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Senate 
The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. GRASSLEY). 

f 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 
O God our shield, the giver of victory 

and honor, shine on us with Your kind-
ness that brings a rich harvest of joy. 

Today, guide our lawmakers with 
Your spirit and lead them by the power 
of Your prevailing Providence. May 
they trust You completely and permit 
You to remove obstacles from the road 
ahead. 

Lord, train them in Your school of 
humility so they will walk safely and 
never stumble. Help them to remember 
that all efforts to defend themselves 
will fail without Your grace and mercy. 
May they not trust in their own 
strength and ingenuity but instead 
lean on You the God of might and mir-
acles. 

We pray in Your Holy Name. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The President pro tempore led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRAMER). Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to executive session to resume 
consideration of the following nomina-
tion, which the clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read the nomination of 
Chad A. Readler, of Ohio, to be United 
States Circuit Judge for the Sixth Cir-
cuit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for 1 
minute as in morning business. 

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

THE GREEN NEW DEAL 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, yes-

terday, I came to the floor to speak 
about the Green New Deal. I compared 
it to the New Deal of the 1930s. 

I mentioned before that the New Deal 
of the 1930s is not something that we 
ought to be emulating. 

The National Recovery Administra-
tion of the 1930s was a key feature of 
that New Deal. It was designed to 
eliminate competition, with industry, 
government, and labor all working to-
gether. 

The National Recovery Administra-
tion turned out hundreds of codes, reg-
ulating every aspect of business. Small 
businesses struggled to comply, job 
creation stalled, and prices stayed 
high. 

When big business and big govern-
ment get together to write regulations, 
hard-working Americans suffer. You 
don’t create jobs. 

So I hope you will take a look at how 
complicated the Green New Deal is, be-
sides costing $93 trillion in the future. 

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

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

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY LEADER 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader is recognized. 
JUDICIAL NOMINATIONS 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the 
Senate confirmed one of President 
Trump’s well-qualified nominees to the 
Federal bench and advanced the nomi-
nation of another. 

That is what we will do today. With 
Allison Rushing’s nomination con-
firmed, we will vote later today on the 
nomination of Chad Readler and then 
turn to consideration of Eric Murphy 
to join him on the Sixth Circuit Court 
of Appeals. 

Mr. Murphy is a graduate of Miami 
University and the University of Chi-
cago Law School and now serves as the 
State solicitor of Ohio. He has held two 
prestigious clerkships on our Federal 
courts, including for Justice Anthony 
Kennedy on the U.S. Supreme Court. 

So I hope our colleagues will join me 
in advancing another wise choice for 
our Nation’s judiciary. 

THE GREEN NEW DEAL 
Mr. President, on another matter, in 

recent months our Nation has watched 
the Democratic Party take a sharp and 
abrupt left turn toward socialism. 

A flawed ideology that has been re-
jected time and again across the world 
is now driving the marquee policy pro-
posals of the new House Democratic 
majority, and nothing encapsulates 
this as clearly as the huge, self-in-
flicted, national wound the Democrats 
are agitating for called the Green New 
Deal. 

Let’s review a few of the greatest 
hits in this particular proposal. 

Democrats have decided that every 
building in America needs to be either 
overhauled or replaced altogether. 
They are putting homeowners and 
small business owners on alert. The all- 
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knowing central planners here in the 
Nation’s capital are raring to remodel 
the entire country. 

Up next: ending all fossil fuel and nu-
clear energy production. Forget about 
coal and all of the jobs it supports in 
my State of Kentucky and around the 
country. Forget about the oil and nat-
ural gas industry and all of those jobs 
as well. The list goes on. 

Oh, by the way, forget about nuclear, 
too—proving that this proposal doesn’t 
even pretend to be a serious effort to 
reduce carbon emissions. It is just a 
statement of what sounds trendy in 
New York and San Francisco. 

Anyone seriously concerned about 
carbon would know that nuclear power 
generates a majority of America’s car-
bon-free electricity. You would think 
the carbon police would be glad that 
from 1995 to 2016, American nuclear 
power met the emissions equivalent of 
keeping 3 billion cars off the road. 

Let me say that again. You would 
think the carbon police would be glad 
that from 1995 to 2016, American nu-
clear power met the emissions equiva-
lent of keeping 3 billion cars off the 
road. 

