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NATIONAL SEA GRANT COLLEGE
PROGRAM AMENDMENTS ACT OF
2015

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of the House mes-
sage to accompany S. 764, which the
clerk will report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

House message to accompany S. 764, a bill
to reauthorize and amend the National Sea
Grant College Program Act, and for other
purposes.

Pending:

McConnell motion to concur in the House
amendment to the bill with McConnell (for
Roberts) amendment No. 3450 (to the House
amendment to the bill), in the nature of a
substitute.

McConnell motion to refer the bill to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the time until 11:45
a.m. will be equally divided between
the two leaders or their designees.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum and ask unani-
mous consent that the time be charged
equally.

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

The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
rise to express my disappointment that
we have not yet been able to come to
an agreement on the issue of GMO la-
beling. Senator ROBERTS and I have a
long history of friendship and of work-
ing together. We have both worked
very hard to come to an agreement on
an extremely difficult and emotional
issue. I thank him for his continual
work, and I am forever the optimist
that we will get there, even though we
are not there yet. We have continued
to work, and my team and I have con-
tinued to work, to find common
ground, all the way until very late last
night. If we at this point do not pro-
ceed but can have some more time, I
believe it is possible for us to come to-
gether in a bipartisan solution.

While this debate has been difficult,
there are some important areas where
Senator ROBERTS and I agree. For in-
stance, Senator ROBERTS and I agree
that the science has shown us that bio-
technology is safe.

In fact, leading health organizations
like the American Medical Association,
the National Academy of Sciences, the
FDA, and the World Health Organiza-
tion all say there is no evidence that
GMOs aren’t safe. We agree that bio-
technology is an important tool for
farmers and ranchers, particularly as
we tackle the challenges of climate
change—which, by the way, science
also tells us is real. I believe in science,
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and I would love if we would all come
together around the science on both of
these issues.

We have to tackle the need to feed a
growing, hungry world. We agree that a
50-State patchwork of labeling laws is
not a workable long-term solution. In
fact, I don’t know any Member on any
side of this issue in the Senate who
doesn’t agree with that, that we have
to have a national approach, not 50 dif-
ferent States. But we also know, as we
have frequently debated States’ rights,
the importance of States making deci-
sions, that when we preempt States,
whether it is on fuel efficiency stand-
ards for automobiles or whether it is
on food labeling, the approach has al-
ways been to go from 50 different
States doing 50 different things to hav-
ing a national standard and a national
approach. As it was with CAFE stand-
ards, in which I was very involved, it is
important that it work from an indus-
try standpoint. I know it can be done,
and it is our job to get to that point.

We also recognize, though, that a
growing number of American con-
sumers want to know more about the
food they eat, and they have the right
to know. They have the right to know
what is in their food.

I was very proud of the fact that we
came together on the last farm bill to
recognize all parts of agriculture. The
fastest growing part of agriculture is
the organic sector. We gave more op-
portunities to support the organic sec-
tor, the local food movement.

People should have choices in decid-
ing what food they eat, how it is
grown, how it is processed, and that is
something we have said in national
policy that we support through our ag-
ricultural policies. Unfortunately, the
Senate is poised to vote on a bill that
I do not support, that does not fully an-
swer this demand from consumers.
Consumers want information about the
food they eat, it is as simple as that. In
fact, the bill continues the status quo
on providing information to con-
sumers. It lists a number of things,
many of which are already being done,
1-800 numbers and so on. Look at the
back of the pack; it lists things, but
they are things that are already being
done—not all but many, enough—and
then says: We will keep the status quo
nationally, but we will preempt the
States and citizens around the country
from taking individual action. I don’t
support that. That is not good enough.
It doesn’t reflect what we do when we
are talking about Federal policy. That
is one reason I think the approach put
forward in the bill is the wrong path.

Unfortunately, we have seen a lot of
emotion around this issue on both
sides—a lot of emotion. Frankly, there
is a lot of confusion about GMOs and
their safety, which is why I think this
approach is the wrong approach. We
should be telling the story, as should
farmers, of biotechnology and the im-
portance that it plays in our food pro-
duction and in food security. We should
not be taking action that further ap-
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pears to stop consumers from getting
the information they want and feeds
into the idea that there is something
wrong, that there is a reason to hide,
because there is not. We should em-
brace this opportunity to share with
the public what is in our food, talk
about it, why we use these crops, why
they are deemed safe.

That is why, during the last several
months of negotiations with Chairman
ROBERTS, I offered several proposals
that would shed light on this issue and
do it in a way that is eminently work-
able for those involved in the food in-
dustry. While those proposals were not
ultimately accepted, I still believe we
need and can achieve a policy that cre-
ates a uniform national system of dis-
closure for the use of GMO ingredients
and do it in a way that has common
sense and works for everybody. The na-
tional disclosure system needs to pro-
vide real options for disclosing infor-
mation about GMOs that work for both
consumers and food companies.

I believe we must create a system
that provides certainty as well to our
food companies and all of our compa-
nies—national, organic, traditional
companies. Everyone knows that a 50-
State system with 50 different defini-
tions, 50 different laws, and 50 different
ways to do packaging doesn’t work, so
we all have a need to come together
and to fix this. I also believe that a
system must work for all companies—
very small companies, medium-sized
companies, and large companies as
well.

I believe we must not harm the im-
portant work being done by our or-
ganic producers. Again, we made great
strides in the farm bill, and we need to
keep the choices that are in the mar-
ketplace now available to consumers
and not pass something that will in-
fringe on any of the choices consumers
have.

I am disappointed that we have not
yet been able to come to a clear con-
sensus on the issue of GMO labeling. I
know this issue is contentious. As I
said, it is very emotional on all sides.
As far as I am concerned, it is time for
us to come together on a thoughtful,
commonsense approach that is best for
consumers, for farmers, for families,
and for our country.

We have the most successful agricul-
tural system, food economy in the
world. We are the envy of the world.
We want to make sure that whatever
we do, we maintain that position. But
part of who we are in America is a
country that believes in people’s right
to know information and be able to
make their own individual choices. I
believe there is a way to do that, to
make sure we continue to have the
strongest, most vibrant, most success-
ful and robust agricultural economy
and food economy in the world—we are
literally feeding the world—and at the
same time be able to provide basic in-
formation that American consumers
are asking to have provided.

I will not be supporting Senator ROB-
ERTS’ amendment. I think this may be
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the first time in the years we have
worked together—both with me as
chair and now with him as chair—that
we have not come to the floor united.
It is not for lack of trying. We have
been working very hard, and there are
differences, but I believe that if we
have the opportunity to keep working,
we will be able to get to that spot
where we can come together.

As I urge colleagues to oppose this
proposal and moving forward on clo-
ture without having an agreement, I
also commit to continue working to
get there because we have to take ac-
tion to solve this problem and it has to
be done in a bipartisan way. That is
how we get things done, and I am com-
mitted to continuing to work with our
chairman and with Members on both
sides of the aisle so we can do that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
rise this morning to discuss an issue
that is pretty near and dear to my
heart and I think to the hearts of many
throughout the State of Alaska, and
that is—I will call it an aberration, an
aberration in the fish world. What I am
talking about is genetically engineered
salmon, GE salmon.

We just heard from the ranking mem-
ber on the Senate Committee on Agri-
culture. I appreciate the work she has
done, along with the Senator from
Kansas, to try to forge a path forward
as it relates to GMO, but when we are
talking about genetically engineered
salmon, let me make it very clear that
we are talking about two very distinct
and different issues here. This is sepa-
rate from the larger GMO debate.

Genetically engineered animals are
not crops, and GE salmon is a geneti-
cally engineered animal. This is some-
thing that is entirely new. This is a
new species. This is a new species that
will potentially be introduced into our
markets, into our homes, and quite
possibly, contrary to what any envi-
ronmental analysis claims, enters into
our ecosystem.

