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S. 849
At the request of Mr. ISAKSON, the
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr.
NELSON) was added as a cosponsor of S.
849, a bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act to provide for systematic
data collection and analysis and epide-
miological research regarding Multiple
Sclerosis (MS), Parkinson’s disease,
and other neurological diseases.
S. 1659
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the
name of the Senator from California
(Mrs. BOXER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1659, a bill to amend the Voting
Rights Act of 1965 to revise the criteria
for determining which States and polit-
ical subdivisions are subject to section
4 of the Act, and for other purposes.
S. 1887
At the request of Mr. CASEY, the
name of the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. PETERS) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1887, a bill to protect and preserve
international cultural property at risk
due to political instability, armed con-
flict, or natural or other disasters, and
for other purposes.
S. 2067
At the request of Mr. WICKER, the
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
KIRK) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2067, a bill to establish EUREKA Prize
Competitions to accelerate discovery
and development of disease-modifying,
preventive, or curative treatments for
Alzheimer’s disease and related demen-
tia, to encourage efforts to enhance de-
tection and diagnosis of such diseases,
or to enhance the quality and effi-
ciency of care of individuals with such
diseases.
S. 2216
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the
name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Ms. AYOTTE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2216, a bill to provide im-
munity from suit for certain individ-
uals who disclose potential examples of
financial exploitation of senior citi-
zens, and for other purposes.
S. 2307
At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the
names of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
DURBIN) and the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. RISCH) were added as cosponsors of
S. 2307, a bill to promote the strength-
ening of the private sector in Bosnia
and Herzegovina.
S. 2424
At the request of Mr. PORTMAN, the
name of the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2424, a bill to amend the Pub-
lic Health Service Act to reauthorize a
program for early detection, diagnosis,
and treatment regarding deaf and hard-
of-hearing newborns, infants, and
young children.
S. 2426
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
2426, a bill to direct the Secretary of
State to develop a strategy to obtain
observer status for Taiwan in the
International Criminal Police Organi-
zation, and for other purposes.
S. 2496
At the request of Mr. CooNS, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
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(Mr. MURPHY) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 2496, a bill to provide flexibility
for the Administrator of the Small
Business Administration to increase
the total amount of general business
loans that may be guaranteed under
section 7(a) of the Small Business Act.
S. 2531

At the request of Mr. KIRK, the
names of the Senator from Florida (Mr.
RUBIO) and the Senator from New Jer-
sey (Mr. MENENDEZ) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 2531, a bill to authorize
State and local governments to divest
from entities that engage in com-
merce-related or investment-related
boycott, divestment, or sanctions ac-
tivities targeting Israel, and for other
purposes.

S. 2571

At the request of Mr. PETERS, the
name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. HOEVEN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2571, a bill to provide for
the eligibility for airport development
grants of airports that enter into cer-
tain leases with components of the
Armed Forces.

AMENDMENT NO. 3290

At the request of Mr. ALEXANDER, the
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 3290 intended to be pro-
posed to S. 2012, an original bill to pro-
vide for the modernization of the en-
ergy policy of the United States, and
for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 3330

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms.
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 3330 intended to be pro-
posed to S. 524, a bill to authorize the
Attorney General to award grants to
address the national epidemics of pre-
scription opioid abuse and heroin use.

AMENDMENT NO. 3345

At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the
names of the Senator from Wisconsin
(Ms. BALDWIN), the Senator from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. CASEY), the Senator from
Maine (Mr. KING), the Senator from
New York (Mr. SCHUMER), the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. WYDEN), the Senator
from Massachusetts (Ms. WARREN) and
the Senator from Washington (Ms.
CANTWELL) were added as cosponsors of
amendment No. 3345 proposed to S. 524,
a bill to authorize the Attorney Gen-
eral to award grants to address the na-
tional epidemics of prescription opioid
abuse and heroin use.

At the request of Mr. PORTMAN, his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 3345 proposed to S. 524,
supra.

AMENDMENT NO. 3362

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the
names of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Ms. AYOTTE) and the Senator
from Washington (Ms. CANTWELL) were
added as cosponsors of amendment No.
3362 proposed to S. 524, a bill to author-
ize the Attorney General to award
grants to address the national
epidemics of prescription opioid abuse
and heroin use.

