlock, CA; 
on January 24, at South Carolina State 
University; on January 27, in 
Carbondale, IL; on January 28, in Hono-
lulu, HI—luckily, each one of them— 
‘‘luckily,’’ that is a terrible word to 
use—in each one of these school shoot-
ings there have only been one or two or 
three people shot or injured. But it is 
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just a matter of time before there is 
another Sandy Hook. When you are 
having school shootings at the rate of 
one every two school days, it is just a 
matter of time before somebody con-
tinues to pull that trigger over and 
over or someone does not intervene as 
quickly as they intervened in these sit-
uations. 

If we do not recognize the trend that 
is developing, if we do not at least send 
a message that the Senate and the 
House do not condone with our silence 
these acts, then it will just continue to 
happen. 

I am not suggesting that there is a 
magical act of Congress that we can 
pass that is going to end gun violence 
in this country or, frankly, that is 
going to stop people with deep psycho-
logical illnesses from walking into 
malls and churches and schools occa-
sionally and firing weapons. 

But we can take steps to make sure 
it does not happen as often. We can 
take steps to make sure the carnage is 
not as bad or as significant when some-
one decides to walk into a crowded 
place and do that kind of damage. That 
is within our power. That is something 
on which Republicans and Democrats 
should be able to agree. 

I will continue to come down to the 
floor to tell the stories of the voices of 
the victims until we can find the abil-
ity to reach across party lines and do 
something to at least send a message 
that the Senate stands against the de-
veloping, awful, terrible trend of mass 
violence in this country. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MAR-

KEY). The Senator from Missouri. 
Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I want to 

talk about the farm bill that will be on 
the floor—is on the floor, that we will 
vote on sometime next week. I would 
also predict that this is the last farm 
bill that will not be driven by the new 
realities of people who want their food 
needs met in new ways. These food 
needs are going to be greater, but we 
are going to be less concerned, I would 
expect, 5 years from now about farm 
surpluses and what happens if we grow 
too much than we are about how we 
meet the growing food needs of the 
world, partially because of population, 
partially because people, once they get 
better food, want the better food. Once 
you have got the variety of food, once 
you have had the experience of better 
food, nobody wants to go back to the 
food they used to have. We are going to 
see that driving this debate more over 
the next few years than we have up 
until now. 

Agriculture in many States, includ-
ing my State of Missouri, is the No. 1 
industry. Sixteen percent of our work-
force is directly involved in agri-
culture. It continues in State after 
State where the Presiding Officer and I 
both hear that every Senator rep-
resents an agricultural State. I think 
every Senator represents a State where 
agriculture is a significant part of 
what we do, as it has always been part 

of what we do. Fewer people partici-
pate directly on the production end of 
agriculture, but, of course, everybody 
participates on the consumption end of 
agriculture. 

In America, agriculture directly sup-
ports 16 million jobs which are just in-
volved in how we grow and process 
what we have. Farm families in Mis-
souri, farm families nationwide, work 
each and every day to feed the country. 
More and more are focused on what it 
takes also to feed the world. 

For 2 years now we have been in a 
temporary farm bill. In some cases, the 
assistance that government has given 
and will give again with the passage of 
this bill has not even been there for the 
last 2 years. When I talk in a few min-
utes about livestock disaster, that pro-
gram went away in 2011 as we were fac-
ing some of the most difficult times in 
a long time. 

The drought has been worse in many 
States than anytime since the 1950s. 
Programs that would deal with that 
have not dealt with that. But the in-
vestment in this bill will reaffirm our 
commitment to being at the forefront 
of productive agriculture. It will pro-
vide rural communities the ability to 
compete both here and abroad. Cer-
tainly, it is not perfect. I think while it 
may not be the best possible bill, I 
would say as I said 2 years ago when I 
voted for that interim bill, it is the 
best bill possible right now. 

As we all know, the leaders on the 
agriculture committees in the House 
and the Senate have spent a long time 
trying to bring this bill together. If it 
were easy, they would have done it 
quicker. They did not come back ear-
lier than everybody else did during the 
recent break because they wanted to be 
back early; they came back because 
that discussion had not brought itself 
to a final bill yet. 

But this is the bill. It does some good 
things. It provides a certainty and a 
safety net for farm families. Very few 
farm families at some point in the pro-
ductive cycle of a year do not have to 
go to the banker and say: We need to 
borrow some money to make some-
thing possible in this planning year 
that we could not do without borrowed 
money. Here is how we are going to pay 
it back. Well, ‘‘here is how we are 
going to pay it back’’ is a whole lot 
better if you say: Here is the safety 
net. Here is what happens if things that 
we do not expect to go wrong go wrong. 
Here is what happens if we have to ac-
tually use the crop insurance. Here is 
how we will pledge to you that we will, 
of course, have crop insurance when 
you make this loan. So this bill pro-
vides that and gives a 5-year place to 
look. 

My mom and dad were dairy farmers. 
I have some sense of understanding 
how farm families work and think. 
Knowing how you can look at the rules 
and regulations 5 years in advance is a 
whole lot better than looking 5 months 
in advance or 2 years in advance. We 
have gone through a period where farm 

families have not known for a long 
time now what the long-term govern-
ment commitment to agriculture is. 
When we pass this bill, we are going to 
have that longer commitment for the 
first time in a while. 

This supports our export opportuni-
ties. It finds ways that allow us to get 
more easily into markets that the peo-
ple in those countries want us to be in, 
because what we produce is something 
they need, they want, they know they 
would like to have. ‘‘USA’’ stamped on 
a truck, on a bin, on a container, is a 
seal of approval all over the world. 

This expands bioenergy production, 
not for the bioenergy things that are 
out there already in a proven way, but 
expanding bioenergy in places we know 
it needs to be expanded. This is the bill 
that we invest in rural communities. 

Eighty percent of this bill is now in 
nutrition programs that affect people 
in the most urban parts of our country 
and in rural parts of our country. But 
the 20 percent that includes the crop 
insurance and other programs—I think 
crop insurance is about 4 percent of the 
entire bill here. We see people who are 
critical of how government is doing too 
much to help farm families, although 
they usually say—they usually assume 
that all farm families are big corporate 
farmers. But just 4 percent or so of the 
bill is that. 

In the 20 percent that deals with 
rural America, it is things such as eco-
nomic development that allow people 
to continue to compete and be in rural 
America. This gives our colleges and 
universities and the land grants prin-
cipally, but the nonland grants who 
have an agricultural mission, the 
things they need, the tools they need, 
and research. 

I think researchers were trying to 
figure out how to be sure that our prod-
ucts are as healthy and helpful to the 
people who consume them as possible. 
That is good. This bill does that by se-
curing at the same time some real cost 
savings. There is about $23 billion of 
deficit reduction because of the re-
forms in this bill, that which we have 
done in the past that we no longer be-
lieve we have to do for farm families to 
be competitive. I think 5 years from 
now we can look at this again and as-
sume that the world marketplace al-
lows us to look at farming in a new 
way. 

I would like to discuss a couple of im-
portant issues that are addressed in 
this bill. One is research; the other is 
livestock disaster assistance. In 2012, 
about 80 percent of the agricultural 
land in America experienced a drought. 
It was the most extensive drought in 
our country since the 1950s. 

In Missouri, all 114 counties were de-
clared disaster areas because of that 
drought. Many with those persistently 
dry conditions were ranked among the 
very worst in the country. We grow 
lots of livestock in our State—lots of 
livestock of all kinds, particularly cat-
tle, beef and dairy cattle. We have live-
stock, we have other livestock that is a 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 05:14 Jan 27, 2015 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00028 Fmt 4637 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORD14\JAN 2014\S30JA4.REC S30JA4bj
ne

al
 o

n 
D

S
K

2T
W

X
8P

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 C
O

N
G

-R
E

C
-O

N
LI

N
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S637 January 30, 2014 
little easier to both categorize and con-
tain and know everything you would 
want to know about. 

But these industries did not have the 
kind of risk management programs 
they needed. For whatever reason, in 
the last farm bill, the livestock assist-
ance programs, the livestock disaster 
programs—that is all they are; they 
are not to help in good times, they are 
purely to help in bad times. Those pro-
grams expired in 2011, just at the time 
when we had some of the worst live-
stock conditions we have had in over 50 
years. So there was nothing there for 
those livestock producers. They were 
forced to liquidate their herds, result-
ing in the lowest cattle numbers since 
1952. 

What does that mean, the lowest cat-
tle numbers since 1952? It means we 
have fewer cattle, obviously. But it 
also means that the replacement of the 
herd is going to be harder, not as many 
mother cows, not as many calves. Beef 
shelves in grocery stores will reflect 
these cattle numbers for a long time 
because people had to sell their herds. 

In our State alone, there were 300,000 
fewer cattle than there were a couple 
of years ago. It is the lowest number of 
cattle, in fact, single-year decline since 
the mid-1980s. It takes a long time to 
come back from that decline and have 
the numbers of cattle available for 
feedlots, for buyers, and eventually for 
the grocery store shelves than we 
would have had otherwise. 

I am pleased the farm bill makes 
these programs permanent, but, again, 
they are permanent programs that 
only occur if you have extraordinary 
disaster circumstances that make 
them occur. 

Thanks to smart investment in re-
search, we have the safest, most afford-
able and abundant food supply in the 
world. We make smart investment in 
research. This is not a new commit-
ment by the Federal Government. It 
goes back to 1862 when President Lin-
coln signed the bill that created the 
Department of Agriculture. One of the 
principal purposes for the Department 
of Agriculture was research that could 
be shared so that every farmer or every 
State or every community did not have 
to do their own research but research 
would be shared by the Department of 
Agriculture, encouraged by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, done in a way 
that met the needs of the whole coun-
try. 

Research continues to produce great 
results. In 1940, 1 farmer fed 19 people. 
This year, 1 farmer feeds about 155 peo-
ple. By 2050, global food demand is ex-
pected to increase by about 70 percent, 
and to double shortly after that. The 
American farmer is the best farmer in 
the world at producing quality prod-
ucts that are desired to meet that 
growing food need. If world food needs 
double between now and some date 
shortly after 2050, that means we need 
to produce as much food in the second 
half of this century in any given year 
as we have produced—if 10,000 years of 

agricultural research has brought us to 
what we produce today, we need to 
double that in about the next 50 years. 

It is incumbent upon us to make sure 
we have the tools available to do that. 
As the ranking member of the agricul-
tural appropriations Committee, cer-
tainly research has been critical to our 
committee. I am glad the farm bill au-
thorizes these research programs and 
allows us to continue to encourage re-
search that will enable us to do what 
we need to do to meet our own food 
needs and world food needs. 

Agricultural research lets us have 
more efficient production, ways to 
eradicate pests and disease. It address-
es the adverse weather conditions the 
crops grow in. Africa as a continent is 
not in the food production role it needs 
to be, if by 2050 the projection is half of 
the people in the world will live in Af-
rica. It is in our best interest to see 
them produce more food as well. 

Of course, it is in our best interests 
to maintain a safe food supply. Agri-
cultural research can aid small farm-
ers. We can see ag research that adds 
value to staple crops and adds nutri-
ents to staple crops in countries that 
grow a lot and have a lot of it, but, 
frankly, it may not have much food 
value, even though it may be most of 
what people eat. 

The Danforth Plant Science Center 
in St. Louis conducts critical research 
to do just that, to look at a staple crop 
in a developing country and figure how 
that crop can be changed in a way that 
is beneficial to people who are used to 
it, who can grow it, but need to figure 
out how to select the best of those 
plants to replant next year. 

Research into nutrient fortification, 
drought resistance, disease, and other 
things is important. The farm bill 
takes that step. 