When we are talking about the GMO,
the broader GMO debate here on the
floor, keep in mind that when I stand
up, when the other Senator from Alas-
ka stands up, when Alaskans stand up
to talk about genetically engineered
salmon, we are talking about an en-
tirely different issue.

I get pretty wound up about this
issue. I just came from a meeting of
about 20 young Alaskans from around
the State.

I said: I am sorry, I have to leave be-
cause I have to go to the floor to speak
to this issue that is so important to us
in Alaska. Do you all know what ge-
netically engineered salmon is?

They said: Yeah. It is kind of that
fake fish.

It is Frankenfish, is what we call it
because it is so unnatural. It is so un-
natural that it is something that, as
Alaskans, we need to stand up and de-
fend against.

I grew up in the State of Alaska. I
was born there. I know well that escap-
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ing from pens occurs in hatcheries, and
it can occur in facilities where fish are
grown. I also well know the immense
value of our fisheries and the potential
for havoc that something like this
Frankenfish could wreak upon our wild
sustainable stocks.

I am standing here this morning say-
ing that I will not be supporting clo-
ture on this bill, as it is an issue which
is too important to so many and has
not yet been adequately addressed. I
have attempted to work with the chair-
man and the committee to offer sen-
sible and what we believe are reason-
able fixes, but there is no solution as of
yet.

I am standing today demanding, ask-
ing that the voices of Alaskans, who
have stood with me in solidarity on
this issue, be heard because we will not
accept that genetically engineered
salmon or Frankenfish—whatever it is
you want to call it—we will not accept
that it will be allowed to be sold with-
out clear labeling because I don’t want
to make any mistakes; I don’t want to
find that what I have served my family
is a genetically engineered fish, and I
use ‘‘fish” lightly.

We talk about Frankenfish and some
people kind of snicker nervously, but it
is not a joke to Alaskans. This new
species could pose a serious threat to
the livelihoods of Alaskan fishermen,
and I will stand to support the liveli-
hood of Alaskan fishermen. Alaska’s
fisheries are world-renowned for their
high quality and for their sustain-
ability. The Alaska seafood industry
supports more than 63,000 direct jobs
and contributes over $4.6 billion to the
State’s economy. Nearly one in seven
Alaskans is employed in the commer-
cial seafood industry.

That is how my boys put themselves
through college—working in the com-
mercial fishing industry. We know
about fish. For generations, my family
has been involved in one way, shape, or
form with the fishing business.

Salmon is a major part of Alaska’s
seafood economy, and commercial fish-
ermen around the State harvested
more than 265 million salmon this past
season, including chinook, sockeye,
coho, chum, pinks—all wild.

As we all know, wild salmon is loaded
with all of the good things in it that
God has placed there: tremendous
health benefits, lean protein, source of
omega-3s, B-6, B-12, Niacin—every-
thing good, all in that natural wild
package.

More than 1.5 million people wrote to
the FDA opposing approval of geneti-
cally engineered salmon. So you have a
groundswell of support around the
country—this is not just from Alas-
kans weighing in. People are saying:
No, we don’t think this should be ap-
proved.

The FDA went ahead anyway. Then
you have a growing number of grocery
stores—Safeway, Kroger, Whole Foods,
Trader Joe’s, and Target—that have all
announced they are not going to sell
this. They are not going to sell this ge-
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netically engineered species in their
stores.

Yet, despite this immense opposition,
in November of last year, the FDA ap-
proved AquaBounty Technologies’ ap-
plication for its genetically engineered
AquAdvantage salmon. So for those of
you who are not fully informed on
what this genetically engineered fish
is—how it comes about—GE salmon
start from a transgenic Atlantic salm-
on egg. This is an ocean pout. It is a
type of an eel. As you can see, it
doesn’t look anything like a salmon,
even if you don’t know your salmon
very well. This is a bottom-dwelling
ocean pout eel.

They take a slice of DNA from this,
a slice of DNA from a magnificent Chi-
nook salmon, and splice it into an At-
lantic salmon egg. That egg is meant
to produce a fish that will grow to full
size twice as fast as a normal Atlantic
salmon. So this is the push here—to
push Mother Nature, which creates a
perfectly beautiful fabulous salmon,
and to take a slice of DNA here and a
slice of DNA there and put it in an At-
lantic salmon, which is a farmed fish,
and grow it so that it grows twice as
fast as a normal fish, but growing it in
penned condition, theoretically, so
that there is no way for escape. But are
we guaranteed that there is no way for
escape? I don’t know. Show me that.

But what we have here, I think, is a
fair question as to whether or not this
GE salmon can even be called a salm-
on. So the FDA signed off on this last
November. But they made no manda-
tory labeling requirement. Instead,
they said: Labels can be voluntary. So,
in other words, if you want to say that
this piece of fish that is in front of you
in the grocery store is genetically engi-
neered—or not real—you can volun-
tarily put that on your label. Nobody is
going to do that. Nobody is going to
voluntarily say this is genetically engi-
neered.

So what we have done—what I have
done—is to fight to secure a mandatory
labeling requirement both before ap-
proval of AquaBounty’s application
and since its approval. So we have been
working hard on this issue. We have
made some significant headway. But
what we are dealing with on the floor
right now—this legislation—would
wipe that work clean, instead of using
legislative tools at our disposal to ef-
fectively and precisely amend this leg-
islation in order to address the issue of
GE salmon.

So what we did is that we got some
language in the Omnibus appropria-
tions bill that requires the FDA not to
allow the introduction of any food that
contains GE salmon until it publishes
final labeling guidelines that inform
consumers of that content. So what
this did is that this kind of forced the
FDA to issue an import alert, which ef-
fectively bans all imports of geneti-
cally engineered salmon for 1 year.

But it also directs the FDA to spend
funds—significant funds—of no less
than $150,000 to develop labeling guide-
lines and to implement a program to
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disclose to consumers whether salmon
offered for sale to consumers is geneti-
cally engineered.

Again, what we want to be able to do
is to let consumers know whether this
fish is genetically engineered or not.
So we thought that was a pretty clear
labeling mandate to the FDA. But the
FDA then later came back to us and
said they felt that there was still clari-
fying legislation that we needed to do.
So I have worked with Senator SUL-
LIVAN, my colleague from Alaska, as
well as Senators CANTWELL, MERKLEY,
and HEINRICH, and we introduced S. 738,
which is the Genetically Engineered
Salmon Risk Reduction Act.

We also introduced a separate piece
of legislation to respond to the FDA’s
November approval. We introduced S.
2640, the Genetically Engineered Salm-
on Labeling Act. What that bill would
do is kind of to build on last year’s om-
nibus provisions and would require la-
beling of genetically engineered salm-
on through language that I received
through technical assistance working
with the FDA on this.

Additionally, we would mandate a
third-party scientific review of the
FDA’s environmental assessment of
AquAdvantage salmon and the effects
that these GE salmon would have on
wild stocks and ecosystems, which, in
my opinion—and I think, in the opin-
ion of many others—were insufficiently
addressed during the FDA’s environ-
mental assessment.

So we have been working with the
FDA on this, to develop this language
to mandate labeling. The FDA has been
cooperative at this point working on
this issue. That really is a significant
step forward.

But it required me to do something
that maybe others are perhaps a little
more active on—to place a hold on a
nominee. I placed a hold on the FDA
Commissioner, Dr. Robert Califf. This
is not something that I do lightly. I
have not placed a hold on a nominee
before. I don’t take this action lightly.
But it was necessary. It was necessary
to bring to the attention of the FDA
the significance of this issue and the
seriousness of what we were dealing
with.

So we got FDA to the table. We have
been working with them. They have
been listening. They have been helpful.
We are so close to resolving this. Now
we are on the floor with GMO legisla-
tion. Again, as I said at the outset,
GMO is different than what we are
dealing with in this genetically engi-
neered species, a new species designed
for human consumption here.

