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move to bring to a close debate on the nomi-
nation of David Bernhardt, of Virginia, to be 
Deputy Secretary of the Interior. 

Mitch McConnell, Roger F. Wicker, John 
Thune, Tim Scott, John Hoeven, Pat 
Roberts, Orrin G. Hatch, Tom Cotton, 
John Barrasso, Thom Tillis, Michael B. 
Enzi, John Boozman, James M. Inhofe, 
John Cornyn, James Lankford, Mike 
Rounds, Cory Gardner. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask unanimous 
consent that the mandatory quorum 
calls with respect to the cloture mo-
tions be waived. 

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

Mr. MCCONNELL. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

NOMINATION OF PATRICK SHANAHAN 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise 

today in support of the nomination of 
Mr. Patrick Shanahan to be Deputy 
Secretary of Defense. 

The Department of Defense is going 
through historic changes in its organi-
zational structure. These much needed 
changes are thanks to the chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee and his 
unwavering commitment to strength-
ening our Nation’s security and ensur-
ing that American taxpayers get the 
best return on their investment. We 
should all applaud the chairman for his 
efforts. 

But even as we make these reforms, 
we should also heed the lessons of the 
past. History shows us that the Depart-
ment of Defense runs best under a Sec-
retary who is a strong policy leader 
and a Deputy Secretary who is a dy-
namic business manager. The most ob-
vious example of this preferred struc-
ture was when David Packard, the 
former CEO of the Hewlett-Packard 
corporation, was confirmed as Deputy 
Secretary of Defense. Thanks to Dep-
uty Secretary Packard’s considerable 
business acumen, his term in office is 
still regarded as the model of effective 
management at the Department of De-
fense. 

That leads us to today and our once- 
in-a-generation opportunity to rep-
licate this efficiency and success at the 
Department of Defense. The pieces are 
now in place. Chairman MCCAIN has 
provided the statutory catalyst, and I 
am sorry he has had some difficulty 
healthwise over the last few days. We 
can’t wait to get him back. Secretary 
Mattis is a brilliant thinker and a mas-
ter strategist who is providing the crit-
ical leadership we need during this pe-
riod of uncertainty, and today he is 
seeking to replicate the Packard model 
by choosing as his Deputy a man of 
proven business and management skill. 

I understand that things could have 
gone a bit better during Mr. 
Shanahan’s confirmation hearing, but I 

believe we all should remember that 
Mr. Shanahan has not been nominated 
for a position in public affairs—far 
from it. He has been nominated to be a 
strong manager who can increase the 
effectiveness and efficiency of the De-
partment of Defense. In this role, I be-
lieve Mr. Shanahan will excel. I think 
everybody who knows him believes 
that. 

Currently, Mr. Shanahan is a senior 
vice president at the Boeing corpora-
tion, where he has been responsible for 
designing and producing some of the 
world’s most complex machines. For 
example, when the Boeing Company’s 
latest aircraft, the 787, was experi-
encing developmental difficulties, Mr. 
Shanahan was one of the key leaders 
tasked to solve these issues, earning 
himself the nickname ‘‘Mr. Fix-it.’’ 

As further evidence of his leadership, 
I was particularly impressed with one 
of Mr. Shanahan’s written answers to 
the Armed Services Committee’s ques-
tions. He wrote: 

In my three decades of experience, I have 
developed and practiced a formula to create 
change at scale in large, complex organiza-
tions. I believe leadership is essential to 
changing the status-quo—setting a compel-
ling vision, establishing ambitious goals and 
realistic intermediate objectives, and con-
verting strategy into action. 

Is that not exactly the type of person 
we want to be managing and reforming 
the Department of Defense? I person-
ally think it is. 

Finally, I believe Mr. Shanahan’s 
most important credential is that he is 
Secretary Mattis’s choice to be the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense. I firmly 
believe Secretary Mattis will be re-
membered as one of our Nation’s pre-
mier national security leaders. The 
Secretary does not fool around. He de-
mands the best in himself and those 
around him. If Secretary Mattis wants 
Mr. Shanahan, then I believe the Sen-
ate should speed his confirmation so 
the good work can continue. 

If confirmed, I look forward to work-
ing with Mr. Shanahan, especially to 
ensure that the Department of Defense 
maintains our current statutory re-
quirements regarding our defense logis-
tics capabilities. I strongly believe Mr. 
Shanahan will play a critical role in 
leading the Department of Defense to a 
new era of effectiveness and efficiency. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I ask 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MORAN). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR—Continued 

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 nomi-
nation of Patrick M. Shanahan, of Wash-
ington, to be Deputy Secretary of Defense. 