Oh, but alas, these Democrats will 
not let facts get in the way of what is 
fashionable. 

Besides, why should America bother 
being a net exporter of energy when we 
could leave all of that economic poten-
tial to competitors like China? 

Naturally, as background documents 
explained, this means eliminating all 
combustion engines—cars, lawn mow-
ers, commercial airliners. Everything 
must go. Everything must go. 

By the way, that backgrounder really 
helps clarify another goal behind all of 
this. It is providing ‘‘economic secu-
rity,’’ even those who are ‘‘unwilling to 
work.’’ 

All of this and more can be ours for 
the low, low price of a staggering ex-
pansion of centralized government 
and—wait for it—upward of a mere $93 
trillion. Ninety-three trillion is more 
than every dollar our Federal Govern-
ment has spent in its entire history to 
date—combined. It is more than the 
combined annual GDP of every nation 
on Earth. 

As our colleague Senator BLUNT and 
the policy committee have pointed out, 
this amount of money could rebuild the 
entire Interstate Highway System 
every single year—just for the heck of 
it—for 250 years, and you would still 
have a little left over—a little left 
over. 

Or maybe Americans would rather 
have something nicer to drive on the 
roads we already have. For the com-
paratively cheap price of just $66 tril-
lion, I am told the government could 
buy every American a Ferrari. What a 
great idea. For the comparatively 
cheap price of just $66 trillion, the gov-
ernment could buy every American a 
Ferrari. But, of course, everyone would 
have to get their driving in before 
Democrats ban the internal combus-
tion engine. 

To be clear, $93 trillion is just one 
number and one attempt to estimate 
the pricetag of this fantasy novel. The 
proposal is so lacking in details and 
math that it is almost impossible for 
analysts to even know where to begin 
trying to connect it to the real world. 

Let’s talk about where this money 
would come from. That is always a 
question worth asking. 

If we spread that $93 trillion out over 
10 years and over every American 
household, we get about $65,000 per 
household—$65,000 every year for every 
household. The median income in this 
country is around $60,000. So, like any 
good socialist plan, I am sure we would 
hear a lot about soaking the rich. 

We always do. We would hear that 
wealthy Americans could pay for this 
whole thing, if only they were suffi-
ciently civic-minded, but, of course, 
that is not even close to accurate. A 
huge share of the bill would land at the 
feet of the American middle class. 
There are not enough billionaires— 
there are not enough billionaires to 
pay the trillions needed for this mas-
sive government plan. 

Even if Washington decided the IRS 
should grab every single cent of ad-
justed gross income above $1 million, 
all of it taken, it would only bring in a 
little over one-tenth—one-tenth—of 
what the Green New Deal is estimated 
to cost every year. Take all the money 
away from the millionaires, it would 
only bring in a little over one-tenth of 
what the Green New Deal is estimated 
to cost every year. 

In fact, in order to break even on this 
proposal alone, the Federal Govern-
ment would have to take $9 of every $10 
that every single American earns. The 
Federal Government would have to 
take $9 out of $10 of everything every 
American earns. 

You had better believe that families’ 
last dollar would need to go toward 
keeping the lights on. By one analysis, 
middle-class families could see their 
power bills jump by more than $300 a 
month under the Green New Deal. That 
would take up the last dollar they had 
left. 

I know Senator ERNST and several of 
our colleagues will be speaking at 
greater length on this issue later 
today, and I am sure each of them will 
point out that there certainly is one 
green thing about this sprawling pro-
posal, one green thing: the huge, un-
precedented pile of middle-class fami-
lies’ money that Democrats are 
itching—itching—to grab. 

RESOLUTION CONDEMNING ANTI-SEMITISM 
Mr. President, on one final matter, I 

want to discuss something that will be 
happening on the floor of the House 
perhaps as soon as today. 

Remarkably, for the second time in 
just the last 3 weeks, Speaker PELOSI 
apparently feels compelled to have her 
Members vote on a resolution that will 
reportedly condemn anti-Semitism—a 
resolution that will purportedly con-
demn anti-Semitism. 

Unfortunately, again, for the second 
time in just the last 3 weeks, this 

seems to be in response to the invoca-
tion of crude, hateful, and backward 
anti-Semitic stereotypes by one spe-
cific freshman member of the House 
Democratic majority. 