My concern is that with the GMO bill
before us now, it really does threaten
the good progress we have made at this
point in time. It is not just the
progress that the Alaska delegation
made but really the work of so many
Alaskans, the bipartisan hard-working
efforts of so many around the country
who share the same concerns.

I think we have offered some pretty
sensible solutions. I will continue to
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offer them. I will continue my efforts
to work with the chairman, for whom I
have great respect. Know that, while it
is not opposition to the overall bill or
its underpinnings, where my concern
remains is mistakenly allowing geneti-
cally engineered salmon into our
homes, mislabeled as salmon.

This is something that we will con-
tinue to raise awareness on and raise
the issue until we have finally and
fully resolved it.

IDITAROD SLED DOG RACE

Mr. President, if I still have a few
minutes more this morning, I would
like to switch topics and speak about
the last great race—the last great race
in Alaska and really around the world,
which is the Iditarod sled dog race, a
1,049-mile race from south central Alas-
ka to Nome, AK, where man-and-dog
teams are up against Mother Nature,
improbably one of the most incredible
human and animal endeavors that are
out there.

Yesterday, we saw the conclusion. We
greeted the front runner to the 44th
Iditarod sled dog race. So for 44 years
now, it is an amazing race from Willow
to Nome. Again, when you think about
man and dog out on the ice, out in the
raw wilderness for 1,000 miles, this race
has been described as the equivalent of
an attempt at Mount Everest.

When you think about all that is
Alaska and the open spaces, the inde-
pendent people, and just man against
nature or woman against nature, it is
really the Iditarod that epitomizes so
much of it. It demands not only the
most out of our athletes but mental
conditioning as well. It requires excep-
tional endurance, courage, and sound
judgment as you navigate these amaz-
ing places. But it is not just the men or
women who are the physical athletes.
It is not just their judgment that
guides this race. It is that of the
teams—the dogs themselves.

When you think about the amazing
teamwork that goes on between a
musher and his or her animals—the
communication and the will to go 1,000-
plus miles in extraordinary condi-
tions—it really is something that just
stirs the greatest imagination. We have
had Iditarods where teams have lit-
erally buried into the wind coming at
them at 50 miles an hour and 30 below,
in the dark, attacked by moose on the
trail, losing the trail, with accidents,
disasters.

I was going to say it is like a reality
TV show. Only it is not a reality TV
show. It is what Alaskans and many
around the world engage in. The
mushers themselves are remarkable. 1
could stand here on the floor and talk
all morning about them, but I won’t.

I will highlight just a few of them.
DeeDee Jonrowe, is a longtime friend
of mine. She ran her 34th Iditarod this
year—talk about bravery and persever-
ance. This is a woman who the year be-
fore last lost her father. This summer
she and her husband lost everything
they owned in a wildfire out in Willow,
AK. The only thing that was saved
were her dogs.
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But she lost her sleds, her harnesses,
her home, her everything. Then, just
shortly after, she lost her mother. Her
comment to me was this: I am going to
g0 back on the trail so that I can just
focus. That is one tough woman.

Brent Sass is a guy who captured the
lead for much of the race. He is one of
these guys who came to Alaska to be a
homesteader, a wilderness guy. He was
champion of the Yukon Quest. He res-
cued mushers along the way—an amaz-
ing guy. He was actually in front posi-
tion last year and was disqualified be-
cause he had an iPod and was listening
to music.

Along the trail, there are no elec-
tronic devices. There are pretty tough
rules in the Iditarod. Can you imagine
being out on a 1,000-mile trail with no-
body else, and no device, no electronics
for you?

Jeff King is an amazing guy, whose
grit and determination has been at the
forefront of this race and so many oth-
ers—a multiple winner. But he was in-
volved with a horribly tragic accident
when a snow machiner, a drunk indi-
vidual, literally attacked his team,
killed one of his dogs and injured a
couple of others.

It was extraordinarily difficult to
handle that challenge—the emotion of
losing a dog but also just the real trag-
edy and calamity of an accident like
that. Jeff has finished the race in the
top 10, which is remarkable.

Another remarkable feat, though, is
Aly Zirkle, who finished third, and was
also subject to an extreme scare by
this same snow machiner—a horribly
tragic side to this year’s Iditarod. But
there was the fact that Aly, one tough
lady, came in third and persevered all
the way, just getting her head into the
game.

There are so many stories about
these amazing men and women, but the
winner of this year’s Iditarod is a
young man named Dallas Seavey, 29
years old. He crossed the finish line
into Nome at 9:30 p.m. last night. Dal-
las finished in 8 days 11 hours 20 min-
utes 16 seconds. This is his fourth over-
all win, and his third consecutive win.
He is only one victory away from
matching the ‘‘king’’ of the Iditarod,
five-time champion Rick Swenson.

Guess who was No. 2 in the Iditarod,
trailing Dallas by about 45 minutes. It
was his dad. Father and son finished
No. 1 and No. 2 in the Iditarod. What
other sport can you think of where you
have a father and son competing
against one another and coming in first
and second? You have to go back a
ways to come up with an answer to
that. It was absolutely an amazing
story and Alaskans watched it play
out.

I had an opportunity to visit with the
father of Mitch Seavey and the grand-
father of Dallas Seavey. I asked: Dan,
who do you predict is going to win the
Iditarod this year? His response was: I
don’t care as long as it is a Seavey. He
was right and certainly got his wish.
Alaskans are proud of the men and
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women who take on these extraor-
dinary challenges, capture the atten-
tion and the fascination of the world
with their feats of physical and mental
endurance. The men and women of the
44th Iditarod race are to be commended
and congratulated.

With that, I yield the floor.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President,
today I wish to express my opposition
to the legislation introduced by Sen-
ator ROBERTS to preempt State label-
ing laws for genetically modified orga-
nisms, also known as GMOs.

The Mellman Group released a poll
last year that found that 89 percent of
Americans support mandatory labeling
of GMOs. The calls and letters I receive
from California constituents confirm
widespread support for this policy.
Since 2015, I have received more than
90,000 letters and emails from constitu-
ents who want a mandatory labeling
standard. Since the beginning of this
year, my office has received nearly
2,000 calls in favor of mandatory label-
ing.

Clearly, the public wants their food
to be labeled in a consistent and trans-
parent manner. However, Senator ROB-
ERTS’ proposal would preempt voter-
passed mandatory GMO labeling laws
in Connecticut, Maine, and Vermont.
Overriding these State laws would be a
step backward for consumer knowl-
edge.

I recognize that the food industry
cannot comply with 50 different State
labeling laws. That is why I have co-
sponsored legislation introduced by
Senator JEFF MERKLEY to create a con-
sistent, transparent Federal standard
on how to label foods that contain
GMO ingredients. This legislation
would require food producers to add a
statement or symbol after the ingre-
dient list to state that the product con-
tains GMO ingredients. Companies
would be given four options to meet
the requirement.

In contrast, Senator ROBERTS’ bill
makes it more difficult for consumers
to find out what is in their food. It re-
quires the Department of Agriculture
to create new, voluntary labeling guid-
ance, despite the fact that the Food
and Drug Administration already cre-
ated voluntary guidance.

Furthermore, Senator ROBERTS’ bill
allows a confusing array of options for
disclosure beyond labeling. This in-
cludes 1-800 numbers, Web sites,
smartphone applications, and social
media posts.

In my view, the only fair and con-
sistent way to label food is on the
package in a clear, straightforward,
and consistent manner. Consumers do
not have time to scan barcodes on food
packages or to call 1-800 numbers. Con-
sumers want the information they need
to make the best choices for them and
their families readily available on
packaging. And I believe they deserve
to have that information.