Mitch McConnell, Joni Ernst, Tom Cot-
ton, Thom Tillis, Lindsey Graham, 
Mike Crapo, John Boozman, Roger F. 
Wicker, Dan Sullivan, John Cornyn, 
John Thune, Steve Daines, John Bar-
rasso, David Perdue, Mike Rounds, 
Orrin G. Hatch, John McCain. 

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 nomination 
of Patrick M. Shanahan, of Wash-
ington, to be Deputy Secretary of De-
fense, shall be brought to a close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators 

are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Iowa (Mrs. ERNST), the Senator 
from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE), the Senator 
from Nevada (Mr. HELLER), the Senator 
from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN), the Sen-
ator from Mississippi (Mr. WICKER). 

Further, if present and voting, the 
Senator from Iowa (Mrs. ERNST) would 
have voted ‘‘yea’’ and the Senator from 
Mississippi (Mr. WICKER) would have 
voted ‘‘yea’’. 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Illinois (Ms. DUCKWORTH) 
is necessarily absent. 

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

The result was announced—yeas 88, 
nays 6, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 161 Ex.] 

YEAS—88 

Alexander 
Baldwin 
Barrasso 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Brown 
Burr 
Cantwell 
Capito 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Cassidy 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coons 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Cortez Masto 
Cotton 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Daines 
Donnelly 
Durbin 
Enzi 
Feinstein 
Fischer 

Franken 
Gardner 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hassan 
Hatch 
Heinrich 
Heitkamp 
Hirono 
Hoeven 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johnson 
Kaine 
Kennedy 
King 
Klobuchar 
Lankford 
Leahy 
Lee 
Manchin 
McCaskill 
McConnell 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Moran 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Nelson 

Paul 
Perdue 
Peters 
Portman 
Reed 
Risch 
Roberts 
Rounds 
Rubio 
Sasse 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Scott 
Shaheen 
Shelby 
Stabenow 
Strange 
Sullivan 
Tester 
Thune 
Tillis 
Toomey 
Udall 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 
Young 

NAYS—6 

Booker 
Gillibrand 

Harris 
Markey 

Sanders 
Warren 
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NOT VOTING—6 

Duckworth 
Ernst 

Flake 
Heller 

McCain 
Wicker 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 88, the nays are 6. 

The motion is agreed to. 
The Senator from Alaska. 
Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, I 

want to talk a little bit about what is 
going on here on the Senate floor. We 
were just considering the nomination 
of the Deputy Secretary of Defense, 
trying to move him along—a very im-
portant job—and it has taken some 
time. As a matter of fact, it has taken 
a long time, as the Presiding Officer 
knows, to get nominees from the White 
House confirmed by this body to run 
the government. 

Running the government is a very 
important job. We not only need Cabi-
net Secretaries—which, by the way, 
took months for this body to confirm. 
They slowed down the confirmation of 
the choices of the White House to run 
the Federal agencies—no real expla-
nation why—and now, Under Secre-
taries, Deputy Secretaries, Assistant 
Secretaries, Federal judges—delay, 
delay, delay, delay. 

We are supposed to be trying to put 
people in place to run the government, 
which is the job of the Senate, but it 
has taken a very long time to do it, 
and it shouldn’t be this way. It 
shouldn’t be this way. 

When we look at U.S. history, typi-
cally, enabling a President to fill the 
key positions of government has not 
been a partisan issue. An election hap-
pens. Yes, there could be some debate 
on Cabinet officials, but you typically 
want to fill the government and start 
running the government on behalf of 
the American people. It has not been a 
partisan issue in America. Well, unfor-
tunately, it is becoming a partisan 
issue due to what by any measure is 
historic obstruction on the nomina-
tions coming from the White House to 
run the Federal Government—historic 
obstruction. 

The people did elect us, and they 
elected a new President, and implicit 
in the election was that they wanted us 
to get to work, to do things that, in my 
view, are very bipartisan. What are 
some of those things? Growing the 
economy. We haven’t had 3 percent 
GDP growth in almost 15 years. That is 
a bipartisan issue—growing the econ-
omy. So are rebuilding our military, 
unleashing energy that we have in this 
great Nation in enormous abundance, 
investing in infrastructure, stream-
lining regulations that are strangling 
small businesses, and, yes, enacting 
policies to address the spiraling costs 
of health insurance and healthcare 
costs across the country. 