This Democratic Congresswoman al-
ready stoked controversy in mid-Feb-
ruary, having publicly proclaimed that 
Israel’s supporters are only in it for the 
money. Apparently, she believes the 
only reason leaders would stand with 
the Jewish people and the State of 
Israel is Jewish money. Well, I think 
we have all heard that kind of talk be-
fore, and we must not tolerate it. 

During my time in the Senate, I have 
had the honor of traveling all over 
America. I know I speak for colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle when I say 
that support for the State of Israel and 
the U.S.-Israel relationship is deeply 
felt—deeply felt—all across America. 
Our relationship is built on common 
values and democratic principles, our 
shared interests, close partnerships, 
and deep friendships. The support for 
Israel that you see in this Chamber is 
not the work of some shadow con-
spiracy. The Members of this body sup-
port Israel because so many Americans 
support Israel. 

I had hoped this regrettable episode 
might have caused this lawmaker to be 
more careful with her language, but, 
alas, just a few weeks later, here we 
are again: more anti-Semitic tropes. 
This time, she claims that supporters 
of Israel actually have ‘‘an allegiance 
to a foreign country.’’ That is that old, 
ugly, dual loyalty smear, plain as day. 

We should also not overlook that in a 
few cases, these anti-Semitic state-
ments have provoked offensive, anti- 
Muslim comments in response. That is 
hateful and completely inexcusable as 
well. 

So now the House of Representatives 
seeks to distance itself from this Mem-
ber’s remarks and will apparently soon 
vote to condemn anti-Semitism for the 
second time in just a few weeks. I hope 
this time the message is clear. 

Support for Israel isn’t about the 
‘‘Benjamins,’’ it is about the hearts 
and minds of the American people. It is 
unconscionable for any Member of the 
U.S. Congress, even less a Member of 
the House Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, to repeatedly traffic in base 
stereotypes. 

The long, bloody legacy of anti-Semi-
tism is spread out over the pages of 
history, but, regrettably, this scourge 
is not confined to history. 

Long common across the Middle 
East, violent, hateful acts of anti-Sem-
itism have been increasing throughout 
Europe. Less than a lifetime after the 
Holocaust, 9 out of 10 European Jews 
say anti-Semitism has increased—in-
creased—in the past 5 years. 

Eighty-eight percent of French Jews 
say they actively worry about targeted 
vandalism. That country alone saw 541 
anti-Semitic incidents in 2018, a mas-
sive 74-percent increase from just the 
prior year. 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 00:41 Mar 07, 2019 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00002 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G06MR6.001 S06MRPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

B
B

X
C

H
B

2P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1673 March 6, 2019 
In France, in 2006, a Jewish man was 

kidnapped for ransom because crimi-
nals assumed his Jewish family had to 
be rich. When their plan failed, they 
tortured and killed him. A memorial 
tree was planted in his honor. Earlier 
this month, that tree was found 
chopped down—anti-Semitism on top of 
anti-Semitism. 

Trends here in America are troubling 
too. Every year, hundreds and hundreds 
of anti-Semitic incidents take place in 
America, everything from vandalism to 
harassment, to threats in schools, col-
lege campuses, and other public places, 
to targeting Jewish institutions. 

This racial and religious hate- 
mongering deserves swift condemna-
tion—swift condemnation. So I am glad 
the House is at least taking up this 
short, symbolic resolution and reject-
ing the anti-Semitic tropes this Demo-
cratic Congresswoman keeps peddling, 
but at the end of the day, it is just a 
symbolic resolution. 

If House Democrats wanted to, they 
could pass real legislation to take ac-
tion against anti-Semitism and shore 
up America’s relationship with Israel. I 
know they could because last month 
the Senate did just that. We did that in 
the Senate last month. The House 
should take up and pass S. 1, the bipar-
tisan foreign policy legislation that the 
Senate passed last month, 77 to 23. 
That legislation walks the walk. It 
supports Israel and gives local commu-
nities the flexibility to combat the so- 
called BDS movement, which is a kind 
of anti-Semitic economic warfare that 
opponents of Israel are trying to wage 
against the Jewish State. 