I want to make it clear that I recog-
nize that the Federal Government and
scientists agree that GMO products are
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safe. I also realize that California
farmers may need to rely on genetic
engineering to address challenges such
as climate change and disease. But I do
not understand why industry is so op-
posed to informing consumers of how
their food was produced. The industry
says it should only be required to label
foods when there is a human health
reason to do so.

However, the Federal Government
has always had labeling requirements
for food that aren’t due to a human
health reason. These requirements
exist because they allow consumers to
make informed choices in the market-
place. For example, the Federal Gov-
ernment requires juice that was made
from concentrate to be labeled ‘“‘made
from concentrate.”” The Federal Gov-
ernment requires foods processed with
irradiation to be labeled as such. The
Federal Government has a specific la-
beling requirement for what con-
stitutes ground beef based on what
parts of a cow is used, the fat content,
and how it is processed.

During this election season, many
Americans have expressed a view that
Washington is out of touch with the
rest of the country. So I want to ask,
does Washington really want to over-
rule consumers who want GMO label-
ing? Does Congress know better than
the majority of American consumers?

In my view, we should trust con-
sumers and make sure they have the
information they want on the food
they buy. As such, I urge my col-
leagues to oppose Senator ROBERTS’
preemption legislation. Instead, I ask
my colleagues to engage in a meaning-
ful discussion for how we can create a
mandatory standard that is flexible for
industry but gives consumers the infor-
mation they want.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SUL-
LIVAN). The Senator from Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I wish
to start off my remarks with regard to
the bill that is before us. There is an
article from The Hill newspaper, and it
is quoting Julie Borlaug, who is the
granddaughter of Norman Borlaug, a
University of Minnesota graduate who
helped to spark the green revolution in
agriculture technology that is credited
with saving more than 1 billion people
from dying of hunger.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article from The Hill be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From The Hill, Mar. 16, 2016]

SAFE, PROVEN BIOTECHNOLOGY DESERVES
NON-STIGMATIZING  NATIONAL  LABELING
STANDARD

(By Julie Borlaug)

Global hunger is one of the most pressing
challenges of the 21st century and the prob-
lem will only get worse if the U.S. Senate
fails to take action and prevent a costly
state-by-state patchwork of labeling man-
dates for food containing genetically modi-
fied organisms (GMOs).

In a Senate Agriculture Committee mark-
up last week, Sen. Amy Klobuchar (D-Minn.)
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correctly noted that ‘‘science is an essential
piece of the puzzle in addressing food insecu-
rity.”” The senator also praised the legacy of
my grandfather, Dr. Norman Borlaug, a Uni-
versity of Minnesota graduate who helped
spark the green revolution in agricultural
technology that is credited with saving more
than 1 billion people from dying of hunger.

I am glad to see my grandfather’s work
praised. And, as an associate director for the
Borlaug Institute for International Agri-
culture, I want to see his work, and the work
of his fellow agricultural scientists, pro-
tected. That means ensuring that innova-
tions in agricultural biotechnology aren’t
sent to the dustbin of history, leaving future
generations asking why good solutions were
abandoned.

It really comes down to a simple label. In
July, Vermont is set to become the first
state to begin enforcing a GMO labeling
mandate. The impacts will be felt on store
shelves and in science labs around this coun-
try. Make no mistake—these state labeling
efforts are not about a so-called ‘right to
know’ but are about enabling activists to
drive GMOs out of the marketplace. Leaders
in the labeling movement acknowledge this,
with one saying “‘If we have it labeled, then
we can organize people not to buy it.”

These dangerous efforts undermine the
critical importance of biotechnology and the
role it plays in feeding the world. With the
help of modern science and GMOs, farmers
now have the ability to produce crops that
better withstand droughts and require fewer
pesticides. They can adapt genetic codes to
acclimate to new environments, and ensure
that crops grow well despite inhospitable cli-
mates.

You cannot be anti-hunger and be anti-
GMO. GMOs not only make farming more
sustainable, they directly impact national
and global food security at a time when
warming temperatures and rising popu-
lations mean that those living in poverty
will face increasingly unstable supplies of
food.

The safety of GMOs is as clear as their ben-
efits. Every major scientific organization
that has examined this issue has concluded
that they are safe as any other food. Those
denying their safety are denying the science.

By allowing state-mandated on package la-
beling of GMO foods, Congress would be turn-
ing its back on decades of advancements in
biotechnology and allowing a small group of
activists to deny millions of people the tools
that will prevent starvation and death. We
cannot allow that to happen.

Senate Agriculture Committee Chairman
Pat Roberts (R-Kan.) has put forward a bi-
partisan proposal that would establish na-
tional standards for food made with geneti-
cally-engineered ingredients. The Biotech
Labeling Solutions Act would prevent a cost-
ly state-by-state patchwork of labeling man-
dates. It would also help ensure that pro-
viding greater information could go hand-in-
hand with providing greater education at a
national level about the safety and impor-
tance of GMO crops. The Senate Agriculture
Committee supported moving his bill to the
full Senate by a 14-6 bipartisan vote.

Now, we need senators of both parties to
come together to support this common-sense
approach.

Sixteen years ago, my grandfather wrote
that the world would soon have the agricul-
tural technologies available to feed the 8.3
billion people anticipated in the next quarter
of a century. The more pertinent question is
whether farmers and ranchers will be per-
mitted to use these technologies.

The members of the Senate will decide
that very question in their votes on the
Biotech Labeling Solutions Act. For the
sake of science and the world, the answer
needs to be yes.
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Mr. ROBERTS. Quoting from the ar-
ticle, Ms. Borlaug said:

I am glad to see my grandfather’s work
praised. . . . Senate Agriculture Committee
Chairman Pat Roberts . . . has put forward a
bipartisan proposal that would establish na-
tional standards for food made with geneti-
cally-engineered ingredients. The Biotech
Labeling Solutions Act would prevent a cost-
ly state-by-state patchwork of labeling man-
dates. It would also help ensure that pro-
viding greater information could go hand-in-
hand with providing greater education at a
national level about the safety and impor-
tance of GMO crops. . . . Sixteen years ago,
my grandfather wrote that the world would
soon have the agriculture technologies avail-
able to feed the 8.3 billion people anticipated
in the next quarter of a century. The more
pertinent question is whether farmers and
ranchers will be permitted to use these tech-
nologies.

I rise again to discuss my amend-
ment numbered 3450 on biotechnology
labeling solutions. There has been a lot
of discussion about this amendment
and this topic in general. That is a
good thing. We should be talking about
our food, we should be talking about
our farmers and producers, and we
should be talking about our consumers
as well. It is important—extremely im-
portant—to have an honest discussion
and an open exchange with dialogue.
After all, that is what we do in the
Senate or at least that is what we are
supposed to do. We are here to discuss
difficult issues, craft compromised so-
lutions, and finally vote in the best in-
terest of our constituents. That is what
we are doing here today: exercising our
responsibility to cast a vote for what is
in the best interest of those who sent
us here.

Let’s start with discussing difficult
issues. The basic issue at hand is agri-
culture biotechnology labeling. If you
have heard any of my previous re-
marks, you have heard me say time
and time and time again that bio-
technology products are safe, but you
don’t have to take my word for it. The
Agriculture Committee held a hearing
late last year where all three agencies
in charge of reviewing biotechnology
testified before our members. Over and
over again the EPA, the FDA, and the
USDA told us that these products are
safe—safe for the environment, safe for
other plants, and safe for our food sup-
ply. This is the gold standard on what
is safe with regard to agriculture bio-
technology. Not only are these prod-
ucts safe, but they also provide bene-
fits to the entire value chain from pro-
ducer to consumer. Through bio-
technology, our farmers are able to
grow more on less land using less
water, less fuel, and less fertilizer, but
the difficult issue we are debating
today is about more than recognizing
the fact that biotechnology is safe. No,
today our decision is about whether to
prevent a wrecking ball from hitting
our entire food supply chain. The dif-
ficult issue for us to address is what to
do about the patchwork of Dbio-
technology labeling laws that will soon
wreak havoc on the flow of interstate
commerce, agriculture, and food prod-
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ucts in every supermarket and every
grocery store up and down Main Street
of every community in America. That
is what this is about. It is not about
safety, it is not about health, and it is
not about nutrition. It is all about
marketing.