Throughout history, the party in the 
minority understood this after an elec-
tion and would vote to confirm new 
members of an administration—not 
just Cabinet Secretaries but Under Sec-
retaries, Deputy Secretaries, Assistant 
Secretaries, and judges. In fact, the 
current minority leader said the fol-

lowing in 2013: ‘‘Who in America 
doesn’t think a President, Democrat or 
Republican, deserves his or her picks 
for who should run the agencies? No-
body.’’ 

‘‘Nobody,’’ he said. 
Those were wise words in 2013. I just 

wish he would remember them in 2017 
because apparently he has forgotten 
those words. He has forgotten those 
words, because right now there is pure 
obstruction in terms of trying to seat 
the people to run the government. 

Sometimes it is important to try to 
explain to the American people what is 
going on here on the Senate floor be-
cause it can be confusing. I still get 
confused sometimes. There are arcane 
rules. Let’s give an example of what 
just happened here right now. 

We had the Deputy Secretary of De-
fense, the No. 2 official at the Depart-
ment of Defense. That is a pretty darn 
important job. After he came out of the 
Armed Services Committee, on which I 
sit, we voted to end debate on his nom-
ination. The vote just happened, and I 
believe it was 88 to 6, so very bipar-
tisan. 

By the way, we need people at the 
Department of Defense. Whether you 
are a Democrat or a Republican, re-
gardless of whom you voted for in the 
November elections, most Americans 
want us to have good people running 
the Department of Defense right now. 
We have very few there—very few—be-
cause of this obstruction. 

For the Deputy Secretary, the clo-
ture vote just happened, 88 to 6. That is 
a very strong bipartisan vote. In pre-
vious times, in a Democratic or Repub-
lican administration, the Senate would 
normally say: Let’s move him. He 
needs to get over there. Let’s unani-
mously agree to moving that nomina-
tion more quickly so he can help run 
the Department of Defense—a pretty 
important job. 

Well, unfortunately, we are not in 
that era right now. So what our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
have been doing for every single nomi-
nation for this administration is now 
we will have an additional 2-day wait-
ing period, an additional 30 hours of de-
bate. Those are Senate rules, but nor-
mally on someone this noncontrover-
sial, those rules get waived. But we 
have a minority leader who wants to 
drag out every single official from 
being seated. He really hasn’t ex-
plained why. I haven’t heard an expla-
nation why. But it is happening for 
every single official—three to four days 
on one official. Someone did an esti-
mation that if they keep this up, if 
they do this for every single Senate- 
confirmed job, it will take 11 years. It 
will take 11 years to seat the officials 
in the Trump administration. How is 
that helping the American people? It is 
not. Yet, nobody comes to the floor to 
explain why they are doing it. The 
press doesn’t report on it. 

Let me provide some other facts on 
this issue. Normally, when we waive 
these rules, we can have a voice vote. 

For a noncontroversial nomination 
like the Deputy Secretary of Defense, 
as we just had, normally that would be 
voice-voted. 

At this point in President Obama’s 
Presidency—so the first 6 months of his 
Presidency—the Senate had allowed 
more than 90 percent of his nominees 
to be confirmed by simple voice vote. 
The Senate asked for procedural votes 
only eight times on eight nominees— 
that was it—in the first 6 months of 
President Obama’s administration. 
That was actually normal. Democrats 
or Republicans would do something 
along those lines. 

For the Trump administration’s first 
6 months, the minority leader and his 
colleagues have demanded cloture 
votes for every single nominee, no mat-
ter what the position, no matter how 
noncontroversial, no matter how bipar-
tisan. The courtesy extended to Presi-
dent Obama to get his team together so 
that he could run the country has not 
been extended here. That is just a fact. 

Let me give another fact. According 
to the nonpartisan Partnership for 
Public Service, at about this point in 
President Obama’s first term, he had 
183 of his nominations confirmed—183. 
Getting people in their positions in 
government to run the country—it 
doesn’t matter what party you are in; 
this is to run the country. But while 
President Trump’s administration at 
this point has made 178 nominations to 
the Senate, only 46 have been con-
firmed. So for President Obama at this 
point, 183 nominations were confirmed; 
for this President, 46. This is historic 
obstruction. 

No one comes here and says: Why? 
Why are you doing this? What is the 
point? What is the point? 

This isn’t by accident. The head of a 
leading Democratic think tank told the 
press recently that they intended to 
hold up, delay, tie up floor time for 
every single nomination for Senate- 
confirmed positions. But what they 
don’t do—they don’t say: And here is 
why. 

Why do they want to do that? It is 
not going to help us grow the economy. 
It is not going to help us with infra-
structure. It is not going to help us re-
build our military when we keep the 
Deputy Secretary from coming in to 
his position. 