The chairwoman of the committee 
and the ranking member of the com-
mittee, our friends the Senators from 
Michigan and Mississippi, have worked 
hard to bring this bill forward. 

I close by saying again, I predict that 
as world food needs and 21st century 
opportunities for agriculture change, 
that is going to define the debate 5 
years from now, well below what we 
are likely to anticipate. It is no longer 
going to be a world that is driven about 
how do we sell the crops we grow, it is 
going to be much more driven by how 
do we grow the crops the world needs 
and Americans need, and how do we 
connect that result to the market that 
needs it. 

American farmers for a long time 
have struggled with how productive 
they were in a world that maybe didn’t 
need everything we could grow. That is 
not going to be the case in the very 
near future. I believe by the time we 
get to the end of this 5-year farm bill, 
we are going to have a very different 
discussion about how we meet our own 
food needs, world food needs, and the 
great opportunity in agriculture, agri-
culture business, and competition— 
that nobody does better than the 
American farmer. 

I intend to support this bill next 
week. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to address the Senate as in morn-
ing business. 

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

IRAQ 
Mr. MCCAIN. I attended, as did all of 

my colleagues, the President’s State of 
the Union Message the night before 
last. Obviously, as always, the Presi-
dent delivers an excellent speech. 

I must say that in the years I have 
attended the President’s State of the 
Union Message, I have never seen a 
message on national security and for-
eign policy as disconnected from re-
ality as the President’s speech. Obvi-
ously it had minor importance by the 
amount of time that was taken in the 
speech, but what was most interesting 
was the President portrayed a Middle 
East, in particular, that has little rela-
tion to the reality today and the ongo-
ing tragedies, deaths, and sacrifice be-
cause of a failure of American leader-
ship. 

In interesting polling data today, a 
Pew Research poll indicates: 

More Now See Failure than Success in 
Iraq, Afghanistan 

Little Partisan Gap in Views of Whether 
U.S. Has Reached Goals. 

It continues: 
After more than a decade of war in Iraq 

and Afghanistan, the public does not think 
the United States has achieved its goals in 
either country. About half of Americans 
(52%) say the U.S. has mostly failed to 
achieve its goals in Afghanistan while 38% 
say it has mostly succeeded. 

Opinions about the U.S. war in Iraq 
are virtually the same; 52 percent say 
the United States has mostly failed in 
reaching its goals there while 38 per-
cent say it has mostly succeeded. 

Continuing: 
In both cases, evaluations of the wars have 

turned more negative in recent years. In No-
vember 2011, as the U.S. was completing its 
military withdrawal from Iraq, a majority 
(56%) thought the U.S. had achieved its goals 
there. 

So the American people, despite the 
rhetoric from the administration— 
some of it incredibly bizarre—have fig-
ured out that after many years of sac-
rifice, expenditure of American blood 
and treasure, we are looking at and 
staring failure in the face. 

I will quote from the President’s 
speech the night before last. 

On Iraq, the President said: 
When I took office, nearly 180,000 troops 

were serving in Iraq and Afghanistan. Today, 
all our troops are out of Iraq. 

Yes, that is a correct statement. But 
what the President didn’t go on to say 
was that Iraq is now collapsing under 
the weight of sectarian violence that 
now has exceeded that of 2008, one of 
the most dangerous years of the war. 
What the President didn’t say was that 
there is sectarian violence, Sunni and 
Shia, initiated largely by President 
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Maliki, which is causing attacks 
throughout Iraq—bomb detonations, 
IEDs, attacks on various institutions. 
President Maliki has driven his own 
vice president out of the country. The 
list goes on and on. 

I say to my colleagues, there is no 
greater example of our failure in Iraq 
than Fallujah today. In the second bat-
tle of Fallujah, in 2007, the United 
States of America lost 96 marines and 
soldiers killed, over 600 wounded. 
Today, vehicles are driving through the 
streets of Fallujah flying Al-Qaeda 
flags. Al-Qaeda is now in charge in 
Fallujah. 

I wonder what we tell families of 
those brave soldiers and marines who 
were killed and wounded in the first 
and second battle of Fallujah. Because 
in the words of General Petraeus, who 
was the architect of the surge—which 
most of my colleagues, including the 
President of the United States, said 
would fail, when actually there were 
many of us who knew that it would and 
did succeed: We won the war but lost 
the peace. 

We lost the peace because the United 
States of America did not leave a resid-
ual force behind, thereby allowing the 
situation to deteriorate to where it is 
today with Al-Qaeda now in charge of 
the city of Fallujah, Ramadi—the 
Syria-Iraq border now being the head-
quarters and staging areas of Al-Qaeda 
in both Syria and Iraq. Their black 
flags now fly over cities where brave 
Americans, marines and soldiers, sac-
rificed their lives and their well-being. 

Gen. James Conway, who commanded 
the marines in the first battle of 
Fallujah in April 2004, commenting on 
failures of the administration’s policies 
in Iraq stated: ‘‘In some ways, the al- 
Qaeda grand strategy is vindicated.’’ 
He deplored U.S. policies, appeared 
weak and confused in the wake of how 
hard we fought to get those cities back 
in the first place. 

What did the President of the United 
States say? Did he mention Fallujah? 
Of course not. 

He said: 
When I took office, nearly 180,000 troops 

were serving in Iraq and Afghanistan. Today, 
all our troops are out of Iraq. 

Yes, the troops are out of Iraq and 
the place is going to hell in a hand bas-
ket. 

Don’t think that these people, Al- 
Qaeda and Al Nusra, are not intent on 
pursuing their goals of radical Islam 
right to the United States of America. 
This should concern every one of my 
colleagues and every American citizen. 

Yesterday there was a hearing in the 
Senate Intelligence Committee: 

Al Qaida faction in Syria contemplating 
U.S. attack, intelligence officials warn. 

Senate hears Nusra Front has ‘‘aspirations 
for attacks on the homeland’’ amid concern 
over civil war’s terrorism implications. 

Intelligence officials have claimed that a 
faction linked to al-Qaida in Syria has a de-
sire to launch a domestic attack on the US, 
an assertion that underscored the growing 
importance of the Syrian civil war to global 
terrorism. 

The Nusra Front, one of the jihadist fac-
tions in Syria, that aligns itself with al- 
Qaida, ‘‘does have aspirations for attack on 
the homeland,’’ James Clapper, the US direc-
tor of national intelligence, told the Senate 
Intelligence Committee on Wednesday, yes-
terday. 

We know that with Al Nusra, Al- 
Qaeda, and other radical Islamist orga-
nizations, which, by the way, are at-
tracting young men from all over the 
world, including Europe, is now one 
that is contemplating attacks on the 
United States of America. 

I want to again mention General 
Conway, who commanded the marines 
during the first battle of Fallujah in 
2004. 

At the Heritage Foundation he said: 
‘‘We fought and died taking those cities,’’ 

Conway said Wednesday at the Heritage 
Foundation. Conway became the Marine 
Corps commandant before retiring as a four- 
star general. 

A blunt-talking general who rarely seeks 
the spotlight, Conway described his reaction 
to recent events in stark terms during his 
brief remarks. 

It causes Iraqi and U.S. policies to look a 
little weak and confused in the wake of how 
hard we fought to get those cities back in 
the first place. 

Continuing: 
‘‘In some ways, the al-Qaeda grand strat-

egy is vindicated,’’ Conway said, referring to 
the organization’s desire to wait out Amer-
ican forces. 

Why did they wait out American 
forces? They waited out American 
forces because as soon as President 
Obama took office he announced we 
were leaving. He didn’t announce a 
strategy for success. He didn’t say we 
have to reach certain goals before we 
leave. He told everybody we were leav-
ing. 

It is very clear, when we look at elec-
toral history, that his vote against the 
resolution concerning military action 
in Iraq was one of the factors that led 
him to the Presidency. But for him to 
stand before the American people and 
say: 

When I took office, nearly 180,000 Ameri-
cans were serving in Iraq and Afghanistan. 
Today, all our troops are out of Iraq. 

This is, at best, a very incomplete de-
piction of what has happened since all 
of those troops are out of Iraq. 

Finally, General Conway said: 
Those who lost people, those wounded, I 

think, are now stripped of a coping mecha-
nism, Conway said. ‘‘If you have a young Ma-
rine or soldier sitting with his legs missing, 
he could at least previously say, ‘Well what 
we did was the right thing. Iraq is better for 
it, and we won.’ ’’ I’m not sure that same in-
dividual sitting in that chair is thinking 
those things these days. That’s truly sad. 

I have talked to and heard from so 
many of these brave young Americans 
who feel exactly as General Conway de-
scribed. They don’t know and they 
don’t understand after the enormous 
sacrifices that they made that some-
how now black Al-Qaeda flags are fly-
ing over Fallujah. 

On Afghanistan, the President said: 
More than 60,000 of our troops have already 

come home from Afghanistan. With Afghan 

forces now in the lead for their own security, 
our troops have moved to a support role. . . . 

After 2014, we will support a unified Af-
ghanistan as it takes responsibility for its 
own future. If the Afghan government signs 
a security agreement that we have nego-
tiated, a small force of Americans could re-
main in Afghanistan with NATO allies to 
carry out two narrow missions: training and 
assisting Afghan forces, and counterterror-
ism operations to pursue any remnants of Al 
Qaeda. For while our relationship with Af-
ghanistan will change, one thing will not: 
our resolve that terrorists do not launch at-
tacks against our country. 

On the one hand, the President said 
there would be two narrow missions 
and yet our goal is still that terrorists 
don’t launch attacks against our coun-
try. Again, he failed to put forward a 
true proposal for our strategy in Af-
ghanistan and once again avoided offer-
ing any specifics on troop numbers. 
Why did we not leave a troop presence 
behind in Iraq? Because they would 
never give a troop number. Anybody 
who tells you the problem was not get-
ting it through the Iraqi Parliament is 
not telling you the truth. 

Senator GRAHAM, Senator Lieber-
man, and I were in Erbil when Presi-
dent Barzani said: I will go to Baghdad. 
When we met with Allawi, he said: I 
will sit with Maliki. We went to Maliki 
and Maliki said: I will agree to have a 
force of troops in my country. How 
many? We could not give him an an-
swer nor would the administration give 
him an answer. 

In the words and testimony of our 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
the number cascaded down to 3,500, and 
that would have been a force that spent 
its time defending itself. Therefore, we 
did not leave a troop force behind in 
Iraq, and I have just described the con-
sequences. 

The same thing is happening in Af-
ghanistan. The President will not say 
the force level he wants left behind in 
Afghanistan. Why is it he will not? 

I want to point out that President 
Karzai of Afghanistan is a paranoid in-
dividual, and he has been incredibly 
unhelpful. It has been terribly dis-
appointing to me—and I have known 
him for 14 years—that he is behaving 
as he is. But President Karzai’s para-
noia is somewhat understandable when 
he does not know whether the United 
States will remain, he doesn’t know 
whether he can count on the United 
States, and he knows he has to stay in 
the neighborhood and accommodate for 
the likelihood now that the United 
States leaves completely. So his para-
noia, to some degree, is much more un-
derstandable. 

On our last trip to Afghanistan in 
early January, we saw firsthand the 
progress that has been made by Amer-
ican and Afghan forces, and such 
progress is a true testament to the 
positive impact our troops have had 
and the long-term benefits of our part-
nership with the Afghan people. The 
Afghan people, though, and military 
will need our continued support. If we 
pull out, if we see the Iraq movie again, 
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we will see the same thing happen in 
Afghanistan that is now happening in 
Iraq, and it doesn’t take a lot of smarts 
to know that. 