The bill also attends to other critical 
priorities, such as renewing U.S. com-
mitments to Jordan’s security and pro-
viding for the Assad regime’s butchers 
to be brought to justice. 

S. 1 is not just about combating anti- 
Semitism or bolstering the U.S.-Israel 
relationship; it is about standing with 
an Arab partner like Jordan and pro-
viding justice for the Syrian people. So 
my point is this: Resolutions are fine, 
but the House could do something that 
mattered by taking up S. 1 that we 
sent them last month that deals with 
the BDS boycott against Israel. 

Words are one thing. Meaningful ac-
tion is another. House Democrats 
should walk the walk and pass S. 1 
without any further pointless delay. 

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. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Democratic leader is recognized. 
(The remarks of Senator SCHUMER 

pertaining to the submission of S. Res. 
97 are printed in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Submitted Resolutions.’’) 

NOMINATION OF CHAD L. READLER 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, now 

on Readler, later this afternoon, the 
Senate will vote on the confirmation of 
Chad Readler to the Sixth Circuit. As 
this Chamber by now is no doubt 
aware, Mr. Readler was the chief cook 
and bottle washer of the Trump admin-
istration’s decision not to defend the 
healthcare law in court. In a brief sub-
mitted to the court on behalf of the De-
partment of Justice, Mr. Readler said 
that protections for the 130 million 
Americans with preexisting conditions 
are unconstitutional. 

I say to my Republican friends: Do 
you want to vote for a judge who says 
that protecting preexisting conditions, 
which affect 130 million Americans, is 
unconstitutional? 

Well, that is what you are going to 
do if you vote for Readler. 

Even my Republican colleague Sen-
ator ALEXANDER, who oversees the 
committee that created these protec-
tions, calls his arguments ‘‘as far-
fetched as I have ever heard.’’ 

Can you imagine the lack of compas-
sion it takes to argue that 130 million 
Americans with cancers, respiratory 
ailments, and all the way down to asth-
ma don’t deserve the guarantee of af-
fordable healthcare? Can you imagine 
voting for a man who is so cold-hearted 
that he doesn’t protect a mother who 
has a daughter or a son with cancer 
and the insurance company cuts them 
off, and they have to watch their child 
suffer? 

Can our Republican colleagues actu-
ally vote for a nominee who feels that 
way not just in his words but in his ac-
tion? This vote is going to be remem-
bered for a long time—a long, long 
time. 

Can you imagine sitting at your desk 
on an average workday and arguing for 
a policy with such catastrophic con-
sequences for a third of our country? I, 
for one, cannot. That is what Readler 
did. 

The very next day, after he wrote 
that brief, he was nominated for this 
lifetime appointment on the bench. Go 
figure. Only in the Trump administra-
tion could a person be rewarded for ef-
forts to take healthcare away from av-
erage Americans. That is exactly what 
happened. 

Yesterday, regrettably, the Senate 
proceeded to Readler’s nomination over 
the objections of one of his home State 
Senators, Senator SHERROD BROWN. Re-
publican leaders are so eager to con-
firm judges that they are willing to 
break the blue-slip tradition even when 
the nominee is the literal encapsula-
tion of their party’s most heartless pol-
icy, I might add—a policy that helped 
them lose the House and could help 
them lose future elections, if they only 
care about that. 

Republican Senators still have a 
chance to reject the cynicism behind 
Mr. Readler’s nomination. They have a 
chance to stand up for healthcare. I 
would ask my colleagues, is the con-
firmation of one circuit judge really 

worth endorsing the position that our 
healthcare law should be repealed and 
Americans with preexisting conditions 
should not be protected? The answer to 
that question ought to be obvious. 

I urge my Republican colleagues to 
vote no on Mr. Readler’s nomination 
this afternoon. 

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. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

THE GREEN NEW DEAL 
Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, the more 

you look at the Green New Deal, the 
worse it looks. Last week, one think 
tank released a first estimate of what 
the Green New Deal would cost. Here is 
the answer: between $51 trillion and $93 
trillion over 10 years. Between $51 tril-
lion and $93 trillion. That is an 
unfathomable amount of money. The 
2017 gross domestic product for the en-
tire world, for the whole planet, came 
to $80.7 trillion—more than $10 trillion 
less than what Democrats are pro-
posing to spend on the Green New Deal. 