AMENDMENT NO. 3369

At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the

name of the Senator from Louisiana
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(Mr. CASSIDY) was added as a cosponsor
of amendment No. 3369 intended to be
proposed to S. 524, a bill to authorize
the Attorney General to award grants
to address the national epidemics of
prescription opioid abuse and heroin
use.

AMENDMENT NO. 3376

At the request of Mr. KAINE, the
name of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. BENNET) was added as a cosponsor
of amendment No. 3376 intended to be
proposed to S. 524, a bill to authorize
the Attorney General to award grants
to address the national epidemics of
prescription opioid abuse and heroin
use.

————

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. CORNYN:

S. 2617. A bill to provide for the de-
velopment of a United States strategy
for greater human space exploration,
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
bill be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 2617

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Mapping a
New and Innovative Focus on Our Explo-
ration Strategy for Human Spaceflight Act
of 2016 or the ‘“MANIFEST for Human
Spaceflight Act of 2016,

SEC. 2. REAFFIRMATION OF POLICY AND FIND-
INGS.

(a) REAFFIRMATION OF PoLIcY.—Congress
reaffirms that the long-term goal of the
human space flight and exploration efforts of
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration shall be to expand permanent
human presence beyond low-Earth orbit and
to do so, where practical, in a manner in-
volving international partners, as stated in
section 202(a) of the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration Authorization Act
of 2010 (42 U.S.C. 18312(a)).

(b) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) In accordance with section 204 of the
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion Authorization Act of 2010 (Public Law
111-267; 124 Stat. 2813), the National Academy
of Sciences, through its Committee on
Human Spaceflight, conducted a review of
the goals, core capabilities, and direction of
human space flight, and published the find-
ings and recommendations in a 2014 report
entitled ‘‘Pathways to Exploration: Ration-
ales and Approaches for a U.S. Program of
Human Space Exploration’.

(2) The Committee on Human Spaceflight
included leaders from the aerospace, sci-
entific, security, and policy communities.
With input from the public, the Committee
on Human Spaceflight concluded that many
practical and aspirational rationales to-
gether constitute a compelling case for
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human space exploration. These rationales
include economic benefits, national security,
national prestige, inspiring students and
other citizens, scientific discovery, human
survival, and a sense of shared destiny.

(3) The Committee on Human Spaceflight
affirmed that Mars is the appropriate long-
term goal for the human space flight pro-
gram.

(4) The Committee on Human Spaceflight
recommended that the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration define a series of
sustainable steps and conduct mission plan-
ning and technology development as needed
to achieve the long-term goal of placing hu-
mans on the surface of Mars.

SEC. 3. HUMAN EXPLORATION STRATEGY.

(a) HUMAN EXPLORATION OF MARS.—Section
202(b) of the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration Authorization Act of 2010 (42
U.S.C. 18312(b)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘and” at
the end;

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking the period
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘() to achieve human exploration of Mars,
including the establishment of a capability
to extend human presence to the surface of
Mars.”.

(b) EXPLORATION STRATEGY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with this
subsection, the Administrator of the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion shall submit an interim report and final
report setting forth a strategy to achieve the
objective in paragraph (5) of section 202(b) of
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration Authorization Act of 2010, as
amended by subsection (a) of this section,
through a series of successive, sustainable,
free-standing, but complementary missions
making robust utilization of cis-lunar space
and employing the Space Launch System,
Orion crew capsule, and other capabilities
provided under titles III, IV, V, and IX of
that Act (42 U.S.C. 18301 et seq.).