So now we turn to Syria. In Syria 
‘‘we will support the opposition that 
rejects the agenda of terrorist net-
works.’’ What does that mean? 

Despite promise after promise, the 
administration has refused to provide 
aid to the moderate opposition forces 
in Syria who are committed. It was 2 
years ago when the President of the 
United States said: It is not a matter 
of whether Bashar al-Assad will leave 
office, it is a matter of when. It was 
over 2 years ago, at the Senate Armed 
Services Committee, when Secretary of 
Defense Panetta and the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff said in answer 
to my question: Sir, it is inevitable, it 
is inevitable that Bashar al-Assad will 
leave office. 

Does anybody believe that now? 
Our failure to help the Free Syrian 

Army over time was negated and over-
whelmed by the presence of 5,000 
Hezbollah sent in by the Iranians, the 
Iranian Revolutionary Guard, plane-
load after planeload of weapons that 
now land at the Damascus Airport 
from Russia, while they are loaded 
onto Russian-built helicopters, and 
barrel bombs, which are explosives 
packed with all kinds of nuts and bolts 
and other metals, are dropped out of 
those helicopters on men, women, and 
children. 

But not to worry—not to worry—be-
cause the chemical weapons are leav-
ing, apparently, according to the Presi-
dent, because he said: American diplo-
macy, backed by the threat of force, is 
why Syria’s chemical weapons are 
being eliminated, and we will continue 
to work with the international commu-
nity to usher in the future the Syrian 
people deserve, a future free of a dic-
tator, terror, and fear. 

The chemical weapons he is hailing 
as a success—how much has been ac-
complished? The Syrian Government 
has delivered less than 5 percent of its 
deadliest chemical weapons agents to 
international authorities so far. This is 
a quote from an L.A. Times story: 

Syria unlikely to meet deadline on its 
deadliest chemical agents. President Bashar 
Assad’s government has delivered less than 5 
percent of its deadliest chemical weapons 
agents. The deadline is next week. 

So even this claim about chemical 
weapons being removed does not bear 
scrutiny. But far, far, far more impor-
tant—far more important, I say—is 
that if we got rid of the chemical weap-
ons Bashar al-Assad had, that would 
not change the equation on the ground. 
I am sure a Syrian mother cannot dif-
ferentiate very well if her child is 
killed by a chemical weapon, a barrel 
bomb or is starved to death, as 120,000 
men, women, and children have met 
that fate. 

It is unbelievable. Now we are watch-
ing a charade take place in Geneva, 
and that of course has turned into a 
farce. Anybody who believes that 

Bashar al-Assad is going to willingly 
leave office, when he is winning the 
battle on the ground, obviously has no 
idea of the nature of Bashar Assad. 

Again, the slaughter goes on, and one 
of the huge aspects of this happens to 
be the fact that it is no longer a civil 
war. I would remind my colleagues this 
conflict began because in homes there 
were some children who wrote some 
anti-Assad graffiti on the wall. They 
were rounded up by Assad’s police and 
were tortured and beaten, and that 
began an Arab spring in Syria. That 
spread throughout the country and now 
has spread throughout the region. 

As I just said, the Iraq-Syria border 
is now Al Qaeda. It is now controlled 
by them. The Iranians are all in, with 
5,000 Hezbollah; Lebanon is desta-
bilized; Jordan is overwhelmed by refu-
gees; Turkey is even under strain; 
100,000-some refugees are even in 
Kurdistan. It has turned into a regional 
conflict and one which, sooner or later, 
will finally erupt into a major conflict 
which is going to affect the United 
States of America. 

The President of the United States 
may want to leave the Middle East 
alone, but I can assure my colleagues 
the Middle East will not leave America 
alone. Look at the statement made 
just today by our Director of National 
Intelligence who said that al-Nusra, an 
affiliate of Al Qaeda, is planning at-
tacks on the United States of America. 

The President said: Finally, let’s re-
member that our leadership is defined 
not just by our defense against threats 
but by the enormous opportunities to 
do good and promote understandings 
around the globe, and no one is better 
positioned to take advantage of those 
opportunities than America. 

I couldn’t agree more. But when the 
United States is viewed by the world, 
particularly the Middle East, as weak, 
withdrawing, no longer involved or try-
ing to disengage, then I am not sure we 
can have the effects the President out-
lined in his State of the Union speech. 

I think it is very clear that a seminal 
moment, as far as the entire Middle 
East is concerned, was when the Presi-
dent of the United States said that be-
cause Bashar Assad had crossed the red 
line in the use of chemical weapons— 
there was indisputable evidence that 
1,400 men, women, and children had 
been killed in chemical weapons at-
tacks—we were going to have to enact 
strikes against Bashar Assad in Syria. 
A few days later, our Secretary of 
State, in one of the more incredible 
statements I have ever heard—said: 
Yeah, but the strike will be ‘‘unbeliev-
ably small.’’ I am not making that up. 
He said the strike would be ‘‘unbeliev-
ably small.’’ 

That must have really frightened the 
Syrians when they heard that any mili-
tary strikes would be ‘‘unbelievably 
small.’’ 

The President of the United States 
then, without informing our allies— 
specifically the Saudis—according to 
published reports, took a 45-minute 

walk with his Chief of Staff and then 
decided he would go to the Congress of 
the United States for permission or for 
ratification of any attack he might 
make, and, obviously, that wasn’t 
going to happen. 

I say to my colleagues, I travel a lot 
in the Middle East. I can tell you—and 
I would even name names but not on 
the record—that at that moment our 
allies lost confidence, they lost belief 
in the United States. We are now 
watching countries in the region open-
ly stating—for example, the Saudi Ara-
bians refusing a seat on the National 
Security Council of the United Na-
tions—and this is published every-
where—they no longer believe in the 
United States of America. 

By the way, one of the other aspects 
of this, and there are many, is a Wash-
ington Post story of this morning: 

Europeans are flocking to the war in Syria. 
What happens when they come home? 

The story is about a couple of people 
who went from England. 

The distress among security officials is 
pervasive in European capitals and in Wash-
ington. U.S. Intelligence Chief James R. 
Clapper, Jr. told a congressional panel 
Wednesday that the Syrian war had at-
tracted about 7,000 foreign fighters from as 
many as 50 nations and that at least one of 
the main jihadist groups in Syria aspires to 
carry out an attack in the United States. 
But Europe is a far closer and more acces-
sible target. The International Center for the 
Study of Radicalization estimated last 
month that nearly 2,000 Western Europeans 
had traveled to Syria to fight and that the 
number was rising fast. 

Continuing to quote from the article: 
French officials say 700 came from France. 

French Interior Minister Manuel Valls as-
serted this month that returning fighters 
represent ‘‘the biggest threat the country 
faces in the coming years.’’ The anxiety has 
been especially acute in Britain, where 
memories are still fresh of the July 2005 
transit bombings. These attacks, which 
claimed 52 lives, were carried out by home-
grown radicals, at least two of whom had re-
ceived training in Pakistan. ‘‘The penny 
hasn’t dropped. But Syria is a game-chang-
er,’’ Richard Walton, who leads counterter-
rorism efforts at Scotland Yard, told the 
Evening Standard newspaper. ‘‘We are seeing 
it every day. You have hundreds of people 
going to Syria, and if they don’t get killed 
they get radicalized.’’ 

So we are in a situation of failed 
leadership over the last 5 years and the 
chickens, unfortunately, are beginning 
to come home to roost. When the Presi-
dent of the United States, in his ad-
dress to the Nation, describes things in 
the Middle East as he did, I think it is 
very, very, very unfortunate because 
that does not comport with the actual 
facts on the ground. 

I say to my colleagues, the American 
people no longer believe our mission in 
Iraq and Afghanistan was the right 
thing to do. I can tell my constituents 
that in 2008 things were very different. 
The surge had worked. We were gradu-
ally withdrawing from Syria. We had 
the Taliban in Afghanistan largely 
under control. In Syria, Bashar Assad 
was losing. Now the terrain throughout 
the Middle East is dramatically dif-
ferent. 
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As much as I regret to say, it is my 

obligation to tell my constituents my 
view; that is, we have very, very dif-
ficult times ahead. I do not like to pre-
dict that bad things are going to hap-
pen, but right now I don’t see how they 
can be avoided. 

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

ator from North Dakota. 
Ms. HEITKAMP. Mr. President, the 

number one priority for any Senator 
from North Dakota is the passage of a 
5-year farm bill. 

When I was campaigning across 
North Dakota, I reminded my constitu-
ents that in spite of this wonderful en-
ergy renaissance we have going on in 
North Dakota, over 90 percent of all 
the land in my State is engaged in pro-
duction agriculture. 

It makes this farm bill so critically 
important to the economy not only of 
my State but the economy of this 
country. Sixteen million jobs depend in 
this country on the passage of a farm 
bill which provides producers with risk 
management opportunities that make 
their farm work sustainable and make 
their continuation in production agri-
culture economically possible. 

So it is a good week for North Dako-
tans. Today we passed the flood insur-
ance bill which will prohibit draconian 
and very dramatic increases in flood 
insurance prices from affecting my 
State. But also we are on the cusp and 
terribly close to doing something we 
have waited so long to do, and that is 
to pass a 5-year farm bill. 

I will talk in general about some of 
the things this farm bill does, but I 
wish to focus my attention on two 
areas not a lot of people have come to 
the floor to talk about, and those are 
the provisions for beginning farmers 
and ranchers and the importance of the 
livestock provisions in the farm bill. 

The farm bill achieves the goals that 
put our agricultural system in a strong 
position to continue this country’s role 
as a world leader in production agri-
culture. This is achieved through an ef-
fective farm program for growers, live-
stock disaster coverage for ranchers 
and livestock producers, enhanced crop 
insurance offerings, expanded agricul-
tural research, and increased export 
promotion for agricultural products. 

We have been void in our balance of 
trade by the inclusion of agricultural 
products and by what we do on the 
farm that has made a difference to that 
trade deficit: critical investments in 
biofuels which help build a stronger, 
more vibrant, and more resilient en-
ergy policy in our State; renewal of a 
sugar program to prevent excess im-
ports of unfairly subsidized imported 
and foreign sugar; and targeted con-
servation assistance to tackle unique 
challenges, particularly in my State 
and the Red River Valley and in Devil’s 
Lake. But I will tell a little story. 

For years I have been going to farm 
producer meetings. During my time as 
a State official in North Dakota, I 
spent a lot of time at the Farm Bureau, 

a lot of time at the Farmers Union, 
with corn growers and soybean grow-
ers, and getting to know and under-
stand agricultural work on tax and reg-
ulatory issues. I always felt as if I was 
the youngest person in the room that 
whole while, and I was in my 30s and 
40s. I would walk into a room and feel 
young. That has really been true. 

I had a really wonderful experience 
when I was back home this last trip. I 
went to something called Precision Ag-
riculture, which is a special conference 
the Farmers Union hosts for North Da-
kota’s NDSU Extension, where they 
look at using different kinds of new 
technologies, whether they are applica-
tion technologies to be more efficient 
in how we use fertilizers and seeds or 
whether it is finding an ap that gives 
us more information for marketing. 
You name it. The Precision Agri-
culture conference has gotten bigger 
and bigger. 

But why I point that out and talk 
about it is that as I stood at the po-
dium and took one look, I said: I want 
everybody under the age of 45 to stand 
up. Well over half of my audience stood 
up. That has never before happened in 
the 30 years I have been involved in 
public policy in North Dakota. 

Young farmers are coming back to 
the farm. Young farmers are engaging 
at levels with technological develop-
ments and techniques that heretofore 
were not available and really weren’t 
trusted maybe by an older generation. 