Mr. President, $93 trillion is more 
than the amount of money the U.S. 
Government has spent in its entire his-
tory. Since 1789, when the Constitution 
went into effect, the Federal Govern-
ment has spent a total of $83.2 trillion. 
That is right—it has taken us 230 years 
of American history to spend the 
amount of money the Democrats want 
to spend in 10 years. Look at it this 
way: $93 trillion is enough money to 
buy more than 7,000 Ford-class aircraft 
carriers. To put that in perspective, 
guess how many aircraft carriers the 
Navy currently has in its entire fleet. 
Eleven. 

It is like the Democrats are playing 
pretend. It is like they are on a road 
trip, and they are trying to pass the 
time, and they say, ‘‘What would you 
do if you won the lottery?’’ or ‘‘What 
would you do if you had all the money 
in the world?’’ It is a fun game to play 
for a few minutes, but this is not a 
game. The government doesn’t have all 
the money in the world. That $93 tril-
lion is going to have to come from 
somewhere. 

Democrats like to suggest that we 
can pay for it and pay for just about 
anything simply by taxing the 
wealthy, but the truth is, taxing the 
wealthy or even the merely well-off 
isn’t going to pay for this proposal. 
Taxing all the millionaires in the 
United States at a 100-percent tax rate 
for 10 years wouldn’t add up anywhere 
close to $93 trillion. Taxing every 
household making more than $200,000 a 
year at a 100-percent tax rate for 10 
years wouldn’t get Democrats any-
where close to $93 trillion. Let’s take it 
a step further. Taxing every family 
making more than $100,000 a year at a 
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100-percent tax rate for 10 years would 
still leave Democrats far short of $93 
trillion. 

The Green New Deal is not a plan 
that can be paid for merely by taxing 
the rich. Actually implementing the 
Green New Deal would involve taking 
money not just from the well-off but 
from working families—and not a little 
bit of money either. Ninety-three tril-
lion dollars breaks down to over 
$650,000 per household over 10 years. 
That is more than $65,000 per house-
hold, per year—more that the median 
household income in the United States. 
In other words, the cost per household 
for just 1 year of the Green New Deal is 
more than the yearly income of 50 per-
cent of American households. 

Let’s leave aside the stratospheric 
cost for just a minute and talk about 
the other consequences of the Green 
New Deal. 

Democrats’ Green New Deal would 
put the government in charge of a 
large portion of the economy and sig-
nificantly shrink Americans’ freedom. 
Under this bill, the government will 
impose new and stringent regulations 
on your appliances, your car, your 
house, and your place of business. It 
will limit your electricity options. It 
will put the government in charge of 
your healthcare. I know that is not 
really energy-related, but the Green 
New Deal’s authors went beyond en-
ergy to include a full socialist wish 
list. 

Your options for travel may be lim-
ited. A fact sheet released—and later 
deleted—by one of the authors of the 
Green New Deal called for a plan to 
‘‘build out high-speed rail at a scale 
where air travel stops becoming nec-
essary.’’ Well, that might work be-
tween DC and Boston, but it is not 
going to work so well if you have fam-
ily in Hawaii. I don’t think the high- 
speed rail is going to reach that far. I 
would say that you could make the trip 
by passenger ship, but, of course, we 
don’t know whether ships as we know 
them would exist under the Green New 
Deal. After all, the plan’s authors want 
to eliminate fossil fuels, which power 
ships, as well as your car and your 
home. 

Incidentally, while we are on the sub-
ject, it is worth mentioning that the 
Governor of California recently scaled 
back California’s high-speed rail 
project. Why? Because it was costing 
too much money. 

Under the Green New Deal, if you 
like your car, you probably won’t be 
able to keep it. If you like your 
healthcare, you probably won’t be able 
to keep it. If you like your house, you 
may not be able to keep that either. 
That same fact sheet from one of the 
Green New Deal’s authors says that we 
need to ‘‘upgrade or replace every 
building in [the] U.S.’’ 

There is no question that we need to 
protect our environment. There is no 
question that we should be developing 
clean energy sources and building on 
our existing clean energy technologies. 