(2) STRATEGY REQUIREMENTS.—In devel-
oping the strategy under paragraph (1), the
Administrator shall include—

(A) the utility of an expanded human pres-
ence in cis-lunar space toward enabling mis-
sions to various lunar orbits, the lunar sur-
face, asteroids, Mars, the moons of Mars, and
other destinations of interest for future
human exploration and development;

(B) the utility of an expanded human pres-
ence in cis-lunar space for economic, sci-
entific, and technological advances;

(C) the opportunities for collaboration
with—

(i) international partners;

(ii) private industry; and

(iii) other Federal agencies, including mis-
sions relevant to national security or sci-
entific needs;

(D) the opportunities specifically afforded
by the International Space Station (ISS) to
support high priority scientific research and
technological developments useful in ex-
panding and sustaining a human presence in
cis-lunar space and beyond;

(E) a range of exploration mission archi-
tectures and approaches for the missions
identified under paragraph (1), including ca-
pabilities for the Orion crew capsule and the
Space Launch System;

(F) a comparison of architectures and ap-
proaches based on—

(i) assessed value of factors including cost
effectiveness, schedule resiliency, safety,
sustainability, and opportunities for inter-
national collaboration;

(ii) the extent to which certain architec-
tures and approaches may enable new mar-
kets and opportunities for United States pri-
vate industry, provide compelling opportuni-
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ties for scientific discovery and techno-
logical excellence, sustain United States
competitiveness and leadership, and address
critical national security considerations and
requirements; and

(iii) the flexibility of such architectures
and approaches to adjust to evolving tech-
nologies, partners, priorities, and budget
projections and constraints;

(G) measures for setting standards for en-
suring crew health and safety, including lim-
its regarding radiation exposure and coun-
termeasures necessary to meet those limits,
means and methods for addressing urgent
medical conditions or injuries, and other
such safety, health, and medical issues that
can be anticipated in the conduct of the mis-
sions identified under paragraph (1);

(H) a description of crew training needs
and capabilities (including space suits and
life support systems) necessary to support
the conduct of missions identified under
paragraph (1);

(I) a detailed plan for prioritizing and phas-
ing near-term intermediate destinations and
missions identified under paragraph (1);

(J) an assessment of the recommendations
of the report prepared in compliance with
section 204 of the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration Authorization Act of
2010 (Public Law 111-267; 124 Stat. 2813), in-
cluding a detailed explanation of how the
Administrator has ensured such rec-
ommendations have been, to the extent prac-
ticable, incorporated into the strategy under
paragraph (1); and

(K) technical information as needed to
identify interest from potential stakeholder
or partner communities.

(3) INDEPENDENT REVIEW.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall
enter into an arrangement with the National
Academy of Sciences to review and comment
on each interim report pursuant to para-
graph (1). Under the arrangement, the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences shall review
each interim report on the strategy de-
scribed in paragraph (1) and identify the fol-
lowing:

(i) Matters in such interim report agreed
upon by the National Academy of Sciences.

(ii) Matters in such interim report raising
concerns for the National Academy of
Sciences.

(iii) Such further recommendations with
respect to matters covered by such interim
report as the National Academy of Sciences
considers appropriate.

(B) TIMING OF REVIEW AND COMMENT.—The
Administrator shall ensure that the review
and comment on an interim report provided
for pursuant to subparagraph (A) is con-
ducted in a timely manner to comply with
the requirements of this subsection and, to
the maximum extent practicable, to facili-
tate the incorporation of the comments of
the National Academy of Sciences pursuant
to subparagraph (A) into the applicable final
report required by this subsection.

(4) DEADLINES.—

(A) INTERIM REPORTS.—Not later than 90
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, and not less than every five years there-
after, the Administrator shall submit to the
National Academy of Sciences an interim re-
port on the strategy required by paragraph
(1) in order to facilitate the independent re-
view and comment on the strategy as pro-
vided for by paragraph (3).

(B) FINAL REPORTS.—Not later than one
year after the date of the enactment of this
Act, and not less than every five years there-
after, the Administrator shall submit to
Congress a final report on the strategy re-
quired by paragraph (1), which shall include
and incorporate the response of the National
Academy of Sciences to the most recent in-
terim report pursuant to paragraph (3).
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By Ms. HEITKAMP:

S. 2619. A bill to require the Sec-
retary of Commerce to carry out a
pilot program on the award of financial
assistance to local governments to sup-
port the development of startup busi-
nesses, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

Ms. HEITKAMP. Mr. President, I am
introducing the Startup Entrepreneur
Empowerment Delivery, SEED, Act
today to address the challenges faced
by startup businesses in North Dakota,
as well as other rural States and small
cities, by helping them get the early
stage funding they need to grow their
business.