Just last week, we had a judge who 
was nominated from the State of 
Idaho, a district court judge who was 
confirmed unanimously, and it took al-
most the entire week to get him con-
firmed on the Senate floor because the 
minority leader was delaying, delaying, 
delaying—even someone who got 100 
percent of the Senators to vote for 
him. Again, it is not clear why they are 
doing this. 

Some of the other noncontroversial 
nominees that are being delayed are 
the Under Secretary of the Treasury 
for International Affairs and two nomi-
nees to review pipelines and other 
projects at the Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission. Do you think we 
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need that for our country to grow the 
economy? We do. 

These are important positions to do 
the work of the Federal Government. 
Yet they are all delayed, and nobody in 
the press even asks any questions. This 
is historic obstruction right now, and 
no one is even asking: Why are you 
doing it? 

It would be great to have the minor-
ity leader come to the Senate floor and 
tell us why. I want to know why. I 
want to grow the economy. We need 
these people in positions of authority 
to help us do the things—bipartisan 
things—that the American people sent 
us here to do, not delay, not obstruct. 

Something else is happening on the 
Senate floor right now. It is not just 
the historic obstruction of nominees. 
The other side, for whatever reason, is 
now deciding they are going to shut 
down any movement of anything on 
the Senate floor. Let me give one ex-
ample, which is actually quite impor-
tant. 

A lot of what we do here moves by 
what we call unanimous consent on the 
Senate floor. There are rules to move 
things. It can take a lot of time. But a 
lot of times the leadership of the Sen-
ate will get together and say: OK, we 
can have a unanimous consent agree-
ment to move things faster. It is not 
just nominees. Sometimes it is actu-
ally legislation. As a matter of fact, a 
lot of things move on the Senate floor 
through unanimous consent, which is, 
essentially, a voice vote where every-
one, all 100 Senators, say: We agree 
with that. It is a bill that is really im-
portant, very bipartisan. Let’s move it. 
Let’s move it fast. It came out of com-
mittee. It is not controversial, but 
maybe it is important, so let’s move it. 

For whatever reason, it still doesn’t 
explain to the American people why 
the minority leader would say that we 
are not going to move anything by 
unanimous consent right now either. 
Not only will we hold up every nominee 
as long as possible—even the non-
controversial ones—nothing is going to 
move in the Senate by unanimous con-
sent. 

Again, why? How does that help the 
American people? How does that help 
the American people when you are just 
blocking things? 

POWER ACT 
Let me give one specific. It is an 

issue I feel very passionate about. I had 
a bill introduced last year. It passed 
the Senate by unanimous consent, and 
we are trying to pass it right now by 
unanimous consent this Congress. Un-
fortunately, it didn’t pass out of the 
House. I think it will. It has passed out 
of committee again. It is called the Pro 
bono Work to Empower and Represent 
Act, the POWER Act. It is very bipar-
tisan. A number of my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle, including 
Senators Heitkamp, Shaheen, Leahy, 
and Warren, are cosponsors. 

Here is what it does: I come to the 
Senate floor every week to talk about 
what a great State I live in—Alaska. 

One thing we actually aren’t proud of 
in Alaska is that we have a real big 
problem with domestic violence and 
sexual assault in my State. One of the 
best ways to deal with that issue, one 
of the best ways to help victims and 
survivors break the cycle of violence 
that occurs with way too many fami-
lies and way too many women and chil-
dren in Alaska—and across the coun-
try—is to get attorneys to represent 
them. 

Here is a startling fact. It is a little 
harsh when you say it, but it is true: If 
there is someone who commits a rape 
or is accused of committing a rape, 
that person gets a Sixth Amendment 
right to counsel. That is in our Bill of 
Rights. Guess what the victim gets in 
terms of legal representation: nothing. 
There is no right. But that is a really 
important way to help break the cycle 
of violence—to get survivors and vic-
tims an attorney and get the resources 
to do that. That is what the POWER 
Act does, and that is why it passed by 
unanimous consent last year. 

We have a big problem in the country 
in terms of domestic violence and sex-
ual assault. This would help. We are 
trying to move it right now by unani-
mous consent. It will pass. But it is not 
going to pass now because the minority 
leader is blocking every unanimous 
consent agreement on the Senate floor. 
Why? Why? 

Does he think that women in Amer-
ica don’t need the resources to rep-
resent themselves in these kind of hor-
rendous crimes? They do. Trust me. 
Thousands of them—tens of thousands 
of them do. So why are we blocking 
this? Why don’t we move it? We are 
shutting down the whole Senate, try-
ing to shut down the Federal Govern-
ment’s ability to seat itself, to do the 
work of the American people. This is 
historic obstruction, and no one ex-
plains it. The press doesn’t ask about 
it. I think the American people need to 
know about it. 