So now we have this new generation 
of producers who are going to do one of 
the most important things that we do 
in this country, which is to feed our 
people and literally to feed the world. 
They are willing to do that. They are 
willing to risk and make incredible in-
vestments on the farm, whether it is 
land prices or equipment prices or 
whether it is betting the entire farm 
that you are not going to get hailed 
out. This farm bill is critical, first and 
foremost, to making sure that risk is 
mitigated by a crop insurance program 
which works for those young farmers. 

I will outline just very briefly what 
those beginning farmer and beginning 
rancher programs are in this farm bill. 

While this is changing, according to 
the Department of Agriculture’s most 
recent census, the average age of 
American farmers is 57 years old; a 
quarter of American farmers are over 
the age of 65. Now, in North Dakota 
that dynamic is changing, as I have 
just outlined. But the 2014 farm bill 
makes critical investments to ensure 
that this next generation of farmers 
has an opportunity to enter the field 
by overcoming the high capital con-
straints and low production histories 
that make those early years the most 
difficult. 

The program continues and funds the 
beginning farmer and rancher develop-
ment program which develops and of-
fers education, training, outreach, and 
mentoring programs to ensure the suc-
cess of the next generation of farmers. 
The bill expands eligibility to include 

military veterans who wish to begin a 
career in agriculture. 

The 2008 farm bill had $75 million for 
this program with 5 years mandatory. 
The 2014 bill ups that amount to $100 
million, recognizing the need that we 
have to create that next generation of 
producers. 

The 2014 farm bill prioritizes begin-
ning farmers across USDA programs. 
The Department of Agriculture is re-
quired to prioritize beginning farmers 
to ensure they have access to USDA 
programs. The bill continues to set 
aside loan funds for both the beginning 
and socially disadvantaged farmers 
who struggle to find credit someplace 
else. 

There are also 5-percent set-asides in 
the environmental quality incentive 
program and the conservation steward-
ship program to make sure that begin-
ning farmers and ranchers have fair 
and equitable access to conservation 
programs. 

This new farm bill increases access to 
capital for new farmers and ranchers. 
The bill makes significant strides in 
increasing lending to beginning farm-
ers by expanding eligibility, removing 
term limits on guaranteed lending, and 
strengthening microloan programs 
that serve those beginning farmers. 

This farm bill encourages older farm-
ers to help beginning farmers through 
conservation. The bill reauthorizes the 
Conservation Reserve Program Transi-
tion Incentive Program, which gives 2 
extra years of CRP to retiring farmers 
who transition their expiring CRP 
lands to beginning farmers. This pro-
gram has seen great success with retir-
ing farmers who want to help the next 
generation get started. 

This new farm bill helps beginning 
farmers buy land. The bill reauthorized 
the contract land sales program, which 
guarantees loan payments to retiring 
farmers who sell their cropland to be-
ginning farmers. It also continues the 
down payment loan program which al-
lows young farmers without much 
money to start investments and down 
payments on a farm or a ranch. The 
borrower makes a cash down payment 
of at least 5 percent of the total cost, 
and the government provides a low-in-
terest loan for 45 percent of the pay-
ment. 

This new farm bill invests in value- 
added strategies that are especially im-
portant to these new farmers, value- 
added grants encouraging independent 
producers to process raw products into 
marketable goods, adding value and in-
creasing farm income. Beginning farm-
ers will continue to be given a high pri-
ority in this program. 

It helps beginning farmers plan in 
the early years. The bill continues the 
Beginning Farmer and Rancher Indi-
vidual Development Accounts, which 
are designed to help new farmers fi-
nance their agricultural pursuits. 

So this is for the next generation 
who looks and says: Is there oppor-
tunity in being a farmer? Can farmers 
not only work there, but can they own 
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the land and continue our rich and 
strong tradition of family farming? 

I think the answer is yes. This is a 
farm program that offers them that op-
portunity that says: Yes, the United 
States and its people are willing to in-
vest in your future. 

Finally, I wish to talk about the im-
portance of the livestock provisions. 
Livestock production is hugely impor-
tant to North Dakota. Are we the larg-
est livestock producer in the United 
States of America? That would not be 
true. But for my ranchers out west, 
this is a critically important program. 
This is a program which says to the 
ranchers: We recognize that not every-
body who is engaged in production ag-
riculture is engaged in producing crops 
or specialty crops. Those who herd cat-
tle and work cattle and work as hard as 
any group of people I know deserve 
some attention in this farm bill. 

If there ever was an example of where 
we needed to do something more for 
our beginning ranchers, the early snow 
storm of 2013 is it, where people lit-
erally lost their entire herd. For those 
who maybe don’t have a lot of exper-
tise, understand this: One cow is not 
interchangeable. Many of these fami-
lies over the years, through genetics 
and through selective breeding, have in 
fact built the herd—built a herd unique 
to their ranch—and they lost it all. 

When they turned to us and said: 
What is there to help us? We had to 
say: Nothing. 

If you get hailed out and have crop 
insurance, there is help. If you have a 
major disaster and can’t plant, there is 
help. 

But what is there for us? We had to 
say ‘‘nothing,’’ because we hadn’t done 
a farm bill on a timely basis, and there 
was no help for those farmers. 

This farm bill is retroactive. It is 
going to help those farmers who not 
only experience loss in the future but 
who have experienced loss since Octo-
ber of 2011. We are on our way to ful-
filling the commitment that all of us 
made who came to the floor in October 
and talked about that terrible storm. 

The 2014 farm bill includes exactly 
the type of pro-rancher policies I want-
ed Washington to produce. Not only 
does the bill include important live-
stock disaster programs; the bill also 
continues the widely popular and bene-
ficial program called country of origin 
labeling—or COOL—policy which for 
years has been fought for by ranching 
families in North Dakota. 

Additionally, the farm bill allows 
USDA in future years to move forward 
with livestock competition rules to 
provide transparent pricing for cow- 
calf operators in my State and else-
where. 

Finally, the farm bill provides tar-
geted conservation and research pro-
grams for the support of cattle, pork, 
and poultry industries so they can bet-
ter assess the challenges facing live-
stock production. 

I get a lot of questions even in my 
State. Why should anyone support the 

farm program? Aren’t things pretty 
good out there on the farm? I will say, 
over 4 million acres in North Dakota 
alone could not be planted this last 
crop season because of high water. 
That means the difference between a 
family farmer staying in business and 
not staying in business. But impor-
tantly, for all of America, this means 
we have a crop production system 
which feeds our country. 

I tell people, let’s think about things 
from the standpoint of value-added. 
What does that mean? New wealth 
doesn’t come when you go to the retail 
store and buy a shirt or a new coat. 
That is not new wealth. We are just 
taking money which has been gen-
erated someplace else and circulating 
it in the economy. New wealth is cre-
ated particularly in extractive indus-
tries such as oil and gas, coal mining, 
and it is created in agriculture. It is 
the quintessential new wealth creator. 
From the hard work of those producers 
in America grows an entire economy 
that fuels the opportunity for 16 mil-
lion jobs. 

In my State of North Dakota, I was 
recently talking to a plant worker who 
works at the KSHI plant who explained 
to someone that his top priority for his 
workers was the passage of a farm bill. 
They said: Why would you care about 
the passage of a farm bill? 

He said: Don’t you get it? If the farm-
ers aren’t doing well, we aren’t pro-
ducing tractors. We are not producing 
what we need to produce. 

I want everyone to understand that 
this is not a farm bill just for States 
such as North Dakota and Minnesota. 
This is a farm bill for the entire 
world—to feed the entire world. It is 
also a farm bill that provides new 
wealth creation that encourages the 
growth of 16 million jobs. 

I will close with one final thought. 
We talk about food, fiber, and fuel—the 
three things we talk about when we 
talk about agricultural products. But 
we know that in the applied research 
we see in those great land-grant col-
leges—and our State has one of the 
best. It is called NDSU. They have the 
best football team in the history of for-
ever. But let me tell you, it is also a 
great extension program and great ag-
ricultural research center. 

They are doing amazing work at 
NDSU in polymer research. They are 
looking at biodegradable coatings and 
paints. We know that advanced manu-
facturing is the next step we are going 
to make in agriculture, and we are 
going to do everything we can to make 
sure that those products are sustain-
able and that those products are safe to 
use for our people and for our animals. 

I encourage all of my colleagues to 
support this farm program so we can 
make sure we keep 16 million people 
working and that we have that next 
generation of beginning farmers and 
beginning ranchers who are producing 
food for our country and food for the 
world. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
HIRONO). The Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I 
thank the Chair and thank Senator 
KLOBUCHAR for allowing me to go ahead 
of her. I ask to be notified after 10 min-
utes. 

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

YUCCA MOUNTAIN 
Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I 

wish to talk about recent rulings in the 
Yucca Mountain repository litigation. 
I am ranking member of the Environ-
ment and Public Works Subcommittee 
on the Clean Air and Nuclear Safety. 
This is a matter I have followed close-
ly. Our committee had a hearing this 
morning with the entire Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission and its new Chair-
man. These decisions are not simply 
political decisions, of course, they are 
legal decisions that adjudicated certain 
legal disputes that have been sim-
mering for a number of years. The 
court’s judgments were founded on law, 
not politics or nuclear policy. It adju-
dicated certain contested legal mat-
ters. From my perspective, it was an 
affirmation of plain law against plain 
defiance of law, and the court made 
that clear. 

Last August the DC Circuit—in the 
case of in re: Aiken County—rendered a 
decision that provided a clear legal vic-
tory to proponents of nuclear energy in 
America. More important, it was a vic-
tory for the rule of law and the U.S. 
taxpayer and a victory for the rightful 
power of Congress to adjudicate and 
legislate on energy policy. The judg-
ment also rendered a resounding defeat 
for the policies advocated by the cur-
rent administration, the majority lead-
er of the Senate, and other politicians 
who have worked for years to thwart 
the law by refusing or blocking actions 
to implement the Nuclear Waste Policy 
Act, which is the law of the land. 

More recently, in November of 2013, 
the DC Circuit issued another ruling in 
the case of the National Association of 
Regulatory Utility Commissioners v. 
United States Department of Energy. 
These Commissioners around the 
United States sued the Department of 
Energy. These Commissioners rep-
resent our States. That court found 
that the current administration—the 
Obama administration—has been ignor-
ing the Nuclear Waste Policy Act. 

The DC Circuit ordered the Energy 
Department to stop charging U.S. rate-
payers $750 million a year in nuclear 
waste fees until the Federal Govern-
ment complies with the Nuclear Waste 
Policy Act. 

As a result, on January 3, just a few 
weeks ago, the Secretary of Energy 
was forced to formally submit a pro-
posal to Congress to reduce the nuclear 
waste fee to zero—to end the fee—while 
at the same time asking the DC Circuit 
to reconsider the ruling it has ren-
dered, which I don’t think it will. 

Taken together, these two rulings 
vindicate the concerns that many of us 
have raised since 2009 about the lawless 
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actions of this administration in fail-
ing to deal with our Nation’s nuclear 
waste in the manner required by law. 

I hear from people all the time who 
wonder how in the world the President 
doesn’t comply with the law. He 
amends the health care act and does 
other things that most Americans are 
just taken aback by. They can’t imag-
ine how he is not bound by law like ev-
eryone else, and, of course, he is. In-
deed, he takes an oath to ensure that 
the laws of the United States are faith-
fully carried out. 

I am currently serving as the Rank-
ing member of the Senate Sub-
committee on Clean Air and Nuclear 
Safety, which has oversight jurisdic-
tion with respect to the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission, and I have been 
looking closely at this matter. The Ad-
ministration’s lawless actions regard-
ing nuclear energy, supported by the 
Senate Majority Leader, are deeply dis-
turbing and contrary to a sound na-
tional energy policy. No one Senator, 
no matter how prominent, can overrule 
established law. 