Access to capital is one of the single
largest barriers between startup busi-
nesses and success. This bill addresses
the unique needs of startup companies
in our country’s more rural States by
creating a pilot program through the
U.S. Department of Commerce aimed
at providing small amounts of capital
to qualifying startups.

Innovation does not just happen in
Silicon Valley or at our country’s big-
gest research institutions. Innovative
ideas are blooming in our heartland
and startups are forming on our main
streets making the entrepreneurial
ecosystem of our smaller cities strong-
er than ever before. But too often, we
hear the same challenges from startups
and small businesses that they are try-
ing to fit a square peg into a round
hole, meaning they run into the barrier
of not being able to qualify for Federal
support or Federal programs because
they are asking for too little funding.
We can’t let these innovators slip
through the cracks.

The Startup Entrepreneur Empower-
ment Delivery, SEED, Act would grant
financial assistance to ten small sized
cities across the country which then
would make awards directly to
startups to use for marketing, infra-
structure, recruitment and hiring re-
sources. This bill directly addresses the
concerns that I continue to hear from
startups in North Dakota and will help
drive them to success and reinvest and
diversify the local economies of our
Nation’s more rural areas.

With my SEED Act, we can invest in
small cities, in rural States, like North
Dakota, helping drive startups to suc-
cess. Just like anyone from a small or
rural town, we know how to make a lit-
tle go a long way, and this bill will
help make that possible. The SEED Act
will allow the Federal Government to
continue its priority of investing in in-
novation and will ensure those invest-
ments are felt in America’s heartland.

By Mr. MERKLEY (for himself,

Mr. LEAHY, Mr. TESTER, Mrs.
FEINSTEIN, and Mr. SANDERS):

S. 2621. A bill to amend the Federal

Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act with re-

spect to genetically engineered food

transparency and uniformity; to the

Committee on Health, Education,

Labor, and Pensions.
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Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, the
genius of America was a government
designed, as President Lincoln so elo-
quent summarized, ‘‘Of the people, by
the people, for the people.”

I will be rising periodically to ad-
dress issues that affect Americans
across our country and that this Cham-
ber should be addressing. This week I
am using my speech to highlight the
labeling of genetically modified foods.
This is truly a ‘“We the people’ versus
“We the Titans” battle because citi-
zens routinely poll in very high num-
bers about their desire to know what is
in their food, and they like the idea of
being alerted when their food contains
genetically modified organisms or
GMOs, but that is not necessarily the
consequence, as when we go through
the legislative process, often the ‘“We
the people’s’” commonsense vision is
lost in favor of pressures applied by
powerful interest groups. We are in the
middle of a debate like that right now.
So that is why I thought it appropriate
to rise at this moment to address this.

This is a debate about whether you
believe that in a democracy, citizens
have a right to know or whether that
right to know is going to be taken
away from them. I guess it goes to
whether you feel that citizens have the
minds they are put on this Earth with
to make decisions of their own versus
being told what decisions to make by a
Federal Government.

This debate over genetically modified
organisms is a debate that gets com-
plicated because there are tremendous
differences in the types of genetic
changes in plants. Let me give you
some examples. You might have a crop
where the crop has been modified ge-
netically in the laboratory to produce
natural toxins that defend plants
against root-dwelling insect pests. Per-
haps as a result of that, the farmers
can reduce the amount of synthetic
pesticides they apply to crop lands.
That might be a very positive thing. It
might save a lot of money, and it also
might save a lot of runoff of pesticides.
That is one example.

Other crops have been modified to
fortify foods with vitamins and nutri-
ents. For example, golden rice, devel-
oped by the International Rice Insti-
tute, provides greater amounts of vita-
min A to reduce the deficiency of this
essential vitamin in our diets. There
are other positive impacts. For exam-
ple, you have transgenic carrots—car-
rots that have been modified geneti-
cally to produce drugs inside the carrot
to treat the genetic disorder known as
Goucher’s disease. Other genetic modi-
fications have been used to attempt to
increase crop yields through more effi-
cient photosynthesis.