We were elected to move this country 
forward. The election happened in No-
vember. Let’s come together. There is 
a lot of bipartisan work to do. We have 
our differences on healthcare and other 
issues, but there are so many things 
about which we don’t have dif-
ferences—growing the economy, re-
building our military, infrastructure. 
We need people in the Federal Govern-
ment who can do that, and we need 
leaders in the Senate who can move 
things forward by unanimous consent— 
like the POWER Act—when they are 
not controversial. We don’t have those 
leaders right now, and we need them. 
We need to get this country moving 
again. The way things are happening 
on the Senate floor, it is not happening 
that way at all. 

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

ator from Georgia. 
TRIBUTE TO STEFANIE MOHLER 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from Oregon, 
Senator MERKLEY, for allowing me a 

few extra minutes of his time ahead of 
his speech. I appreciate his courtesy, 
and I will pay him back. 

Ironically, I am thanking him for 
giving me time to make a speech I 
have never wanted to make. In fact, I 
have three times canceled the time I 
had asked for to make this speech in 
the last month because when it came 
time to make it and I opened those 
doors to come down here, I couldn’t 
quite do it. I couldn’t quite do it be-
cause, every once in a while, something 
happens in your career with a loved 
one or friend or cohort who is so close 
to you and so meaningful to you that 
to talk about it is an emotional thing 
to do. 

Such is the occasion tonight for me 
to pay tribute to Stefanie Mohler, who 
is my scheduler and has been for years. 
She came to work for me when I was a 
Member of the Senate. She has worked 
for me time and again in the U.S. Sen-
ate, except for the one time she left me 
to go work for George Bush—and I un-
derstand that. That was a higher pay 
grade than mine. 

Stefanie was a young lady working 
for a Congressman from her hometown 
in Florida when I came to Washington. 
She wasn’t married. She had a wonder-
ful family and lived at home with her 
folks. She applied for a job as a sched-
uler for me and came to work for us. 

I ran a pretty large company. I had 
about 1,000 independent contractors 
and 250 employees. I know a good work-
er when I see one. Stefanie was the 
best. But she had that quality beyond 
just being the best. She cared about 
every single thing she did and every 
single person whom she helped and 
every single person whom she couldn’t 
help. She grew in the job, and she made 
me a better Congressman and, later, a 
better Senator. 

She came to me about 18 months ago 
and said: I have some news for you. I 
am pregnant. I am pregnant with iden-
tical twins. 

I was so excited for her and her hus-
band because she wanted more than 
anything else in the world to have a 
family. My wife and I had a party for 
her at Christmas in December, and the 
two babies came in the early part of 
this year. They are beautiful. She is a 
wonderful mother. But she has stayed, 
and she has worked. Her mom has come 
in and helped her do the chores at 
home as she continued to fulfill her 
commitment to me. I thank her so 
much on the floor of the Senate today 
for that. 

She is married to a great guy named 
Chase Mohler. Let me tell you a little 
bit about Chase. 

All of us at one time or another in 
our lives have fallen in love. You know 
what it feels like to fall in love. You 
also know what it looks like to see 
somebody who is in love. You can’t de-
scribe it, but there is a glow. It is just 
something that is there. 

I was in Jacksonville, FL, with 
Saxby Chambliss, waiting to come 
back to Washington when Stefanie was 
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coming back from taking Chase to 
meet her family in Florida. When she 
turned the corner in an airport con-
course coming toward the planes, I 
could tell from the glow on her face 
and the look on her face that some-
thing special had happened in her life. 

I said: Stefanie, what are you so 
happy about? 

She said: I have found a husband. I 
am going to marry him. He asked me 
to marry him. 

I was so happy for her and so happy 
for Chase because I had met him. They 
had dated while she was working in my 
office and later married. Chase works 
for the State Department and has been 
serving here in Washington. But he got 
a promotion, and he is going to the 
North Carolina coast, and he is going 
to take Stefanie with him. 

I am losing the best person I have 
ever had doing what Stefanie has done 
for me. He married the best person I 
have ever seen, and she is doing every-
thing in the world for him. 

So I thought I would come to the 
floor tonight, not to list the acco-
lades—which I could in the thousands— 
not to say all those platitudes we al-
ways love to hear said about ourselves 
or about somebody important, but to 
make a confession. I am in love. I am 
in love with Stefanie Mohler because 
for most of her adult life she gave her 
time and her effort to make me a bet-
ter Member of the U.S. Senate. She 
supported my wife when she needed it, 
and I couldn’t help. She supported our 
office when they needed it, and they 
couldn’t help. She did all of the little 
things that you never ask someone to 
do because you think it is too little, 
but it is so important to make a dif-
ference in every day that goes by. 