What we face today is a handful of
States that have chosen to enact label-
ing requirements on information that
has nothing to do with health, safety,
or nutrition. Unfortunately, the im-
pact of these decisions will be felt all
across the country. Those decisions im-
pact the farmers in the fields who
would be pressured to grow less effi-
cient crops so manufacturers could
avoid these demonizing labels. Those
labeling laws will impact distributors
who have to spend more money to sort
different labels for different States.
Those labeling laws will ultimately im-
pact consumers who will suffer from
higher priced food. It will cost $1,050
per year for an average family of four.
That is right. If we do nothing, it is not
manufacturers that will pay the ulti-
mate price, it is the consumer.

A study released this year found that
changes in the production or labeling
of most of the Nation’s food supply for
a single State would impact citizens in
each of our home States. The total an-
nual increased cost of doing nothing
today, such as not voting for cloture,
could be as much as $82 billion every
yvear. That is a pretty costly cloture
vote. That is 1,050 bucks tacked onto
each family’s grocery bill, and that is a
direct hit to their pocketbooks. Let me
repeat that. If we fail to act today—if
we do not have cloture and get to this
compromise bill—the cost to con-
sumers would total as much as $82 bil-
lion a year or 1,060 bucks for hard-
working American families. I don’t
think that is what my colleagues want.
I don’t think they want to be respon-
sible for that: a cloture vote with an
$82 billion price tag? Come on.

This is the difficult issue we must ad-
dress and the question is, How do we
fix it? That is why we have crafted a
compromise solution and put it on the
floor for debate and action. The amend-
ment before us today stops this wreck-
ing ball before any more damage can be
done.

Two weeks ago, the Agriculture Com-
mittee passed a bill with a bipartisan
vote of 14 to 6. I am very proud of that
legislation. It stopped the State-by-
State patchwork and provided a na-
tional voluntary standard for bio-
technology food products. For the first
time, the Federal Government would
set a science-based standard allowing
consumers to demand the marketplace
provide more information. Consumers
are growing more and more interested
in their food, and that is a good thing.
We, as consumers, should learn more
about where our food comes from and
what it takes to keep our food supply
the safest, the most abundant, and the
most affordable in the world. However,
the role of government in this space is
to ensure that information regarding
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safety, health, and nutritional value
are expressed directly to consumers,
but the information in question today
has nothing to do with safety or health
or nutrition, so the responsibility and
opportunity to inform the consumers
falls on the marketplace. If consumers
want more information, they demand
it by voting with their pocketbooks in
the aisles of the grocery store.

As our bipartisan bill has come to
the floor, I have heard concerns that
this voluntary standard is not enough
for our consumers. Yet again we
worked with our colleagues on both
sides of the aisle. The legislation be-
fore us goes further than the com-
mittee-passed bill. This legislation ad-
dresses concerns with a voluntary-only
approach by providing an incentive for
the marketplace to provide consumers
with more information.

To my friends on this side of the
aisle, this legislation allows the mar-
ket to work. To my friends on that side
of the aisle, if the marketplace does
not live up to their commitments, if in-
formation is not made available to con-
sumers, then this legislation holds the
markets accountable by instituting a
mandatory standard. It is not just any
mandatory standard, it is a standard
that provides the same options and
mechanisms for compliance as outlined
and stated publicly by our Secretary of
Agriculture, Tom Vilsack.

Simply put, the legislation before us
provides us an immediate and com-
prehensive solution to the unworkable
State-by-State patchwork 1labeling
laws. As chairman of the sometimes
powerful Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee, I believe this is a true com-
promise. Like any bill, it is not perfect,
and I know that, but to those who
criticize this legislation in one breath
and say they want a compromise in the
next breath, I ask: Where is your plan?
Where is your solution? We have heard
the distinguished Senator from Oregon
many times on this floor—not a strang-
er to this floor—criticizing this com-
promise. I appreciate, and I am sure we
all appreciate, his passion. I disagree
with his views, but I appreciate that he
did put his plan into a bill and put it
out for public debate. What I don’t un-
derstand is why he doesn’t want to vote
on it. Why would you put a bill out
there and decide not to vote on it? Why
would you not vote for cloture so you
can get to a vote on your bill? We could
have voted on his legislation today.
Yet when he was presented with the op-
tion to take a vote, he declined. I have
read the press release where he de-
scribed the compromise as maintaining
the status quo.

If the truth be known, this com-
promise achieves just the opposite. In
fact, voting no today is the only way
that maintains the status quo. Voting
no today does nothing to stop the
wrecking ball. Voting no today ensures
that the instability in the marketplace
continues. Voting no today puts farm-
ers and all of agriculture at risk. Vot-
ing no today negatively impacts the
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daily lives of everybody in the food
chain from the farmer who will be
forced to plant fence row to fence row
of a crop that is less efficient to the
grain elevator that will have to adjust
storage options to separate the types of
grain, to the manufacturer that will
need different labels for different
States, to the distributor that will
need expanded storage for sorting, and
to the retailer who may be unable to
afford offering low-cost, private-label
products, and, finally, to the consumer
who will be forced to pay for all this
additional cost to the tune of $82 bil-
lion.

Now we come to our final task as
elected officials of this body taking a
vote. But before we do, we should all
know that never before—never before
in my experience as chairman of the
House Agriculture Committee and
chairman of the Senate Agriculture
Committee and all the years I have had
the privilege to serve on both commit-
tees—we have never seen a bill in the
Agricultural Committee with so much
support, never. Over 800 organizations
all across the food and agriculture per-
spective have a stake in this bill. It is
at the national and State and local lev-
els. They all support the bill. The bill
has the support of the National Asso-
ciation of State Departments of Agri-
culture, the American Farm Bureau,
and many, many more.

Virtually every farm group is in
town. I just talked to the American
Soybean Association this past week.
One farmer said: Hey, if I cannot have
agriculture biological crops with re-
gard to increasing the yield that I
plant, what am I going to do? Am I
going to plant fence row to fence row?
Am I going to lose in this situation
when farming income is declining and
farm credit is getting tighter?

The fundamental role of the Agri-
culture Committee is to protect Amer-
ican farmers and ranchers who provide
a safe, abundant, and affordable food
supply to a very troubled and hungry
world. So I will be voting yes to do just
that, and I encourage my colleagues to
do the same. Voting no today means
telling your constituents next week
that you are raising their grocery bill
by over $1,000. Good luck with that.

It is a pretty simple vote. You are ei-
ther for agriculture or you are not.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. DONNELLY. Mr. President, later
this morning we continue to work on
whether to consider a food labeling bill
here in the Senate. As a dad, I know
this bill is about much more than just
words or symbols or a label. It is about
the confidence we have in the food we
eat and the food we feed our children.
As a Hoosier, I also know this bill is
about preserving confidence in a long
and proud Indiana tradition of growing
the food that feeds our communities
and provides a safe and reliable food
supply for the world. Whether you are
a parent or a farmer, a Republican or a
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Democrat, our objectives in this debate
should be the same: to provide con-
sumers with access to accurate infor-
mation about the food we eat and to do
s0 in a way that does not mislead con-
sumers into falsely thinking their food
is unsafe.

I believe strongly that consumers,
our families, our kids, moms and dads,
brothers and sisters deserve to feel con-
fident in the food we feed our families.
I want to know how much sugar is in
my ice cream and how many calories
are in that roast beef sandwich that I
love so much. It is clear from this de-
bate that many Americans want to
know even more about where and how
our food is produced. I believe we
should have that information, and it
should be easy to find.