So that is a whole variety of different
ways of trying to make plants con-
tribute better to our nutrition and cer-
tainly in terms of the dynamics to the
farming environment, but there are
also changes that are made that raise
concerns among some of our citizens.
For example, most of the genetically
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modified crops grown in the United
States have been altered to confer re-
sistance to a chemical herbicide known
as glyphosate. I was looking at a chart.
I do not have it to display, but I will
describe it. After the introduction of
these GMO crops in the early 1990s, the
amount of acreage that has been plant-
ed with glyphosate-resistant crops has
gone to nearly 100 percent. With soy-
beans, it went to 100 percent by about
2005—just about every soybean plant in
America. Glyphosate-resistant cotton,
virtually all cotton, falls into that cat-
egory, and a great deal of the corn, the
vast majority of the corn planted in
our country falls into that category.

So now we have millions of acres
being sprayed with glyphosate. At first
glance, one might say: Well, that is a
great thing because it is an easy way
to reduce weeds—but often Mother Na-
ture is complicated. For example, when
you have all of that glyphosate being
sprayed on acre after acre, millions of
acres, the weeds start to evolve a re-
sistance to it. Then that resistance
means you have to put more herbicides
on than before. So that is a concern or,
for example, as you put more
glyphosate on, you have more
glyphosate runoff, and that runoff be-
comes a concern because you have her-
bicides running off into our waterways,
and that can have an impact on sen-
sitive aquatic species, including fish,
mussels, amphibians, microorganisms.
So it merits study, but it is certainly
something to be concerned about.

You can also have the impact of
going to a separate item in which you
have, as I mentioned as a positive, the
fact that plants have been genetically
modified to resist certain bugs that at-
tack the roots. Western corn rootworm
is an example of that, but now it ap-
pears to be evolving to eat the corn
that was bioengineered to Kkill it be-
cause, over time, with millions and
millions of acres, there is some genetic
change, and some worm that would
have been killed because it has a ge-
netic diversity and genetic changes is
now resistant. It produces offspring,
and suddenly you have a bug that is
sometimes referred to as superbugs
that are evolving to be resistant to pes-
ticides. What is the impact of that?

Let me give you another example. We
had a huge drop in the population of
Monarch butterflies, magnificent crea-
tures. I think humans just see a Mon-
arch and they fall in love, just seeing
one beautiful butterfly. Of course,
these butterflies manage to travel
thousands of miles in the course of
their lives, which is just stunning that
such a fragile, beautiful, little creature
could travel so far to go way south in
order to reproduce and come way back
north. When we apply huge amounts of
glyphosate herbicides, one of the side
effects is that it kills a lot of the
plants; that is, the milkweed, that the
Monarch eats. So you have an attack
on the Monarch. That is not the only
impact on the Monarch, but it is a con-
tributing factor, and the result is that
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it has contributed to a crash in this
population.

To summarize, you have many poten-
tial positive impacts of genetic engi-
neering, and you have many potential
concerns from genetically engineered
crops.So there are considerations that
need to be balanced. Some individuals
hear that and are not concerned at all.
They say: It is fine. I want to buy prod-
ucts that are genetically engineered or
I would like to buy these and not
those. Others say: I am really con-
cerned about a specific feature of ge-
netically modified crops, and I don’t
want to use my dollars to buy that
crop and contribute to the problem I
am concerned about. This is an adult
conversation. It is a complex conversa-
tion. There are benefits and there are
disadvantages and there are more stud-
ies to be done to discover just how
much the concern should be. Some in-
dividuals are concerned that with this
huge amount of biphosphate being
sprayed—and biphosphate is now a
known carcinogen—is there any res-
idue that stays on the crops that peo-
ple harvest and eat. So they are con-
cerned about that.

That is why labeling is leveling the
field. It allows those who are concerned
to know what is going on. It allows
those who are not concerned to not pay
attention. My daughter happens to like
to look at ingredient lists and tries not
to consume high-fructose corn syrup. It
is helpful to her to know what is in it,
and she can exercise her consumer pref-
erence. Other folks don’t want to have
excessive salt or maybe they are aller-
gic to peanuts, so peanuts are on the
ingredients list, and it is helpful to
them to be able to make that decision.