When she leaves in about 3 months, I 
am going to be sad. I will shed a tear or 
two. I will probably shed one for her 
before the night is over. But when she 
leaves, I want her to know and I want 
the whole Senate document to record 
that once in a while—every once in a 
while—somebody special comes along 
and makes a difference in your life, 
your effort, and your ability. Stefanie 
Mohler has been that for me. I will 
never forget her for all that she has 
done for me, and I will always be there 
for her if she ever needs me. 

May God bless Stefanie Mohler, and 
may God bless the United States of 
America. 

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

ator from Oregon. 
CLIMATE DISRUPTION 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, cli-
mate disruption is the seminal chal-
lenge of our generation. It is the most 
significant test that human civiliza-
tion on our planet has faced, and there 
are a lot of questions about how we are 
going to be able to come together as a 
community of nations and community 
of cultures to address this very signifi-
cant threat to our beautiful blue-green 
planet. 

It affects everything from our farms 
to our forests to our fisheries. We see 

the impact in terms of disappearing 
glaciers, shrinking ice sheets, melting 
permafrost and dying coral. We see the 
impact on our farms, our trout 
streams, and our forests. We see the 
impact with migrating animals, mi-
grating insects, and more powerful 
storms. 

In response, communities across the 
globe are taking action. They are 
transforming their energy economies. 
They are developing aggressive strate-
gies to save energy in their buildings, 
in their vehicles, and in their appli-
ances. They are working to replace 
their fossil fuel energy supplies with 
clean and renewable energy. 

How much do you know about the 
changes underway? Let’s find out. Wel-
come to episode 3 of the Senate Cli-
mate Disruption Quiz. The first ques-
tion we have is, Why did American Air-
lines cancel 57 flights between June 20 
and 22? Was it extreme temperatures? 
Was it a pilot strike? Was it severe 
storms? Was it a fuel shortage? The an-
swer is A, extreme temperatures. 

How is that the case? 
When air gets hotter, it gets thinner. 

Thinner air provides less lift for planes 
to take off, and eventually the runway 
isn’t long enough for the plane to go 
fast enough to get enough lift to clear 
the runway. Therefore, all of these 
flights got canceled. 

It is not the first time it has hap-
pened. It happened in 2013 in Phoenix, 
with 18 flights canceled, but this was a 
pretty dramatic incident attributable 
to very extreme temperatures. 

Let’s turn to question No. 2. How 
long was the recent streak of record- 
setting monthly temperatures—mean-
ing, for example, that a given month 
like May was the hottest May ever, 
June was the hottest June ever, and 
July was the hottest July ever? How 
many months in a row did this happen? 
Did it happen for 6 months in a row? Or 
for 12 months in a row? Is it conceiv-
able that this streak extended beyond a 
year to 16 months or perhaps even for 2 
years, to 24 months? Lock in your an-
swer. 

The correct answer is C, 16 months. 
From May 2015 through August 2016, 
each and every month was the hottest 
month on record. In September, 2016, 
the streak was broken, but only by a 
few hundredths of a degree. In fact, in 
September 2016, the temperature was 
still 1.6 degrees Fahrenheit above the 
20th century average. 

I have a math question to put in 
here. If you had climate data and tem-
perature data for 50 years, what are the 
odds that, by chance, 16 months in a 
row would be the hottest—each one the 
hottest among the 50 previous months? 
What are the odds of that? Pull out 
your calculators, and take 1 out of 50, 
and take it to the 16th power. What do 
you get? You get that the odds are less 
than 1 out of a trillion trillion. That is 
the odds. In other words, this didn’t 
happen by chance. 

Let’s turn to question No. 3. Where in 
the world is the largest floating solar 

project? Maybe you have never even 
heard of a floating solar project. There 
is one. In fact, there are several. Where 
is the world’s largest? Is it in China? Is 
it in Brazil? Is it in India? Or is it in 
Australia? 

By the way, here is a hint. All four of 
these actually have floating solar 
projects. Lock in your answer. Here is 
the answer. 

The answer is A, China. 
India has a small floating solar 

project, and it generates about 100 kilo-
watts. Australia’s is 40 times larger, at 
4 megawatts, and it is roughly the 
equivalent of two wind turbines. Bra-
zil’s is yet larger, at 10 megawatts. The 
largest floating solar project by far is 
in Liulong, China. The 40-megawatt 
solar plant is able to provide enough 
energy to 15,000 homes. Because it 
floats, it uses less energy than most 
solar farms because the water acts as a 
natural coolant. 