The background: Over 30 years ago 
Congress passed the Nuclear Waste Pol-
icy Act to require the Federal Govern-
ment to accept nuclear waste from 
commercial nuclear reactors around 
the country with the objective of safely 
storing it in a single, permanent, geo-
logic repository that is safe and secure. 

A recent report entitled ‘‘Yucca 
Mountain: A Post-Mortem’’ in The New 
Atlantis provides some important sta-
tistics. It is estimated that, today, the 
U.S. has accumulated over 65,000 met-
ric tons of spent nuclear fuel, which is 
enough waste to ‘‘cover one football 
field to a depth of approximately 20 
feet.’’ That number is expected to more 
than double by 2055. This nuclear waste 
is currently stored at 75 sites spread 
across 33 states. The 8 states with the 
most spent nuclear fuel are Illinois, 
Pennsylvania, North Carolina, New 
York, Alabama, California, Florida and 
South Carolina. 

This report also recognizes that 
‘‘there is broad consensus among sci-
entists from around the world’’ that 
geologic disposal is ‘‘the best available 
option for permanent disposal of spent 
nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive 
waste . . . ’’ This is not a surprising 
conclusion, as Congress determined 
decades ago that it is in the national 
interest to safely and securely dispose 
of nuclear waste deep underground far 
from populated areas. It is difficult to 
imagine a better location for such a re-
pository than Yucca Mountain, NV, the 
remote site that has been selected by 
Congress. 

Congress also created the Nuclear 
Waste Fund to collect the fees that 
were extracted from the nuclear power 
electric-generating companies. Money 
is taken from them, which they take 
from the ratepayers, and that money 
was to be used to cover the cost of this 
program. So far the Federal Govern-
ment has collected $25 billion for this 
fund at a rate of about $750 million a 
year. 

In 1987, the Congress passed—and 
President Reagan signed—a law that 
amended the Nuclear Waste Policy Act 
by officially designating Yucca Moun-
tain, NV, as the Nation’s geologic re-
pository for spent nuclear fuel. 

In July of 2002, Congress overrode Ne-
vada’s objections. Their representa-
tives didn’t like it, although I would 
note the area of Nevada where this fa-
cility is to be in place strongly sup-
ports it and they opposed Nevada lead-
ers who opposed building it. 

Congress overrode the objections and 
passed a joint resolution that said: 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, that there hereby is 
approved the site at Yucca Mountain, Ne-
vada, for a repository. . . . 

An extensive scientific evaluation 
process ensued, culminating in the En-
ergy Department determination, in an 
Environmental Impact Statement, that 
Yucca Mountain is an appropriate site 
for the safe, long-term geological stor-
age of nuclear waste. Yucca Mountain 
is perhaps, according to a 2006 report 
by the Senate Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works, ‘‘the most 
studied real estate on the planet.’’ 

In 2008, the U.S. Energy Department 
submitted to the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission an 8,600-page application 
for authorization to construct the re-
pository. It discussed every possible 
complaint and concern that could be 
raised, analyzing all the issues. 

Section 114 of the act states that 
once the application is received by the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, it 
‘‘shall issue a final decision approving 
or disapproving the issuance of a con-
struction authorization not later than 
the expiration of 3 years after the date 
of the submission of such application. 
. . . ’’ That was in 2008, and they have 
not rendered a decision since. 

This means the NRC is under a clear 
legal duty—as set out in statute, 
passed by Congress, signed by the 
President—to promptly complete the 
licensing process for Yucca. 

Regrettably, in 2009, the Obama ad-
ministration and its allies orchestrated 
a complex scheme to ignore the law, to 
control the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission, and shut down the Yucca 
mountain process. 

How was this done? Here is how the 
Federal circuit court judge—Judge 
Raymond Randolph—described the ad-
ministration’s scheme. This is dra-
matic and crystal clear language. It 
blows the whistle on one of the most 
significant obstructions of law that I 
have seen during my time in Wash-
ington. 

This is what the judge ruled: 
Former (NRC) Chairman Gregory Jaczko 

orchestrated a systematic campaign of non-
compliance. Jaczko unilaterally ordered 
commission staff to terminate the [Yucca] 
review process in October 2010; instructed 
staff to remove key findings from reports 
evaluating the Yucca Mountain site; and ig-
nored the will of his fellow commissioners. 

That is a dramatic indictment of Mr. 
Jaczko’s leadership. I would note par-

enthetically that Mr. Jaczko was the 
choice of Majority Leader REID. He 
worked on Senator REID’s staff, and he 
insisted that Mr. Jaczko be made the 
Chairman of the Commission. 

Here is how the Board of County 
Commissioners of Nye County, Ne-
vada—where Yucca Mountain is lo-
cated and which strongly supports 
completion of the repository—ex-
plained it. They wrote in a recent let-
ter that the Yucca repository has been 
‘‘hijacked by the politics of a single 
powerful senator and what some view 
as complicity by the NRC Chairman 
[Mr. Jaczko].’’ 

Beginning in 2009, now former Chair-
man Jaczko was able to effectively 
block any further progress on Yucca 
Mountain; that is, until the DC Circuit 
finally ruled in August of last year 
that those actions were in clear viola-
tion of the law, which was an impor-
tant victory for the rule of law and for 
the power of Congress. 

In its ruling, the DC Circuit deter-
mined that ‘‘the [NRC] has continued 
to violate the law governing the Yucca 
Mountain licensing process.’’ 

The court then highlighted that the 
NRC had gone well beyond missing the 
statutory deadline for completing its 
review of the licensing application. 
Recognizing that ‘‘Congress has not al-
tered the legal landscape’’; that is, 
Congress has not amended the Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act; the court explained 
that the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion is ‘‘simply flouting the law.’’ 

The court also observed that, under 
Article II of the Constitution, ‘‘the 
President must follow statutory man-
dates so long as there is appropriated 
money available and the President has 
no constitutional objection to the stat-
ute . . . ’’ The court stated that ‘‘the 
President may not decline to follow a 
statutory mandate or prohibition be-
cause of policy objections . . . ’’ That 
is, ‘‘absent a lack of funds or a claim of 
unconstitutionality that has not been 
rejected by final Court order, the Exec-
utive [and its agencies] must abide by 
statutory mandates and prohibitions.’’ 

The court further explained: ‘‘It is no 
overstatement to say that our con-
stitutional system of separation of 
powers would be significantly altered if 
we were to allow executive and inde-
pendent agencies to disregard federal 
law in the manner asserted in this case 
by the NRC.’’ On this basis, the court 
granted the request of the plaintiffs in 
the case for a ‘‘writ of mandamus 
against the NRC.’’ This is a writ that is 
rarely issued that orders a govern-
mental body to comply with the law. It 
held that the NRC ‘‘must promptly 
continue with the legally mandated li-
censing process.’’ This was an impor-
tant victory for the American constitu-
tional order. 

Completing Yucca has big implica-
tions for the Federal budget. As the 
ranking member of the Budget Com-
mittee, I believe we need to watch 
every dime we raise and spend. We have 
already spent, amazingly, $15 billion— 
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according to the Government Account-
ability Office—evaluating Yucca and 
other sites and doing work at the site. 

We have already paid $2 billion as of 
January 2012 for claims resulting from 
the Government’s failure to deal with 
the waste issue; in other words, people 
have sued and made claims against the 
government for not fulfilling its obli-
gation to build this site, and we have 
already paid out $2 billion. It is a 
shame people can’t be held individually 
responsible for obstructing the law and 
causing the Federal taxpayers to pay 
out $2 billion. 

According to the Congressional Re-
search Service, the Federal Govern-
ment’s total liability for breach of con-
tract claims from the failure to resolve 
the waste issue could reach $50 billion. 
The government agreed and set up a 
method to receive this waste. The elec-
tric utility companies that generate 
nuclear power are now being forced— 
for decades—to keep the waste onsite 
at great expense, even though they 
paid billions of dollars into the fund to 
make sure it is taken care of at a sin-
gle site. 

With this important court victory, 
we may hope and expect that the Na-
tion’s nuclear waste program can be 
put back on track, and it is hurting 
right now. The costs are real, and they 
fall on virtually all Americans. 

On October 28, the DC Circuit denied 
the NRC’s petition for rehearing en 
banc. So the writ of mandamus stands. 
And, on November 19, 2013, the DC Cir-
cuit rendered another important deci-
sion in this arena. The court found the 
Energy Department in non-compliance 
with the Nuclear Waste Policy Act and 
ordered the Secretary of Energy to 
‘‘submit to Congress a proposal to 
change the [nuclear waste] fee to zero 
until such a time as either the sec-
retary chooses to comply with the [Nu-
clear Waste Policy Act] as it is cur-
rently written, or until Congress en-
acts an alternative waste management 
fee.’’ 

In response, on January 3, 2014, the 
Energy Secretary submitted a proposal 
to Congress to zero-out the nuclear 
waste fee. Pursuant to the Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. Section 
10222(a)(4), this proposal ‘‘shall be ef-
fective after a period of 90 days of con-
tinuous session have elapsed following 
the receipt of such transmittal . . .’’ 

Now an important question is, how 
will the NRC respond? Our nation de-
rives almost 20 percent of the elec-
tricity needed to drive the economy 
through nuclear power, which is a 
clean, safe, and affordable source of en-
ergy. The failure of this Administra-
tion to deal with the issue of nuclear 
waste disposal over the last 5 years has 
posed a serious threat to the future vi-
ability of nuclear power. As a recent 
report by the Heritage Foundation, en-
titled ‘‘Obama Administration: No Con-
fidence in Nuclear Energy,’’ explains: 

President Obama’s decision to abandon 
plans for removing the waste to the Yucca 
Mountain repository in Nevada creates an 

uncertainty that could be a barrier to the ex-
pansion of nuclear power. 

So, this issue is critical to the future 
of nuclear power in America. We need 
to get this waste repository issue set-
tled, and I believe the NRC should ex-
peditiously proceed with the Yucca li-
cense proceeding in an independent 
manner worthy of the important task 
they have been assigned. I am hopeful 
that if we do so, we may have turned a 
final corner. 

I received a letter dated October 23rd 
from the current NRC Chairman, Dr. 
Allison Macfarlane, providing a copy of 
the NRC’s first monthly status report 
concerning compliance with the DC 
Circuit ruling and explaining that the 
NRC ‘‘will deliberate and determine 
the various activities that might com-
pose the agency’s response to the 
court’s decision.’’ A day later, on Octo-
ber 24th, I was joined by Senate EPW 
ranking member DAVID VITTER and all 
Republican subcommittee members in 
sending a letter to Dr. Macfarlane, urg-
ing the NRC to ‘‘comply expeditiously’’ 
with the DC Circuit’s decision and ex-
plaining that ‘‘the next step in this le-
gally mandated licensing process is for 
the NRC to complete the [Safety Eval-
uation Reports]’’ for the Yucca site. 

On November 18, 2013, the NRC ap-
proved an order directing the NRC staff 
to implement the DC Circuit ruling by 
completing the Safety Evaluation Re-
ports for Yucca Mountain. This is an 
important and crucial step in the proc-
ess. I have, since, received other NRC 
reports dated December 18, 2013, and 
January 24, 2014, describing activities 
related to Yucca Mountain. The NRC 
has asked the Energy Department to 
prepare the supplemental environ-
mental documents that are needed to 
move forward with the licensing proc-
ess. It is my expectation that the Sec-
retary of Energy will act promptly to 
provide the necessary information and 
support and to avoid the kinds of polit-
ical schemes and unlawful acts that 
have previously derailed the Yucca 
process. 