It is also common sense. This infor-
mation should be delivered in a way
that is fair, that is objective, and that
is based in sound science. I have heard
from many Hoosier farmers who are
very concerned that some labels or
symbols on packages would amount, in
consumers’ minds, to warning labels
and could send a misleading message
that the safe and healthy products our
farmers grow—think of sweet corn in
our fields—are somehow unhealthy or
even dangerous.

This morning, my good friend, Sen-
ator ToM CARPER from Delaware, and I
filed an amendment that builds off the
framework of the proposal before us
today. A framework I first suggested in
the Agriculture Committee markup of
this very bill. It creates a national vol-
untary bioengineered food labeling
standard. It stipulates that if food
companies fail to make sufficient in-
formation available, then a national
food 1labeling standard for Dbio-
engineering becomes mandatory.

Our amendment works for farmers, it
works for manufacturers, and it works
for our families. It establishes ambi-
tious goals for the availability of infor-
mation related to bioengineering by re-
quiring that after 3 years, 80 percent of
the food products covered by the legis-
lation would provide direct access to
information. If the food industry does
not meet this threshold, then the label-
ing requirement becomes mandatory.

Our amendment also requires clear
and direct access to information on
bioengineering. This could include ex-
plicit disclosures, such as organic or
GMO-free, or voluntarily disclosing
bioengineering on the box. Or compa-
nies choosing to participate in the vol-
untary program could use various elec-
tronic methods of disclosure, such as a
Web site or a QR code in conjunction
with a phone number that clearly indi-
cates to consumers—to our families—
where they can find more information
and provides direct access to that in-
formation. This is important because
our shared goal is to provide direct ac-
cess to information about the contents
of our food to everyone, whether you
have access to the Internet or a
smartphone or a regular phone. So let
me repeat: Our amendment allows for
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electronic disclosure to be used only in
conjunction with a phone number, and
both methods would have to provide di-
rect access to information on the prod-
uct’s contents.

Finally, our amendment preserves
State consumer protection laws and
remedies. States write laws to protect
our citizens from mislabeled products
and to provide for remedies in case of

false or misleading statements. Our
amendment preserves those laws.
Consumers, our families, farmers,

and food producers are looking to the
Senate for leadership. After months of
discussion, we have been unable to
agree yet on a proposal that gives con-
sumers the information they want in a
responsible way, but the issue remains.
This will be another week of uncer-
tainty for producers, for manufactur-
ers, for our families who do not have
the information they want, and for the
producers and manufacturers I men-
tioned who don’t know what is ex-
pected.

I am going to continue to work on
this issue with Senator ROBERTS and
Senator STABENOW. I strongly encour-
age all my colleagues to consider the
ideas that Senator CARPER and I have
put forward and to try to work with us
to find a solution that works for Amer-
ica.

Thank you, Mr. President.

I yield back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. MERKLEY. Thank you very
much, Mr. President.

I am rising to speak to this issue
from a simple American citizen point
of view. The American citizen wants
the right to know what is in their food.
They want to know how many calories;
they want to know what the minerals
and the vitamins are and what the in-
gredients are. It is a simple standard
because it is important to an indi-
vidual to know what you are putting in
your mouth, what you are putting on
the table for your families and your
children.

This is a principle that we have hon-
ored time and again on our packages.
We proceeded to put on our packages
whether fish is farm raised or wild
caught because citizens wanted to
know. It makes a difference to them. It
is their choice. It is their judgment. We
put on our packages whether juice is
from concentrate or is fresh because
citizens wanted to know. It is impor-
tant to them. It is their right to know.

We put the list of ingredients on the
package in a simple format, not so that
someone can spend an hour trying to
research what is in it. No, we have a
simple 1-second test. You pick up the
food off the counter, you turn it over,
you look at the list of ingredients and
you say, this has the vitamin C I want-
ed; this has the calories I wanted—the
1-second test.

That is what is at stake because the
bill that is before us right now Kkills the
1-second test. It kills immediate access
to information for consumers. It says
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we are going to eviscerate States’
rights to respond to this desire of citi-
zens to know what is in their food. This
is a desire that stretches all across the
United States, all genders, all ages, all
parties. In fact, 9 out of 10 Americans
say they want this simple information
on the package to meet this 1l-second
test just like calories.

Now here we are in this deeply di-
vided Nation, this Nation in which we
see in this Presidential campaign ex-
tremes to the left and the right and ev-
erything in between, and we wonder
what is happening. Isn’t there anything
we can agree on?

Well, the fascinating thing is that
here is something we can agree on: 80-
plus percent in every category—Repub-
licans, Democrats, Independents—al-
most all of them near the 9-out-of-10
factor, women over 80 percent, men
over 80 percent, young over 80 percent,
old over 80 percent. In other words, all
of those are between 80 and 90 percent
no matter who you are, where you are,
what your gender is, or how old you
are. Nine out of ten Americans want to
know what is in their food, and they
want it easily accessible on the pack-
age.

My colleague talked about direct ac-
cess to information. In this case, ‘‘di-
rect access’ is somewhat of a term sub-
ject to interpretation because to the
consumer, direct access is the 1-second
test. I pick up the package, I flip it
over, 390 calories, thank you very
much. Done. But the term today is
being used for indirect access.

Let’s look at these different hall-of-
mirrors proposals that are being put
forward. OK. Sham No. 1 is the 800
number, an 800 number on the package.
What is the purpose of that 800 num-
ber? The package doesn’t say. There
are 800 numbers on all kinds of pack-
ages. You call up the company and
complain because there is contamina-
tion in your frozen peas. What is the
purpose of it? Is it so you can call the
company and ask about new products
coming out? Without any information
around it, it is just a number. And citi-
zens don’t just go to a product and call
a number. Why? Because they are busy.
They are going down the grocery store
aisle. They have a supermarket cart.
They have a child in there. They want
the 1-second test. They don’t want to
be told they have to call a call center
and get in a phone tree and press a
bunch of buttons, and then a message
comes on and says: I am sorry, due to
high call volume, we will get to you in
maybe 20 minutes, but stay on the line
and we will play sweet music for you.
And maybe—if you stay on the line
long enough—maybe it is not 20 min-
utes; maybe it is an hour. You get
someone in a call center overseas who
is saying things in an accent you can’t
understand. Citizens hate that. And
they hate pretend, false solutions. This
does not mean direct access to infor-
mation. This is direct: It is in my hand,
1 second. I see it. That is direct.

Now there is another idea. It is called
a QR code, or quick response code—
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quick response, computer code. Why is
this on the package? No explanation.
So is putting something with no expla-
nation on a package helpful to con-
sumers? No. Is it there so you can scan
it when you check out to see what the
price is? Is it there to find out about
new products that are coming out from
this company? Is it there because you
might possibly find out information
about discounts? You have no idea.
There is no explanation. And when you
use that code, you give up personal in-
formation. So you have to have a
phone. You have to have a smartphone.
You have to have a data plan. You have
to give up your privacy. And there is
no explanation why you would even
bother to go to it. That is completely
misleading. That is why I call it the
hall of mirrors. It is like you are at a
circus. We have an 800 number, we have
a QR code, no real information, no di-
rect access to information.

Let’s be honest with the American
public. Nine out of ten Americans want
this information presented in a simple
format. A nationwide poll that was
done in November did a followup ques-
tion: Would you prefer for it to be sim-
ply stated on the package or have a QR
code? Again, 9 out of 10 said they want-
ed a direct statement on the package.

Look how much room this takes up.
Isn’t it a lot simpler just to put a little
symbol on there? That is all people
want. They are not asking for anything
that takes up room or costs anything,
just like it doesn’t cost anything to
put another ingredient on your pack-
age if you add it to your ingredient
list. Labels are changed all the time.

I met with industry, and they said:
Here are our top three priorities.

Priority No. 1 is, we want a single na-
tional standard so we don’t have con-
flicting State standards.