Honoring our citizens’ right to know
seems to be disappearing on Capitol
Hill because we have powerful special
interests that don’t want to let citizens
make these judgments, make these
evaluations, between the advantages
and the disadvantages. Last summer, a
few hundred yards from here in the
House of Representatives, the majority
voted for a law that blocks States from
passing laws to provide this type of in-
formation on a label.

Just yesterday in the Senate, the
Senate Agricultural Committee voted
out a law to block the rights of citizens
to know whether GMOs are in their
food. That is an outrageous—out-
rageous—bill. It would halt any
progress in ensuring that consumers
can simply and easily access informa-
tion about GMO ingredients through
labeling.

This bill that was passed out of com-
mittee also included a proposal that
the Secretary of Agriculture do an edu-
cation campaign touting the economic,
nutritional, humanitarian, and sci-
entific benefits of GMOs, but the bill
didn’t say—and educate consumers
about the substantial concerns the sci-
entific community has, about the im-
pact on the evolution of weeds, about
the impact on the evolution of bugs,
about potential residues that are on
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the crops, about the runoff that is in
our waterways affecting how healthy
our waterways are and the organisms
that live in our streams and in our riv-
ers.

So this is a very unbalanced presen-
tation to the American public. It is the
type of thing that government
shouldn’t be involved in—basically,
running a promotional campaign on
taxpayers’ dollars to not create a bal-
anced understanding of an issue but in-
stead an unbalanced understanding of
an issue.

The truth is, all Americans have the
right to know what is in their food.
They are buying food to feed their chil-
dren. They have the right to know the
ingredients so they can make respon-
sible decisions. Providing information
regarding genetically modified ingredi-
ents is a commonsense way to empower
consumers to make their own personal
decisions on issues they care about on
the food they purchase. It is a pretty
emotional issue when you start talking
about the food you are putting in your
own mouth or the food you are feeding
your children.

Campbell’s Soup has begun taking
steps to voluntarily disclose on all of
their soups whether the products con-
tain genetically modified ingredients.
Why are they doing this? They say
they have a relationship of integrity
with their customers. They want their
customers to know full information
about their products and let the cus-
tomer decide what the customer wants,
and they will provide information
about the type of genetic modifications
and what they mean so the customer
will have enough information to make
a decision. There are advantages and
disadvantages to GMO ingredients.

Our Federal Government already re-
quires the labeling of ingredients and
basic nutritional information in order
to protect the public and guard against
false product marketing. These food la-
bels tell consumers many things. They
are supposed to tell how many calories.
They tell how much there is of a vari-
ety of vitamins. They list the ingredi-
ents and do so in order of how promi-
nent they are in the product. Our label-
ing laws even say that when fish are
sold in large supermarkets, they have
to state whether a fish is farm raised
or wild caught. Why do we require su-
permarkets to label the fish as farm
raised or wild caught? Because our con-
sumers care about that. There are im-
plications of whether a product was
grown in an artificial lake or whether
it was caught in the wild. Consumers
want to know and use their own minds
to make these decisions. That is some-
thing about being in a free society—
you get to make your own decisions
based on disclosure. We make the infor-
mation available.

This type of labeling about genetic
modifications or genetically modified
organisms in the ingredients is routine
around the world. Sixty-five other
countries, including twenty-eight
members of the European Union, plus
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Japan, plus Australia, plus China, plus
Brazil, already require mandatory GM
labeling. Has it come to the point that
we in America are denying information
that is routinely required in China for
consumers? Is that the point we are
coming to on this bill, this DARK Act,
Denying Americans the Right to Know
Act? This is not the direction we
should be going.

Instead, we believe in our American
citizens, we believe in education, we
believe in individual decisionmaking,
and consumer information on the label
honors that. Blocking States from
being able to provide information that
those State legislators or those State
citizens, by initiative, say they want,
that is an overstepping of Federal au-
thority to crush States’ rights on an
issue important to citizens.