According to the NRC, the Energy 
Department has more than $15 million 
in funds that could be used to support 
Yucca-related efforts, and an addi-
tional $18 million that could poten-
tially become available for these pur-
poses. The most recent report from the 
NRC explains that ‘‘completion of the 
[Yucca Mountain safety report] is 
scheduled to take approximately 12 
months, ending in January 2015,’’ and 
that available funds are sufficient to 
complete this task. 

The NRC Chairman and other Com-
missioners must follow the law in this 
matter. During her confirmation proc-
ess earlier this year, Dr. Macfarlane af-
firmed a strong commitment to the 
‘‘independence’’ and ‘‘impartiality’’ of 
the NRC and pledged to defend those 
principles. For instance, in her re-
sponses to my questions during her 
confirmation process, she unequivo-
cally agreed with me that the NRC 
‘‘should not allow political meddling 

from Congress or other parts of the ex-
ecutive branch to interfere with the 
NRC’s independent decision-making 
processes.’’ She committed to ‘‘zeal-
ously guard the independence of the 
NRC and oppose any efforts to under-
mine it.’’ 

During her confirmation, she also 
correctly recognized that the ‘‘respon-
sibility for establishing a nuclear 
waste policy resides with Congress,’’ 
and she acknowledged that the ‘‘NRC 
currently has approximately $11.1 mil-
lion in unobligated carryover funds 
(and $2.5 million in obligated, unex-
pended carryover funds) appropriated 
from the Nuclear Waste Fund’’ and 
that these funds ‘‘could be used for a 
variety of activities related to the 
Yucca Mountain project, including the 
completion of the technical licensing 
review.’’ 

We will be watching this process 
closely. I know that the leadership in 
the House of Representatives will be 
watching as well. In a letter dated Au-
gust 23, 2013, the House Energy & Com-
merce Committee Chairman, FRED 
UPTON, and Environment & Energy 
Subcommittee Chairman, JOHN SHIM-
KUS, wrote to the NRC, stating: 

[I]t is our expectation that the NRC’s first 
action to implement the Court’s decision 
will be to diligently resume its review of the 
license application, complete the [Safety Re-
port], and issue it publicly. Our country has 
invested 30 years and $15 billion in deter-
mining whether Yucca Mountain would be a 
safe repository. The NRC is this nation’s nu-
clear safety regulator and its reputation for 
independence and objectivity rests on its 
transparency in this matter. As such, NRC’s 
objective, scientific findings regarding the 
safety of Yucca Mountain would provide the 
public an independent, authoritative assess-
ment of this important project. 

I agree with Chairman UPTON and 
Subcommittee Chairman SHIMKUS. In 
particular, the NRC should know that 
Congress will watch closely to make 
sure that costs associated with com-
pleting the safety report for Yucca 
Mountain are appropriate and in line 
with earlier estimates. 

Importantly, the NRC should already 
have all documentation necessary for 
this process ready and available. In De-
cember 2011, I joined Senator MARK 
KIRK and eight other Senate colleagues 
in a letter to the NRC and Energy De-
partment about Yucca Mountain. That 
letter—sent over 2 years ago—was out 
of a deep concern that we had that the 
Administration was purposefully jeop-
ardizing the ability for future consider-
ation of the Yucca Mountain applica-
tion by failing to adequately preserve 
scientific information and other 
records. We explained that ‘‘preserving 
the historical records and all scientific 
documents relating to Yucca Mountain 
is important to the nation’s long-term 
goal of achieving a permanent solution 
to our nation’s accumulating nuclear 
waste.’’ 

In that letter, we also explained: 
Yucca Mountain is one of the most exten-

sive research and development investments 
this country has ever undertaken. More than 
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$14 billion of taxpayer money and nearly 25 
years of scientific research, data collection, 
geological characterization and evidence was 
collected to study the Yucca Mountain facil-
ity. 

In March 2012, former NRC Chairman 
Gregory Jaczko responded to our let-
ter, stating: ‘‘The NRC documents re-
lating to the Yucca Mountain Program 
. . . will continue to be retained as per-
manent records . . .’’ 

I will note that the members of the 
board are good people, and I think the 
new chairman, Dr. Macfarlane, is going 
to try to do a much better job. But it 
was unbelievable how the former Chair-
man was able to obstruct Federal law. 

The NRC should be able to proceed 
promptly with completing the licens-
ing process. But if they fail to do so, 
the NRC Chairman, or the entire Com-
mission, could be held in contempt of 
court and appropriate sanctions could 
be issued by the court, and should be, if 
they fail, and that was discussed this 
morning at the hearing. The Commis-
sion says they are going to move for-
ward. They say they don’t have as 
much money as they would like to 
have. They haven’t asked for more 
money. They have a duty to fix this 
problem and deal with it, and if they 
need more money, they should ask 
Congress for it. 

After all of these years and the 
money spent, a contempt citation 
would be a colossal failure and a tre-
mendous embarrassment, and it would 
be the result of a willful failure to fol-
low the clear responsibility of law. 

In conclusion, I believe the DC Cir-
cuit’s recent rulings concerning the 
Nuclear Waste Policy Act have made 
an important contribution to the Rule 
of Law in the United States and to the 
future of nuclear power. In Congress, 
there is strong bipartisan support for 
completing the Yucca license review 
process. In 2012, the House voted over-
whelmingly, 326–81, in favor of appro-
priating the funds necessary for the 
NRC to continue the Yucca licensing 
process. Then, in July of 2013, the 
House soundly defeated an amendment 
offered by a member from Nevada that 
would cut funding for the Yucca licens-
ing process. That amendment failed by 
a vote of 335–81. 

Last July, Representatives FRED 
UPTON (R–MI) and JOHN DINGELL (D– 
MI), chairman and chairman emeritus, 
respectively, of the House Energy and 
Commerce Committee, authored an 
editorial entitled ‘‘Decision on Yucca 
Mountain Overdue.’’ They wrote: 

Congress passed the Nuclear Waste Policy 
Act of 1982 to establish a deliberate, collabo-
rative and mandatory process to site, li-
cense, build and operate a national perma-
nent nuclear waste repository. The act 
obliges the federal government to safely dis-
pose of high-level nuclear defense waste and 
commercial spent fuel from power plants. 
Electricity consumers and taxpayers have 
paid approximately $15 billion to determine 
if the Yucca Mountain site in Nevada would 
be a safe repository. The [NRC] owes them 
an answer. 

I couldn’t agree more. With the ben-
efit of the DC Circuit rulings in August 

and November of last year, which so 
clearly stated the Administration’s du-
ties under law, Congress must not ac-
cept any further delay in the Yucca 
Mountain license process. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

LUGER NOMINATION 
Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Madam President, 

I thank my colleague from Alabama for 
making his remarks a bit briefer, and I 
thank him as well for accompanying 
me to the State of the Union Address 2 
nights ago. 

I rise today to urge a vote in the U.S. 
Senate to confirm the nominee to be 
Minnesota’s next U.S. attorney. I see 
my colleague and friend from Iowa 
here, Senator GRASSLEY, who has been 
working hard on his good nominee as 
well for Iowa, and we have been work-
ing on this together. 

When we look at the extraordinary 
circumstances under which the U.S. 
Attorney’s Office for the District of 
Minnesota has been operating, it will 
be clear why a vote on this nomination 
and getting this done is so important. 

For 21⁄2 years—883 days—Minnesota 
has not had a full-time U.S. attorney. 
During those years, from August 2011 
to August 2013, Todd Jones was respon-
sible for doing two jobs as the Min-
nesota U.S. attorney and as the Acting 
Director of the Bureau of Alcohol, To-
bacco, Firearms and Explosives. I 
would note, as Senator GRASSLEY has 
pointed out, it has been a difficult time 
in the office. While they continue to do 
good work, in part because the U.S. at-
torney’s office in Minnesota has great 
prosecutors, they did not have a full- 
time manager during this time, pend-
ing the approval of the ATF job and 
during the appointment time. 

Over the summer, the Senate, as the 
Presiding Officer knows, confirmed 
Todd Jones as the Director of the 
ATF—the first permanent Director in 7 
years—leaving the Minnesota U.S. at-
torney’s position open. Senator 
FRANKEN and I, in consultation with 
getting a recommendation from a bi-
partisan U.S. Attorney Advisory Com-
mittee, which included the former Re-
publican-appointed U.S. attorney under 
both the first George Bush and the sec-
ond George Bush, who served on our ad-
visory board, we recommended Andy 
Luger, a respected litigator and former 
assistant U.S. attorney, to fill the posi-
tion. We recommended him 191 days 
ago. 

It has now been about 6 months—183 
days—since Director Jones left and we 
still do not have a permanent, full- 
time U.S. attorney. Minnesota needs a 
full-time U.S. attorney. It is a major 
jurisdiction. Andy Luger has the expe-
rience and know-how necessary to do 
this job well. 

From his days fighting white-collar 
crime as an assistant U.S. attorney to 
his work with Minnesota law enforce-
ment to help improve their gang-fight-
ing strategy, Andy has earned the re-

spect of the legal and law enforcement 
communities. Throughout his career, 
he has proven to be a tireless advocate 
for the people of Minnesota. 

As an assistant U.S. attorney, he suc-
cessfully prosecuted organized crime, 
drug and white-collar cases. This in-
cluded the prosecution of a $150 million 
national real estate and investment 
fraud case, leading to the longest 
white-collar sentence in the United 
States at that time. In 2009, he was ap-
pointed by the Minnesota Commis-
sioner of Public Safety to lead an in-
vestigation into the Metro Gang Strike 
Force and uncovered a series of prob-
lems with the unit. He recommended 
that the unit be disbanded and replaced 
by other law enforcement efforts and it 
was, in fact, abolished. 

In fact, a Star Tribune editorial said 
that Andy’s review of the strike force 
made ‘‘smart recommendations about 
The Twin Cities’ next generation gang- 
fighting strategy’’ and that his report 
included ‘‘welcome measures to begin 
the long process of rebuilding the 
public’s trust.’’ 

Andy is well respected in the law en-
forcement community. I can tell my 
colleagues that after we made the rec-
ommendation to the President, I got 
nothing but positive words from police 
chiefs and others who are excited about 
him in this job. He is committed to 
building and maintaining strong work-
ing relationships and partnerships be-
tween Federal and local law enforce-
ment. 

In addition to his many years as a 
Federal prosecutor, Andy has had a dis-
tinguished career in private practice. 
He is currently a partner at the Greene 
Espel law firm where he is well re-
garded as a highly skilled trial lawyer 
focused on business litigation, rep-
resenting businesses and white-collar 
defense. He has been selected as one of 
Minnesota’s Top 100 ‘‘Super Lawyers’’ 
for the past 10 years and as one of the 
‘‘Best Lawyers in America’’ for the 
past 4 years. He clearly has the experi-
ence, character, and drive to lead such 
a premier law enforcement agency as 
the Minnesota U.S. attorney’s office. 

The Minnesota U.S. attorney’s office 
represents the United States with pro-
fessionalism, high ethical standards, 
and an unwavering commitment to the 
safety of our community. These pros-
ecutors work to protect public safety 
by focusing on the offenders who do the 
most harm to the community—terror-
ists, the ‘‘worst of the worst’’ violent 
criminals, drug traffickers, and major 
financial fraudsters. They also work 
closely with local law enforcement to 
ensure local and Federal resources are 
used efficiently and effectively. 