OK. That is understandable. We are
on the verge of having that. In July we
would have one State with a standard.
There is nothing on the horizon for two
States. There are several States that
have said: If a whole bunch of States
sign up, we will do something collec-
tively. But certainly we are not at risk
in the months ahead of more than one
State standard, so there is no emer-
gency here. But I agree with the under-
lying principle that, indeed, when it
comes to labels, a warehouse shouldn’t
have to worry about whether it is ship-
ping product to one subdivision of the
State or another subdivision of the
State or one State versus another
State. So one standard is reasonable.

The second thing they said is, we
don’t want anything on the front of the
package because that might imply
there is something wrong with the
food.

OK. Fair enough.

The third thing they said is, we don’t
want anything pejorative.

Fair enough. Have the FDA select a
symbol to put on the package.

We could solve this whole debate im-
mediately for those who want to put on
a QR code and just say: Scan this code

March 16, 2016

for GE ingredients in this product. OK.
Now the consumer gets the 1l-second
test. They look at it and see there are
GE ingredients, and that is all they
want to know. They don’t want to scan
it and give up their privacy, and they
don’t want to have to go to the Web
site and look up the product, where in-
formation would probably be mis-
leading anyway. So that is fair enough.

Now, there is a third idea that has
been put forward, a third thing that is
supposed to count as answering cus-
tomer inquiries, and that is in this
bill—to put information on social
media. This triples the size of the
house of mirrors. A consumer goes to
look at the product to see if it has a
code. No. Does it have an 800 number?
No. Oh, there is this social media
thing. Well, we all know there are over
100 companies doing different types of
social media. We know the famous
ones. We know Facebook and
Instagram and Twitter. So where on
their social media did this company
put that information? Well, now you
really have to be a detective. You could
spend hundreds of hours trying to fig-
ure out the answer to that.

So the 800 number is phony, the QR
code is a scam, and this whole social
media thing is a sham.

All citizens want is for us to be hon-
est with them about the ingredients.
That is all they are asking for. It is not
very much. Scientific studies point to
the benefits of some genetic engineer-
ing, and they point to problems that
have arisen from some genetic engi-
neering. It should be up to the citizen.
The citizen has the right to know.

In this age where we are so divided,
we have one thing in common, and that
is that 90 percent of our citizens—
whether from the Presiding Officer’s
State or any of the States represented
by Senators in this distinguished Hall,
90 percent of the citizens want a simple
indication on the package. So why
today are so many Senators coming to
this floor saying they don’t care about
what their citizens feel? They don’t
care about their citizens’ rights, and
they don’t care about States’ rights.

I have heard so many colleagues who
are planning to vote for this sham and
scam today come to this floor and talk
about the beauty of States as a labora-
tory for ideas. Well, now, here is
Vermont. Vermont has said: We will
step up. We will be the laboratory. We
will be the first standard and experi-
ment in putting simple information on
the package.

Before we make any decision, the
rest of the Nation gets the advantage
to observe that State laboratory and
then to say: Is it working or is it not
working? Are there problems being cre-
ated? How can it be improved? Do we
want this as a model for the Nation for
a single standard, or do we say that we
absolutely don’t want it as a model for
the Nation?

Well, many of my colleagues here
plan to crush the State laboratory.
They have given fancy speeches about
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States’ rights, but they are coming
down today to vote to crush States’
rights to respond to a fundamental
concern of their citizens.

I must say I like the idea of the State
laboratory and to see what one State
does, but I also understand the under-
lying concern that in short order there
might be multiple States and con-
flicting standards, and that is not a
functioning situation for interstate
commerce.

So if we take away the right for a
State to give the 1l-second test for di-
rect information—1 second—turn over
the package; there are 880 calories.
That is the test. Turn over the pack-
age. GE ingredients are present. Thank
you. That is the 1-second test. If we are
going to crush the ability of a State to
respond to a fundamental concern of
its citizens, then we need to provide
the same basic provision not in a scary
fashion and not in a fashion that takes
up space on the package, not on the
front of the package; one standard for
the entire United States, but it has to
meet that test. That is all. It is a sim-
ple, fair exchange.

So today I urge my colleagues to
vote against cloture because this bill is
among the worst bills I have ever seen
on the floor of the Senate. It is without
good justification, without resolving
the issue at hand, crushing States’
rights, taking away citizens’ right to
know, and putting out three phony
scam, sham alternatives. That is a very
sad state of affairs.

Another sad state of affairs is that
this bill is on this floor having not
gone through committee. We have
heard a lot of pontificating about good
process in the Senate and how we were
going to have good process, but here is
a bill written entirely outside the halls
of the committee, never considered in
the committee, and here it is on the
floor. Such an important issue would
merit substantial debate. Such an im-
portant issue would merit a full and
free amendment process.

But two things happened imme-
diately after this bill was introduced.
The first is that the majority leader
immediately filed cloture; that is, to
close debate. So before one word—not
one word had been said on this bill be-
cause no one was able to speak between
the bill being put on the floor and clo-
ture. Oh, hey, I just filed the bill, and
I am closing debate. That is not a fair
and open process. Then the tree was
filled, so no one can put an amendment
forward. On such an important issue,
that is not a situation that is accept-
able.

Furthermore, this was deftly timed
to occur simultaneously with the five
big primaries yesterday. So this is a
moment where the American people
are paying attention to Florida, they
are paying attention to Illinois, and
they want to know what happened in
Missouri. They want to know what oc-
curred in these five States. The press is
paying attention to that. That is the
one day of debate allowed before this
cloture motion is voted on.
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So let’s take this bill and put it in
committee and actually have a com-
mittee process to consider it. Then
bring it back to the floor with what-
ever changes the committee makes,
and hopefully the committee would
honor the fundamental right to know
by consumers. Bring the bill back to
the floor and have a full and open
amendment process on something so
important to citizens. But do not crush
States’ rights. Do not steal consumers’
right to know and try to do it in the
dark of night while the Nation is dis-
tracted by major primaries. It is wrong
on policy, it is wrong on process, and it
is an injustice to every citizen in our
Nation.

Here is the situation: The Nation is
very cynical about this body. This body
here, they say, isn’t responding to the
concerns of the American citizens. Is
there any single bill that has been
more an example to justify that cyni-
cism than this bill which is before us
right now? When 9 out of 10 Americans
say this is important to them, the ma-
jority of this body says: We don’t care.
When 9 out of 10—or roughly that num-
ber—Democrats and Republicans and
Independents all agree on something,
this body says: We don’t care. Isn’t the
cynicism of the American citizens jus-
tified?

Here is the thing: Our Nation was
founded on a simple principle. That
principle is embodied by three beau-
tiful words in the beginning of our Con-
stitution: ‘“We the People.” Well, we
the people want simple information on
the package. So if we are here to honor
that principle, why is this bill before
us, I ask my colleagues. Why a bill that
says the interests of a few titans in
crushing a State laboratory is more
important than the views of 90 percent
of Americans? And when those Ameri-
cans are asked, more than 7 out of 10
say this is very important to them, so
this isn’t one of those casual issues.
Why is it so important? Because this is
food they put in their mouths and on
their table, and even if they have no
concerns about the GE product itself,
they feel they have a right to know.

So let’s return to the principles on
which this Nation was founded. Let’s
quit feeding the cynicism of citizens
across this Nation who see these pow-
erful special interests doing the oppo-
site of what citizens ask for. Let’s be a
Chamber that honors our relationship
with our constituents, not one that
tries to stomp out their rights. Let’s
not allow debate to close on this bill.
Let’s send it back to committee. Let’s
have a committee process. Let’s have a
floor debate in the future, with full and
free amendments, on an issue so impor-
tant to our States and so important to
our citizens.

Thank you, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
am going to proceed on my leader time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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FILLING THE SUPREME COURT VACANCY

Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President, the
next Justice could fundamentally alter
the direction of the Supreme Court and
have a profound impact on our coun-
try, so of course—of course the Amer-
ican people should have a say in the
Court’s direction.