There is something very symbolic 
about this largest-in-the-world floating 
solar project, and that is that it sits on 
a lake caused by the collapse of aban-
doned coal mines. It is as if it is saying 
to us: Let’s transition from a fossil fuel 
economy to a clean, renewable energy 
economy, like electrons produced by 
solar power. 

Question No. 4, last year plug-in hy-
brids and fully electric vehicles made 
up less than 1 percent of global car 
sales. It is a very small amount. What 
was the percentage in Norway? 

Was it half a percent behind the 
world average? Was it 15 percent? Was 
it 37 percent? Or, perhaps, was it even 
more than one out of two cars sold in 
Norway? Lock in your answer. 

Here is the right answer. The answer 
is C, 37 percent. When the world aver-
age is under 1 percent, it is pretty im-
pressive that Norway is at 37 percent. 

In 2016, plug-in hybrids and fully 
electric cars made up 37 percent of the 
new car sales in Norway. That is a huge 
increase in just a couple of years. 
Three years earlier, the electric vehi-
cles—the plug-in hybrids and fully 
electric vehicles—accounted for only 6 
percent of Norway’s sales. In a short 3 
years, it went from 6 percent to 37 per-
cent. This growth is a combination of 
fees on gas-powered and diesel-powered 
cars and subsidies for electric vehicles. 

Let’s look at what else is happening 
with cars in the world. Volvo has an-
nounced that all of its new models 
from 2019 forward will have some form 
of electric drive. Then you see the 
growth of companies like Tesla, which 
only produces electric cars. It is be-
coming increasingly clear that the fu-
ture of the global auto industry is elec-
tric. 

Let’s turn to question No. 5, our final 
question. This one hits close to home 
for me as a Senator from Oregon. What 
killed billions of baby oysters in Or-
egon in 2007 and 2008? Was it red tide? 
Red tide occurs when an algae blooms, 
and it is a red bloom. It discolors the 
water, turns it red, and releases toxins 
that are absorbed by the clams and 
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other sea life, so that we can’t go out 
and dig up our clams and eat them for 
fear of getting poisoned. 

Was it red tide that killed the oys-
ters? Or was it the POMS virus, or the 
Pacific Oyster Mortality Syndrome 
virus, which affects Pacific oysters and 
can cause up to 100 percent mortality 
within days of initial detection? Was it 
sea lice—tiny jellyfish larvae that are 
tiny, almost invisible specks that are 
no larger than a grain of pepper? Or 
was it rising ocean acidity, caused by 
the emission of billions of tons of car-
bon dioxide and other greenhouse gases 
into the air that get absorbed by the 
ocean through tidal action? Lock in 
your answer. 

The correct answer is D, rising ocean 
acidity. How is this possible? How can 
you stand on the coast of Oregon and 
look out at the Pacific Ocean and envi-
sion that humankind has burned so 
much fossil fuel—so many fossil fuels— 
and that it has created so much carbon 
dioxide in the air and tidal action has 
absorbed that into the ocean and 
turned it into carbonic acid that it has 
changed the acidity of the ocean? It 
seems completely impossible. Yet over 
the last 150 years, the burning of fossil 
fuels by human civilization has in-
creased the acidity of the ocean by 30 
percent. 

In 2007, when I was running for the 
U.S. Senate for the first time, the oys-
ters started dying. The scientists got 
involved. They said: What is going on? 
They said: Is it a virus? Is it a bac-
terium? 

It wasn’t a virus. It wasn’t a bac-
terium. After some time, they nailed it 
down simply to that the ocean water 
had become too acidic, that there was 
too much carbonic acid in the ocean 
from carbon dioxide pollution in the 
atmosphere. Where did that come 
from? From the burning of fossil fuels. 

Now, the water comes into the Whis-
key Creek Shellfish Hatchery in a very 
large pipe, and then it has to be 
buffered; that is, the acidity has to be 
decreased before that water continues 
into the vats with the baby oysters. 
For all we know, they will have to do 
this forever more, until we can turn 
the clock back on global climate dis-
ruption. 

If the oysters are being affected, 
what else is going to be affected in the 
sea chain? What is the impact on our 
coral reefs, which provide the founda-
tion for many of the world’s fisheries? 
That is something that we should 
rightly be very concerned about. 