That is why today I am introducing a
compromise bill, a bill trying to bring
this conversation to a commonsense
compromise. It is called the Bio-
technology Food Labeling and Uni-
formity Act. I am introducing this bill
today with Senator TESTER and Sen-
ator LEAHY. It would give the FDA the
authority to develop a uniform Federal
standard for on-package disclosure of
genetically modified ingredients.

I have met with industry groups. I
have met with the pro-label groups. I
tried to find that area of compromise
between the two. What I found is a
great deal of flexibility on the labeling
groups. Those groups said there doesn’t
have to be information on the front of
the package. It is OK if it is on the in-
gredients list on the back of the can or
the back of the package. It doesn’t
have to be in supersized print. It is OK
if it is in the same small print that the
ingredients are printed in. In fact, they
are open to many different versions of
how a company discloses this informa-
tion, as long as a person can go to the
store, pick up the package, turn it
over, and quickly find out if there is a
GMO impact.

These are some of the ideas—and
there are a variety—that are accept-
able to the labeling side of the world.
One is on the ingredients area. After
the ingredient, it could either say it is
genetically modified or put in a code
like GM—it doesn’t take up much
space, it is on the list of ingredients—
or if there are several ingredients and
you would rather use an asterisk, you
would rather put an asterisk and put
what the asterisk means: ‘“This ingre-
dient has been genetically modified,”
or ‘“May contain genetically modified
ingredients.” So a simple phrase at the
bottom or a symbol. Brazil uses a sym-
bol. They use a T. This is an example of
using a symbol T for transgenic—not
all of them at once, just each of them
would be fine. It will take effort for
consumers to look and see it. It is not
upfront. They have to pick up the prod-
uct. They have to look. It can be typed
in small print, but it gives a person
who cares the ability to get to the bot-
tom of the question. Then, if they
want, they can look up at the Web site
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the product, through a quick response
code, and get more details. That range
of flexibility is where the compromise
can be honoring a citizen’s right to
know, while not taking up a lot of
space on a package or not doing any-
thing on the front of the package that
says that this product is healthy or
unhealthy or otherwise. It means the
share of Americans who want this in-
formation—just as there is a share of
Americans who want to know if there
is high-fructose corn syrup, there is a
share of Americans who want to know
if fish is farmed or wild fish—can in
fact find this out.

This also addresses the big issue
manufacturers have been raising. They
don’t want a patchwork across the
country of 50 different States having
different labeling laws. Our supply in-
ventory doesn’t work that way. We
don’t have a warehouse that only
serves one State. Quite frankly, it gets
very complicated and even more so on
the East Coast, where the States are
all packed together, than it does back
home in Oregon. That is a legitimate
concern. So there are big concerns.
About 50 different versions of the law
or maybe counties even having dif-
ferent laws is addressed.

I am going to simply conclude with
this understanding: Citizens have a
right to know in a free society what is
in their food. Let’s honor that. Should
the DARK Act—the Deny Americans
the Right to Know Act that passed out
of the Agriculture Committee—come
to this floor, many of us will stand up
to fight it in every possible way. It
shortchanges American citizens, denies
them critical information, and takes
the right of a fundamental privilege in
our society. It strips our States. It is a
Federal overreach, and it is an assault
on consumer information and con-
sumer rights. It is just wrong, and we
will oppose it vigorously.

———

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 384—DESIG-
NATING MARCH 2, 2016, AS “READ
ACROSS AMERICA DAY”

Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr. REED
of Rhode Island, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr.
KAINE, Mr. DURBIN, and Mrs. CAPITO)
submitted the following resolution;
which was considered and agreed to:

S. RES. 384

Whereas reading is a basic requirement for
quality education and professional success
and is a source of pleasure throughout life;

Whereas the people of the United States
must be able to read if the United States is
to remain competitive in the global econ-
omy;

Whereas Congress has placed great empha-
sis on reading intervention and providing ad-
ditional resources for reading assistance, in-
cluding through the programs authorized by
the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6301 et seq.) and
through annual appropriations for library
and literacy programs; and

Whereas more than 50 national organiza-
tions concerned about reading and education
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