It is a President’s constitutional
right to nominate a Supreme Court
Justice, and it is the Senate’s constitu-
tional right to act as a check on a
President and withhold its consent.

As Chairman GRASSLEY and I de-
clared weeks ago and reiterated person-
ally to President Obama, the Senate
will continue to observe the Biden rule
so that the American people have a
voice in this momentous decision. The
American people may well elect a
President who decides to nominate
Judge Garland for Senate consider-
ation. The next President may also
nominate somebody very different. Ei-
ther way, our view is this: Give the
people a voice in filling this vacancy.

Let me remind colleagues of what
Vice President BIDEN said when he was
chairman of the Judiciary Committee
here in the Senate. Here is what he
said:

It would be our pragmatic conclusion that
once the political season is underway, and it
is, action on a Supreme Court nomination
must be put off until after the election cam-
paign is over. That is what is fair to the
nominee and is central to the process. Other-
wise, it seems to me . . . we will be in deep
trouble as an institution.

Chairman BIDEN went on.

Others may fret that this approach would
leave the Court with only eight members for
some time, but as I see it . . . the cost of
such a result—the need to reargue three or
four cases that will divide the Justices four
to four—are quite minor compared to the
cost that a nominee, the President, the Sen-
ate, and the Nation would have to pay for
what would assuredly be a bitter fight, no
matter how good a person is nominated by
the President.

That was Chairman JOE BIDEN.

Consider that last part. Then-Sen-
ator BIDEN said that the cost to the Na-
tion would be too great no matter who
the President nominates. President
Obama and his allies may now try to
pretend this disagreement is about a
person, but as I just noted, his own
Vice President made clear it is not.
The Biden rule reminds us that the de-
cision the Senate announced weeks ago
remains about a principle and not a
person—about a principle and not a
person.

It seems clear that President Obama
made this nomination not with the in-
tent of seeing the nominee confirmed
but in order to politicize it for purposes
of the election—which is the type of
thing then-Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee Chairman BIDEN was concerned
about. It is the exact same thing Chair-
man BIDEN was concerned about. The
Biden rule underlines that what the
President has done with this nomina-
tion would be unfair to any nominee,
and, more importantly, the rule warns
of the great costs the President’s ac-
tion could carry for our Nation.
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Americans are certain to hear a lot
of rhetoric from the other side in the
coming days, but here are the facts
they should keep in mind. The current
Democratic leader said the Senate is
not a rubberstamp, and he noted that
the Constitution does not require the
Senate to give Presidential nominees a
vote. That is the current Democratic
leader. The incoming Democratic lead-
er did not even wait until the final
year of George W. Bush’s term to es-
sentially tell the Senate not to con-
sider any Supreme Court nominee the
President sent. The Biden rule supports
what the Senate is doing today, under-
lining that what we are talking about
is a principle and not a person.

So here is our view. Instead of spend-
ing more time debating an issue where
we can’t agree, let’s keep working to
address the issues where we can. We
just passed critical bipartisan legisla-
tion to help address the heroin and pre-
scription opioid crisis in our country.
Let’s build on that success. Let’s keep
working together to get our economy
moving again and to make our country
safer, rather than endlessly debating
an issue where we don’t agree. As we
continue working on issues like these,
the American people are perfectly ca-
pable of having their say on this issue.
So let’s give them a voice. Let’s let the
American people decide. The Senate
will appropriately revisit the matter
when it considers the qualifications of
the nominee the next President nomi-
nates, whoever that might be.

I yield the floor.

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant
to rule XXII, the Chair lays before the
Senate the pending cloture motion,
which the clerk will state.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on the mo-
tion to concur in the House amendment with
an amendment to S. 764, a bill to reauthorize
and amend the National Sea Grant College
Program Act, and for other purposes.

Mitch McConnell, Mike Rounds, John
Barrasso, Deb Fischer, Tom Cotton,
Roger F. Wicker, Mike Crapo, Johnny
Isakson, John Cornyn, Pat Roberts,
Orrin G. Hatch, Richard Burr, James
M. Inhofe, Jeff Flake, Tim Scott, Cory
Gardner, Shelley Moore Capito.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum
call has been waived.

The question is, Is it the sense of the
Senate that debate on the motion to
concur in the House amendment to S.
764, with amendment No. 3450, offered
by the Senator from Kentucky, Mr.
McCoNNELL, shall be brought to a
close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from Texas (Mr. CRUZz) and the Senator
from Florida (Mr. RUBIO).
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Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS)
is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
ERNST). Are there any Senators in the
Chamber desiring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 48,
nays 49, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 37 Leg.]

YEAS—48
Alexander Donnelly McCain
Ayotte Enzi Moran
Barrasso Ernst Perdue
Blunt Fischer Portman
Boozman Flake Risch
Burr Gardner Roberts
Capito Graham Rounds
Carper Grassley Sasse
Cassidy Hatch Scott
Coats Heitkamp Sessions
Cochran Hoeven Shelby
Corker Inhofe Thune
Cornyn Isakson Tillis
Cotton Johnson Toomey
Crapo Kirk Vitter
Daines Lankford Wicker
NAYS—49
Baldwin Hirono Paul
Bennet Kaine Peters
Blumenthal King Reed
Booker Klobuchar Reid
Boxer Leahy Schatz
Brown Lee Schumer
gan;yvell ﬁanﬁhm Shaheen
ardin arkey

Casey McCaskill gfﬁﬁffg‘;w
Collins McConnell

Tester
Coons Menendez
Durbin Merkley Udall
Feinstein Mikulski Warner
Franken Murkowski Warren
Gillibrand Murphy Whitehouse
Heinrich Murray Wyden

Heller Nelson

NOT VOTING—3
Cruz Rubio

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 48, the nays are 49.

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.

The majority leader.

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I enter a motion to reconsider the vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion is entered.

The Senator from Texas.

FILLING THE SUPREME COURT VACANCY

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, as
the world now knows, this morning
President Obama nominated his choice
to fill the vacant seat created by the
death of Justice Antonin Scalia. In
doing so, the President exercised his
unquestioned authority under the Con-
stitution to nominate somebody to this
vacancy, but that same Constitution
reserves to the U.S. Senate—and the
U.S. Senate alone—the right to either
grant or withhold consent to that
nominee. It is the same Constitution.
They can’t argue that the President
somehow has an unquestioned right to
see his nominee rubberstamped by the
Senate and still show fidelity and
honor to the same Constitution that
gives him that authority to make that
nomination.

At this time, I reaffirm my commit-
ment to share with other members of
our conference that the President—this
President—will not fill this vacancy.
The Senate will not confirm this nomi-
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nee to this vacancy. In so doing, we
will follow the same rule book that
Democrats have advocated for in the
past. It can’t be that one set of rules
apply to a Democratic President and a
second set of rules apply when there is
a Republican President. This isn’t just
about speculating what Democrats
might do were the shoe on the other
foot and we had a Republican President
because they have told us what they
would do—they have done this since
1992—and in many ways they have kept
their promise.

There is a lot at stake. Justice Scalia
served for 30 years on the U.S. Supreme
Court. The next Justice could well
change the ideological makeup and the
balance of the Supreme Court for a
generation to come and fundamentally
reshape America as we know it.

At this critical juncture in our Na-
tion’s history, and particularly with
regard to the judiciary and the highest
Court in the land, the American people
deserve a chance to have a say in the
selection of the next lifetime appoint-
ment to the Supreme Court, and the
only way to empower the American
people and ensure they have that voice
is for the next President to fill the
nomination created by this vacancy.

I have heard some people say that we
had that election in 2012, when Presi-
dent Obama was elected, but I would
say that you are half right. We also had
another election in 2014, where the
American people gave Republicans a
majority 