I personally know this after having 
served as the chief prosecutor for Min-
nesota’s largest county, Hennepin 
County, for 8 years, and I worked daily 
with our U.S. attorney. We would dis-
cuss which office would handle cases. 
During the Moussaoui investigation, as 
people recall, we got in Minnesota the 
hijacker who survived, the guy who 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 05:14 Jan 27, 2015 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00036 Fmt 4637 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORD14\JAN 2014\S30JA4.REC S30JA4bj
ne

al
 o

n 
D

S
K

2T
W

X
8P

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 C
O

N
G

-R
E

C
-O

N
LI

N
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S645 January 30, 2014 
threatened to learn how to down a 
plane and was caught and imprisoned, 
and that came out of Minnesota imme-
diately after 9/11. The office was very 
focused on the terrorism investigation 
and my office stepped in and took some 
major white-collar cases to help out. 
We have a tradition of working to-
gether throughout the years, and that 
is why this office is so important to 
me. 

Example: The office won a conviction 
in a $3.65 billion Ponzi scheme, the sec-
ond biggest Ponzi scheme in U.S. his-
tory. It has an ongoing terrorism in-
vestigation that has led to charges 
against 18 people for aiding the ter-
rorist organization Shabaad, 8 of whom 
have been convicted, some receiving 
sentences of up to 20 years in prison. If 
one can imagine this, they are con-
ducting major terrorism investigations 
and prosecutions, and we need a full- 
time U.S. attorney to make decisions 
and to be in charge. 

Other major accomplishments in-
clude Operation Highlife, which was a 
major drug trafficking investigation 
involving more than 100 local, State, 
and Federal law enforcement officers 
and resulted in 26 indictments, 25 
guilty pleas, and sentences up to 200 
months in prison. 

Operation Brother’s Keeper was a 
successful investigation and prosecu-
tion of a RICO case involving a re-
gional 200-member gang, which took 22 
dangerous criminals off the street. 

Operation Malverde received national 
attention with the prosecution of 27 de-
fendants associated with a Mexican 
drug cartel, including the apprehension 
of the cartel regional leader, and sen-
tences as high as 20 years in prison. 

The office also recently played a key 
role in shutting down a major syn-
thetic drug seller in Duluth. This head 
shop was a huge problem. The perpe-
trator has been convicted and is await-
ing sentencing. They literally found 
over $700,000 in his bathroom hidden in 
small plastic bags. They went after 
this head shop. They prosecuted that 
guy. They won that case. They deserve 
a leader. 

Andy Luger is the right person for 
this job. The Judiciary Committee 
agreed and reported out his nomination 
without objection on January 9. I ap-
preciate the service of the Presiding 
Officer as well as Senator GRASSLEY, 
who is here, on our Judiciary Com-
mittee, and I appreciate the support for 
his nomination. 

I also supported the nomination of 
the U.S. attorney from Iowa, and we 
know how important that job is as 
well. 

This position of U.S. attorney was re-
garded by the Founders as so vital that 
they created it during the very first 
Congress; a position so crucial that it 
was born in the same law as the struc-
ture of the U.S. court; a position so 
necessary that President Zachary Tay-
lor filled it within 2 days of Minnesota 
becoming a State. 

In our case, for a variety of reasons— 
a variety of reasons—we have now gone 

883 days without a full-time U.S. attor-
ney. This is our moment. We need to 
move ahead on this nomination. 

Again, I appreciate Senator GRASS-
LEY’s help in moving these nomina-
tions forward. We have two U.S. attor-
neys, two Federal marshals. I can say 
that Andy is a dedicated public servant 
whose breadth of experience, strength 
of character, and commitment to jus-
tice make him a well-qualified can-
didate to serve as Minnesota’s next 
U.S. attorney. 

I don’t think there are any objections 
to his nomination, but I urge my col-
leagues to support his confirmation 
and give this office the leader it de-
serves, as well as the district of Iowa. 

Thank you very much, Madam Presi-
dent. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

THE FARM BILL 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I 

had a chance to listen to the Senator 
from Minnesota, and I come to speak 
on another subject, but I wish to assure 
her that we will get these two nomi-
nees and others across the finish line 
so the U.S. attorney for Minnesota can 
go to work, hopefully before we get 
many more days added to the 800 she 
has already talked about. 

The farm bill process has been very 
long, very hard, and no doubt frus-
trating for all who have been involved. 
Some of us on the Senate agriculture 
committee have participated in two 
committee markups and two floor de-
bates for this bill, and that is over a 
period of two Congresses. I voted for 
and supported the bill at every one of 
those junctures. 

I believe our country needs a good 
farm policy, which means, of course, an 
adequate and yet limited safety net for 
farmers, because so much about farm-
ing is beyond the control of the farm-
ers, and I am not talking just about 
natural disasters. Without a doubt, our 
farmers then face real, uncontrollable 
risks every year. The farm bill provides 
farmers, then, with a number of pro-
grams to mitigate risks. 

Agriculture remains a changing in-
dustry. Unbelievable technological ad-
vancements are taking place right be-
fore our eyes. Farmers can now control 
irrigation equipment and monitor 
grain bins on the phone from the other 
side of the world. Agricultural tech-
nology is progressing so quickly. Five 
years from now, when we debate the 
next farm bill, autonomous tractors 
may well be doing a considerable 
amount of the field work in America. 

Farm policy has also changed over 
time. Unfortunately, the majority of 
farm program benefits have started 
going to a concentrated number of 
farmers. The fact is 10 percent of the 
farmers—and those obviously would be 
the wealthy farmers—get 70 percent of 
the benefits from a farm bill. One rea-
son for this is that the current farm 
policy offers farmers essentially unlim-
ited subsidies if they hire the right 
lawyers. As a farmer, a citizen, and a 

legislator, I believe it is wrong to ex-
pect or even to allow the government 
to give unlimited support to my farm 
or any farm, especially since our coun-
try has a record $17 trillion national 
debt. 

During the first full Senate farm de-
bate in the summer of 2012—so the last 
Congress—my payment limit reforms 
were adopted by a vote of 75 to 24 here 
on the floor of this very body. During 
the first round of floor debate in the 
House in this Congress, Mr. FORTEN-
BERRY from Nebraska offered the same 
reforms and they were adopted there in 
the House by a vote of 230 to 194. Con-
gress has spoken, then, and overwhelm-
ingly agrees in both bodies with my 
commonsense approach of limitations 
on the amount that one farming oper-
ation can get. 

Wouldn’t anyone think that policy, 
which is widely supported in both bod-
ies of Congress and which saves tax-
payers nearly $400 million, would be 
untouchable when it comes to a con-
ference committee? The rules of this 
institution, the Senate, outline that. 
Senate rule XXVIII, if anyone would 
like to look it up. However, once again, 
behind closed doors, Washington de-
cided to intentionally screw up com-
mon sense. 

This conference bill increases the 
payments available through the coun-
tercyclical program—now called price 
loss coverage or PLC for short—by 150 
percent compared to what this Con-
gress had already agreed upon. I have 
yet to hear anyone tell me a single le-
gitimate reason why that change could 
be made. 

Additionally, the powers that be in 
this town have proven they learned 
nothing from the World Trade Organi-
zation Brazil cotton case. That dispute 
has resulted in the United States pay-
ing a $143 million fine per year to Bra-
zilian cotton farmers because our farm 
program for cotton does not meet the 
rules of international trade. This farm 
bill doubles down on the same market 
distorting principles that brought us 
that very same trade dispute. 

The original payment limit reforms 
that this Congress approved also elimi-
nated abuses through what is com-
monly know as the ‘‘actively engaged 
loophole.’’ To sum up this loophole, it 
makes it very easy for nonfarmers to 
get farm subsidies—probably those who 
go to the extent to hire a lawyer. This 
results in the largest 10 percent of the 
farms then, as I said before, getting 70 
percent of the farm program’s benefits, 
as I have already mentioned. 

Yet the conference committee, in an-
other brazen act of manipulation, 
eliminates my simple enforceable re-
form. I happen to think that one non-
farming manager per entity is more 
than generous and over the years it has 
been much violated. So we just simply 
say it ought to be one nonfarm man-
ager per farm and no more. But it has 
been a lot worse, and my language—the 
language accepted by this body—re-
formed that. But as I have indicated a 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 05:14 Jan 27, 2015 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00037 Fmt 4637 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORD14\JAN 2014\S30JA4.REC S30JA4bj
ne

al
 o

n 
D

S
K

2T
W

X
8P

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 C
O

N
G

-R
E

C
-O

N
LI

N
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES646 January 30, 2014 
couple times, the conference com-
mittee took it out. 

The language in the bill now says— 
instead of the way it passed the Senate 
and passed the House on the floor of 
the House—USDA will have the oppor-
tunity to review and fix the actively 
engaged loophole but only if they 
should choose so; in other words, the 
Secretary of Agriculture does not have 
to. 

I happen to know that Secretary 
Vilsack is sympathetic to what I have 
been trying to accomplish, so maybe he 
will be able to make something good 
out of what I think is a very bad provi-
sion in this bill that might actually 
make it very difficult for him to do 
that. 

Under this provision, USDA could 
have fixed this problem—or even under 
existing law, I should say—USDA could 
have fixed this problem at any point, 
since it is the result of their rule-
making. So giving, as the compromise 
does, the USDA power they already 
have and claiming reform happens to 
be a true—and true too often—example 
of a Washington hat trick. 

The conferees did not stop at just 
kicking the decision over to the De-
partment, they also tied the USDA’s 
hands with unnecessary requirements 
that must be met before action can 
even be taken. That is why I say it is 
going to be difficult for Secretary 
Vilsack. I hope he can find ways to ac-
complish what I want to accomplish. 
As I said, I think that is where his 
heart is. 

So I hope Secretary Vilsack, and I 
can even say the Obama administra-
tion, finally uses this authority to 
produce a strong, enforceable rule re-
garding the number of people who can 
be eligible for farm subsidies from tax-
payers; in other words, people who are 
actually farming. I am certainly going 
to offer them my thoughts on this 
issue. 

Maybe I should explain why I said 
even the Obama administration, be-
yond Secretary Vilsack. Because in 
this President’s budget more than once 
and in the Bush budget more than 
once, Presidents—including this Presi-
dent—have suggested these reforms to 
save money. This year I said about $400 
million. Actually, according to CBO, it 
is $387 million. 

The Government Accountability Of-
fice released a report in October of 2013 
that clearly outlines the problems with 
the actively engaged loophole. One 
farming partnership they highlighted 
was composed of 22 LLCs, with 20 dif-
ferent owners and 16 managers who got 
their eligibility through the actively 
engaged loophole. 

So you understand why the bill that 
passed the Senate and the House said 
one manager. At least four of the man-
agers I have referred to from that oper-
ation even live out of the State, while 
several others live in cities around the 
State well outside of commuting dis-
tance. 

Additionally, just yesterday, it was 
reported that a large farming operation 

in the State of Illinois is being fined 
$5.3 million because they were exploit-
ing taxpayers for farm subsidies. In 
this case, the government determined 
their business structure was inten-
tionally designed to evade those pay-
ment limitations that are even in ex-
isting law with the exact fake entity 
structures my provisions would have 
nearly eliminated. 

I wish to quote U.S. attorney Jim 
Lewis, who handled that case: 

We are pleased with this favorable resolu-
tion of the government’s claims of misuse of 
farm subsidy programs. These programs are 
designed to help farmers withstand market 
price volatility and the intrinsic risks asso-
ciated with farming from year to year. Any 
attempt to exploit the system to take more 
than one’s fair share is an improper use of 
government funds that erodes the public con-
fidence in such programs and threatens their 
continued viability. 

End of comment of U.S. Attorney 
Jim Lewis, who won that case against 
these farmers, and they will be fined 
that $5.3 million. 

I wish that U.S. attorney could have 
been part of the farm bill conference 
committee. His logic and expertise 
would have helped. 

