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Senator THUNE will give Senators an 

opportunity to pass bipartisan legisla-
tion today. I hope we will do that. I 
hope, once this statement is made, we 
will move on to enshrining net neu-
trality principles into a law that pro-
tects consumers and promotes innova-
tion. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
ERNST). Under the previous order, the 
Senate will resume legislative session. 

The Senator from Massachusetts. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONGRESSIONAL 
DISAPPROVAL OF A RULE SUB-
MITTED BY THE FEDERAL COM-
MUNICATIONS COMMISSION—MO-
TION TO PROCEED 

Mr. MARKEY. Madam President, I 
move to proceed to the immediate con-
sideration of Calendar No. 406, S.J. Res. 
52. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the motion. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 406, S.J. 

Res. 52, a joint resolution providing for con-
gressional disapproval under chapter 8 of 
title 5, United States Code, of the rule sub-
mitted by the Federal Communications Com-
mission relating to ‘‘Restoring Internet 
Freedom.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator 

is necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 52, 
nays 47, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 96 Leg.] 

YEAS—52 

Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Booker 
Brown 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Collins 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Donnelly 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Feinstein 
Gillibrand 
Harris 

Hassan 
Heinrich 
Heitkamp 
Hirono 
Jones 
Kaine 
Kennedy 
King 
Klobuchar 
Leahy 
Manchin 
Markey 
McCaskill 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 

Nelson 
Peters 
Reed 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Smith 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Udall 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warren 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—47 

Alexander 
Barrasso 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Burr 
Capito 

Cassidy 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Crapo 
Cruz 

Daines 
Enzi 
Ernst 
Fischer 
Flake 
Gardner 

Graham 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Heller 
Hoeven 
Hyde-Smith 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johnson 
Lankford 

Lee 
McConnell 
Moran 
Paul 
Perdue 
Portman 
Risch 
Roberts 
Rounds 
Rubio 

Sasse 
Scott 
Shelby 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Toomey 
Wicker 
Young 

NOT VOTING—1 

McCain 

The motion was agreed to. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONGRESSIONAL 
DISAPPROVAL OF A RULE SUB-
MITTED BY THE FEDERAL COM-
MUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the joint resolution. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A joint resolution (S.J. Res. 52) providing 
for congressional disapproval under chapter 8 
of title 5, United States Code, of the rule 
submitted by the Federal Communications 
Commission relating to ‘‘Restoring Internet 
Freedom.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 
to the provisions of the Congressional 
Review Act, 5 U.S.C. 802, there will be 
up to 10 hours of debate, equally di-
vided between those favoring and op-
posing the resolution. 

Who yields time? 
If no one yields time, time will be 

equally divided between the sides. 
The Democratic leader. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, as 

the minority, we typically cannot 
move legislation on the floor without 
the consent of the majority leader. But 
under the rules governing congres-
sional review, any group of 30 Senators 
can petition to discharge a CRA—a 
Congressional Review Act—from the 
committee and bring it to the floor 
subject to a majority vote. That is 
what Senator MARKEY has just done 
with the CRA on net neutrality, and 
the vote that just concluded means the 
full Senate will now consider it, be-
cause I believe there were 52 votes in 
favor. 

For the first time in this Congress, 
the majority will be called to vote on 
an issue that I suspect they would 
rather avoid. 

Net neutrality is a complex issue, but 
an incredibly consequential one. At 
stake is the future of the internet, 
which until this point in our history, 
has remained free and open, accessible 
and affordable to most Americans. 
That fundamental equality of access is 
what has made the internet so dy-
namic—a catalyst for innovation, a 
tool for learning, a means of instant 
and worldwide communication. 

To ensure the internet stayed that 
way, the Obama-era FCC instituted net 
neutrality rules to prevent large inter-
net service providers from segmenting 
the internet into fast and slow lanes, 
from selling faster service to folks who 
could pay and slower service to oth-
ers—we didn’t want that—and from 
charging customers more for their fa-

vorite sites, divvying up the internet 
into packages like cable TV. 

Why was this so important? Because 
if large cable and internet companies 
were allowed to do this, the internet 
wouldn’t operate on a level playing 
field. Big corporations and folks who 
could pay would enjoy the benefits of 
fast internet and speedy delivery to 
their customers while startups and 
small businesses, public schools, aver-
age folks, including communities of 
color and rural Americans, could well 
be disadvantaged. Net neutrality pro-
tected everyone and prevented large 
ISPs from discriminating against any 
customers. 

That era—the era of a free and open 
internet—unfortunately will soon come 
to an end. In December, the Repub-
lican-led FCC voted to repeal the net 
neutrality rules, and on June 11 of this 
year, that repeal will go into effect. It 
may not be a cataclysm on day one, 
but sure as rain, if internet service pro-
viders are given the ability to start 
charging more for preferred service, 
they will find a way to do it. 

So the Democratic position is very 
simple: Let’s treat the internet like 
the public good that it is. We don’t let 
water companies or phone companies 
discriminate against customers. We 
don’t restrict access to interstate high-
ways, saying: You can ride on the high-
way, and you can’t. We shouldn’t do 
that with the internet either. That is 
what the Democratic net neutrality 
CRA would ensure. 

We appreciate that three Republicans 
joined on the motion to proceed to our 
resolution. We hope more will come 
with us. 

Where do Republicans stand on this 
issue? Why haven’t we heard much 
from them on this issue, when it is a 
typical issue that protects the middle 
class, working families, and average 
Americans from big special interests 
taking advantage of them? 

I suspect our colleagues are kind of 
quiet on this issue because the argu-
ments made by opponents of net neu-
trality aren’t very convincing. Some 
opponents say that net neutrality is an 
unwarranted and burdensome regula-
tion—something that hampers the 
internet. I would remind those critics 
that net neutrality has been on the 
books for several years and the inter-
net is working just fine. Furthermore, 
the net neutrality rules were upheld by 
the courts as appropriate consumer 
protection. 

Yet we will hear too many of my Re-
publican friends say that we shouldn’t 
restore net neutrality through this 
CRA because we need bipartisan legis-
lation to deal with this issue. That ar-
gument is a duck. It is a dodge. It is a 
way for my Republican friends to 
delay. 

Democrats are happy to do bipartisan 
legislation to enshrine net neutrality 
into law, but the legislation is going to 
take time. In the meantime, we must 
ensure consumers have a safety net 
right now, and this CRA is the quickest 
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