There you have it, folks, episode 3 of 
the Senate Climate Disruption Quiz. 
How did you do? How many of those 
questions did you get right? The facts 
on the ground are changing very quick-
ly as climate disruption increases and 
communities across the globe respond. 
Together we are racing the clock, and 
there is no time to spare. So stay en-
gaged in the fight. 

In the near future, I will bring you 
episode 4 of the Senate Climate Disrup-
tion Quiz. In the meantime, if you have 

a good idea for a climate disruption 
question, please tweet that question to 
me at @SenJeffMerkley, using the 
hashtag ClimateQ4Jeff. Together, let’s 
keep fighting to save our planet. 

Henry David Thoreau said: What use 
is a home if you don’t have a tolerable 
planet to put it on? 

Let’s work together to make sure we 
have a tolerable planet, a healthy plan-
et, not just for this generation but for 
our children and our great-grand-
children and the generations to follow. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

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

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

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that at 12 noon 
on Tuesday, July 18, there be 15 min-
utes of postcloture debate, equally di-
vided in the usual form, on the 
Shanahan nomination; that following 
the use or yielding back of that time, 
the Senate vote on the nomination; 
and that if confirmed, the motion to 
reconsider be considered made and laid 
upon the table and the President be im-
mediately notified of the Senate’s ac-
tion, and the Senate immediately re-
sume consideration of the Bush nomi-
nation. 

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

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate be in a period of morning business, 
with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each. 

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

f 

REMEMBERING DAVID DUFF 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 
today I wish to remember David Duff, a 
well-respected coal operator from 
Perry County, KY. David passed away 
on July 3 in Snowmass, CO, at the age 
of 67. He will be remembered by many 
for his kindness and generosity, espe-
cially toward the elderly, children, and 
our Nation’s veterans. 

David owned Pine Branch Coal Com-
pany, employing hundreds of miners in 
eastern Kentucky and serving as a 
leader in the industry. He was dearly 
loved by many in his community, as 
was shown by the many signs posted 
along the road leading to his home in 
the days after his passing. 

Elaine and I send our condolences to 
David’s wife, Susan, their children Lori 
and Ryan, their grandchildren, and all 

of their family and friends. We hope 
that their memories of David will help 
them through this time of grief. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO CHIP HUTCHESON 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 
today I wish to congratulate my friend 
Chip Hutcheson, publisher of the Times 
Leader in Princeton, KY, on his retire-
ment after more than four decades in 
the newspaper business. Throughout 
Chip’s long career, he was the quin-
tessential community journalist who 
saw, as one colleague noted, ‘‘the news-
paper as both a champion for and a 
guardian of the community.’’ When he 
retired at the end of June, Chip was 
named the recipient of the National 
Newspaper Association’s James O. 
Amos Award. He was only the second 
Kentuckian to ever win what is known 
as one of the two ‘‘highest and most 
distinguished tributes in community 
journalism.’’ 

Chip’s relationship with the Prince-
ton-based paper began at only 10 
months old when his parents purchased 
the then-Princeton Leader and began 
to instill in him a love of the trade. Be-
ginning at the age of 8, Chip spent time 
at the paper, watching his parents 
work. In junior high, Chip joined the 
team to proofread a section of the 
paper before it was sent to the printer. 
Later, he proudly wrote that, ‘‘News-
paper ink runs in my veins.’’ During 
high school and college, Chip honed his 
skills writing for local and campus pa-
pers. After graduation, he entered the 
U.S. Army and served in Vietnam. 
When he returned, Chip went back to 
his trade and began a decades-long ca-
reer of journalistic excellence. 

Chip became the publisher of the 
Princeton Leader upon his parents’ re-
tirement in 1976. As local papers 
merged, Chip became the publisher of 
the Times Leader in 1992, continuing 
his family legacy. Chip admitted that 
his columns may have been a little 
‘‘old school,’’ but he proudly followed 
the tradition set by his father and his 
other role models of local community 
journalism. He used his writings to 
give readers an inside look into the 
lives of his family and community. 

Although his efforts were always 
dedicated to readers in western Ken-
tucky, Chip was recognized across the 
Commonwealth and the Nation for his 
outstanding work. He served on the 
board of directors of the Kentucky 
Press Association, including 1 year as 
its president in 2010. The Kentucky 
Journalism Hall of Fame inducted Chip 
into its elite ranks in 2012, in recogni-
tion of his distinguished career of lead-
ership and service. More recently, Chip 
served as president of the National 
Newspaper Association. 

Chip has also been a great advocate 
for families seeking to adopt children 
internationally. With his wife, Karen, 
and grandchildren, Lemlem and 
Kashiku, Chip came to my office sev-
eral years ago asking for relief from 
the many regulatory burdens in the 
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