If a farm’s business model depends on 
lawyers setting up complicated Mickey 
Mouse legal structures just to get more 
government subsidies, perhaps the 
owners of that entity are in the wrong 
business. 

So my provisions would have limited 
subsidies going to a few thousand peo-
ple who are very well off and, quite 
frankly, do not need unlimited farm 
payments from the government—and 
probably are not even involved with 
dirt under their fingernails—especially 
since, by definition, they would be peo-
ple then who do not actually work on 
farms. 

If we cannot cut subsidies that go to 
nonfarming millionaires, how will we 
ever find the courage then to fix other 
great entitlement problems we have in 
this country? 

With all that said, there are a few 
things this bill does that are good. 

The dairy provisions have ended up 
more market oriented than where we 
started, which I believe is very good. I 
am glad the Crop Insurance Program 
will remain strong for farmers across 
the country, and the nutrition program 
reforms are welcomed. 

In the end, I have to make a judg-
ment of the bill as a whole. Every 
Member of this Senate has to. I believe 
this bill, sadly, is a missed oppor-
tunity. The Congressional Budget Of-
fice says the final savings in this bill 
are only $16.6 billion. That is a pretty 
small amount compared to the fact 
that it will spend nearly $1 trillion. 

I think my colleagues know I am a 
person who plays by the rules. So I 
played by the rules with these reforms 
that were adopted 2 years ago 75 to 24— 
not debated or voted on this year be-
cause they were part of the bill that 
passed the Senate and then went to the 
House of Representatives and were 
voted on there 230 to 194. 

So we played by the rules. A major-
ity of both bodies support these re-
forms. Yet, in the end, just a small 
group of people, with a single-minded 
intent to keep unlimited farm sub-
sidies flowing out the door, proved that 
Congress deserves its 12-percent ap-
proval rating. 

I want to be clear. I strongly support 
the business of agriculture. I have been 
involved in farming my whole life. My 
son Robin operates our family farm. I 
understand the industry. Growing 
wholesome foods to feed the world has 
always been one of the noblest occupa-
tions, in my opinion. 

But if I were to vote yes on the bill, 
it would be an endorsement of the egre-
gious manipulation of my payment 
limitation reforms behind closed doors. 
I cannot in good conscience do that. 
Therefore, I will oppose the Agricul-
tural Act of 2014. 

Just to kind of clarify, do you under-
stand. I hope everybody understands 
we had the moral authority of a major-
ity of the Senate, the moral authority 
of a majority of the House of Rep-
resentatives, the moral authority of a 
majority of the people of this coun-
try—who I believe would say it is a 
good thing to save $387 million—and 
yet that moral authority was avoided 
by conferees who thought: To heck 
with the majority of the Senate or a 
voting majority of the House of Rep-
resentatives of 230 to 194. It does not 
mean anything. We can do whatever we 
want to do. We can waste that $387 mil-
lion. We can continue to give farm pay-
ments to people who are not farming. 
We can continue to let 10 percent of the 
biggest farmers get 70 percent of the 
benefits of the farm program, which, in 
the end, then helps subsidize big farm-
ers getting bigger. There is nothing 
wrong with big farmers getting bigger, 
but you should not subsidize it. It 
drives up the price of farmland, it 
drives up the price of cash rent, so our 
young farmers cannot get started farm-
ing. If you want to preserve the family 
farm, that is one of the things that is 
very important. 

So I have said my part. I hope I am 
around 5 years from now so I can try 
this once again because I do not intend 
to give up on this process. Five years 
from now is the next farm bill prob-
ably. Maybe there will be opportunities 
between now and then. I intend to take 
advantage of those opportunities. 

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

ator from Arkansas. 
Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that I be able 
to speak as in morning business. 

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

MILITARY RETIREE CUTS 
Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam President, I 

am here today as a voice for our vet-
erans and career military servicemem-
bers. 

Since I came to Congress in 2001, I 
have served on the Veterans’ Affairs 
Committee, both in the House and the 
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Senate, and have continuously fought 
to uphold the promises we have made 
with the men and women who served 
on behalf of our Nation. I am contin-
ually looking for opportunities to im-
prove the lives of our veterans who 
have served honorably and have sac-
rificed, sometimes with their lives, in 
support of our country. 

They deserve every benefit they 
earned and what we have promised 
them, but they have suffered a grave 
injustice in this body. Late last year 
the Senate, without my support, 
agreed to a budget that cut retirement 
benefits of our veterans, reducing the 
cost-of-living adjustment. I certainly 
could not support this provision. 

Veterans and the American people 
are rightly upset. I want to share some 
of the letters I have received from our 
veterans and other Arkansans. David 
Mullins from Jonesboro wrote: 

I am a 20 year veteran of the United States 
Army. I retired as a Sergeant First Class and 
I am currently drawing military retirement. 
I joined the Army when I was 18 years old 
and I wouldn’t do anything different. Even 
though it was very hard at times, I know 
that was what I was supposed to be doing. 
Less than 1% of the American population 
serves in the military and of those only 
about 13% actually retire with 20 years or 
more of service. So we are talking about less 
than .02 percent of the population. It is real-
ly appalling that, after sacrificing my free-
doms to protect those of my fellow citizens, 
this is how we are treated. America is out of 
touch. 

I agree with David. In a letter I sent 
to the Armed Services Committee lead-
ership in the House and Senate, I 
equated retirement compensation cuts 
to reaching into these individuals’ re-
tirement accounts and taking that 
money from them. This is unconscion-
able. 

Diane from Hot Springs, AR, said in 
a letter: 

I am truly disgusted by the new deal that 
cuts military pensions but doesn’t touch 
benefits for any of the politicians. I would 
have no problems if it was an across the 
board cut. This is the best example of what 
is wrong with our government. Cut benefits 
for those that make real sacrifices for their 
country. They take lower pay and separation 
from family. 

I agree with Diane. It is not fair. Our 
veterans should not be the ones bearing 
the burden for irresponsible spending. 
We need to cut spending and put our 
country on the path of fiscal responsi-
bility, but it should not come at the 
expense of our Nation’s military retir-
ees. These are the only Americans who 
are being asked to sacrifice under the 
budget agreement. It is wrong to single 
out our servicemembers for what 
amounts to $6 billion over 10 years, 
representing a .02-percent reduction. 
We need to right this wrong so our 
military retirees and their families 
have one less thing to worry about. 

Terry Williamson from Jacksonville, 
AR, wrote: 

I just retired from 26 years of active duty 
serving my country in the Air Force. I must 
say I was shocked and disappointed to learn 
that the pay of retirees are being offered up 

to be reduced by 1% cost of living as part of 
the budget deal. I feel that I have lived up to 
and beyond my part in serving my country. 
I have not even received my first retirement 
check and yet already my government is 
short changing my and all veterans who have 
served and fulfilled their end of the deal, de-
fending this great nation. I ask you to do 
what you can to not allow this to happen to 
a small portion of society that gave more to 
their country than most. 

Terry, we are working to make sure 
you get the full retirement you earned. 
We are seeking ways to undo this cut 
and fully restore military pay. 

In January Congress took the first 
step toward restoring veterans’ COLAs 
with the passage of the Omnibus appro-
priations bill. This exempted medically 
retired disabled veterans and survivors 
from the COLA reductions. But there is 
more work to do. The good news is we 
are on your side. 

Senator AYOTTE introduced the Keep-
ing Our Promises to Our Military He-
roes Act that repeals the COLA reduc-
tion for all military retirees. I am cer-
tainly proud to support that legisla-
tion. 

Arkansans want Congress to fully re-
store military retiree benefits as soon 
as possible. I am committed to raising 
this priority at every possible oppor-
tunity until justice is realized for these 
military families. While there has been 
much discussion about restoring these 
benefits in future legislation, this 
should be done at the earliest oppor-
tunity in order to provide certainty for 
our military retirees’ financial future. 

To our Nation’s military retirees, I 
am committed to this fight. You have 
earned these benefits. Congress must 
correct the wrong and restore your full 
retirement pay. As always, thank you 
for your service to our country. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 

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

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

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to a period of morning busi-
ness, with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each. 

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

f 

HILL FARMSTEAD BREWERY 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, Vermont 
is home to hundreds of world-class 
small businesses, each of which dots 
our economic landscape with their 
unique and often award-winning offer-
ings. Our reputation for quality has 
made the ‘‘Vermont brand’’ one that is 
valued and sought after by consumers 
across the Nation—and increasingly 
also across the globe. One burgeoning 

industry in Vermont is that of craft 
beer. In fact, the State is becoming al-
most as well known for its craft beers 
as it is for its maple syrup. 

One such successful small brewery, 
the Hill Farmstead Brewery, was fea-
tured in the January 18, 2014, edition of 
the New York Times. After a planned 
expansion next year, the brewery’s 
owner, Shaun Hill, plans to cap produc-
tion at 150,000 gallons per year. His suc-
cessful business model, and highly 
sought after brew, as the article states, 
‘‘offers lessons in how limiting produc-
tion can bring success.’’ 

Vermont’s small-State appeal at-
tracts business owners large and small. 
The Hill Farmstead Brewery is just one 
example of the successes Vermont’s 
economy boast. I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of ‘‘Craft Beer, the 
(Very) Limited Edition,’’ from the Jan-
uary 18 New York Times be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to appear in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the New York Times, Jan. 18, 2014] 
CRAFT BEER, THE (VERY) LIMITED EDITION 

(By Claire Martin) 
Two weeks ago, a beer drinker in Fresno, 

Calif., called Hill Farmstead Brewery in 
Vermont to ask where he could buy its craft 
beers. ‘‘You have to drive to the airport, get 
a ticket, fly to Burlington, rent a car and 
drive an hour and a half to the brewery,’’ the 
owner, Shaun Hill, replied with a laugh. But 
he wasn’t joking. 

Hill Farmstead, in the hamlet of Greens-
boro, produces just 60,000 gallons of beer an-
nually. The beer is available for purchase 
only at the brewery and in roughly 20 
Vermont bars. In addition, Mr. Hill sends 12 
kegs to distributors in New York City and 
Philadelphia a few times a year. 

Next year, after several buildings are ex-
panded and new equipment is installed, Mr. 
Hill plans to cap production at 150,000 gal-
lons a year—forever. (For context, the Rus-
sian River Brewing Company, a craft brew-
ery in California, made 437,100 gallons last 
year, and Dogfish Head Craft Brewery in 
Delaware produced 6.3 million gallons.) 

Hill Farmstead is one of at least three 
Vermont craft breweries that are churning 
out small batches of highly sought-after 
beers and have owners with firm plans to 
keep the operations small. Mr. Hill’s story 
offers lessons in how limiting production can 
bring success. 

Mr. Hill, 34, has been honing his brewing 
technique for nearly 20 years. He first 
learned to make beer for a high school 
science-fair project, then started a home- 
brew club in college and later worked as the 
head brewer at two other Vermont breweries, 
the Shed and the Trout River Brewing Com-
pany, as well as one in Copenhagen, Norrebro 
Bryghus. 

Two beers created during Mr. Hill’s tenure 
at Norrebro Bryghus won gold medals in 2010 
at the World Beer Cup, an international beer 
competition, and a third earned a silver 
medal. 

Several months before these accolades, Mr. 
Hill returned to Vermont to begin construc-
tion on Hill Farmstead Brewery on a former 
dairy farm that he and his brother, Darren, 
a woodworker, inherited from their grand-
father. ‘‘I wanted to make beer, I wanted to 
live in this place and I wanted to help my 
family and make sure I had the finances 
available to take care of this land in per-
petuity,’’ Mr. Hill says. 
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