I would tell the Chair that my home 
State of South Dakota is leading the 
way on this issue. In fact, my col-
leagues may be surprised to know that 
according to the U.S. Energy Informa-
tion Administration, South Dakota 
generates an average of two-fifths to 
half of its electricity from hydro-
electric facilities along the Missouri 
River. Combined with our abundant 
wind generation, which provides rough-
ly 30 percent of our electricity, South 
Dakota’s net utility-scale energy gen-
eration is over 75 percent renewables. 

I am proud of South Dakota’s renew-
able energy achievements, and I think 
we should be encouraging improved do-
mestic energy production, increasing 
America’s renewable energy supply, 
and reducing consumption through im-
proved deficiencies. What we should 
not be doing is adopting a wildly irre-
sponsible, completely unworkable, and 
utterly unrealistic proposal that would 
drive taxes through the roof, reduce 
Americans’ standard of living, and per-
manently damage our economy. 

We are going to be voting on the 
Democrat’s Green New Deal proposal in 
the coming weeks, and it will be inter-
esting to see where all of my colleagues 
stand on this socialist fantasy. 

You just heard the Democratic lead-
er, the Senator from New York, say 
that it is a gimmick and we shouldn’t 
be voting on this. It is the first time I 
think I have ever heard a leader of one 
of the parties here in the Senate come 
forward and say that we shouldn’t vote 
on something that 11 of his Democratic 
colleagues have cosponsored. He 
doesn’t want to vote on a piece of legis-
lation that is put forward by 11 Demo-
crats here in the Senate. 

Well, I think it is important for the 
American people to know. I think it is 
important for Members of the Senate 
to go on record on whether they think 
this is a good idea or whether they 
think, as I think most Americans 
would believe, this is a crazy idea that 
would wreck the economy, cost Ameri-
cans’ jobs, and punish working families 
in this country with higher costs for 
literally everything they face in their 
daily lives. 

For the sake of our economy and for 
working families, I hope that when this 
vote comes, at least some Democrats 
will slow their party’s headlong rush to 
become the Socialist Party and not 
what we have historically known as 
the Democratic Party in this country. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SASSE). The Senator from Ohio. 
NOMINATION OF CHAD A. READLER 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, judges 
are making decisions around the coun-
try right now on voting rights, on civil 
rights, on women’s rights, on LGBTQ 
rights, decisions that could limit those 
rights not just for a year or for a dec-
ade but for a generation. They make 
decisions on healthcare; they make de-
cisions on sentencing; and they make 
decisions on corporate power. We have 
seen judge after judge, especially on 

the Supreme Court, put their thumbs 
on the scales of justice by favoring cor-
porations over workers, by favoring 
Wall Street over consumers, and by fa-
voring health insurance companies 
over patients. That is, fundamentally, 
why we in Ohio cannot afford to have 
Chad Readler on the bench. 

Look at an op-ed he took upon him-
self to write as a private citizen, which 
reads we should allow the execution of 
16-year-olds—kids, children who are 16 
years old. 

This is at a time when we are taking 
important, bipartisan steps forward on 
sentencing reform, and this Senate 
doesn’t come together very often. This 
Senate, under Senator MCCONNELL’s 
leadership, actually came together in a 
bipartisan way. After all of the mostly 
unworkable pieces of legislation he has 
written that always help the rich, the 
President of the United States signed a 
bill, in this case, in which we did the 
right thing by taking bipartisan steps 
forward on sentencing reform. 

How do you turn around and put 
someone on the bench for life who sup-
ports executing children? That is what 
a 16-year-old is—still a teenager, still a 
child under the law. Yet he thinks it is 
something we should do—execute chil-
dren who are found guilty. 

During his nomination hearing, it 
was pretty unbelievable that Readler 
stood by his op-ed and refused to dis-
avow his support for using the death 
penalty on high schoolers and, pos-
sibly, on even younger children. I guess 
I give him credit for consistency. 

His record on voting rights is equally 
despicable. He worked on behalf of a 
far-right group and argued for the 
elimination of Golden Week, something 
passed by Republicans that had been in 
effect for more than a decade, which 
means he was limiting the amount of 
time people can vote early, and he de-
fended restrictive voter ID and provi-
sional ballot laws. We know exactly 
whom those laws target—people of 
color, the elderly, young voters. They 
are the same people, in many cases, 
who face literacy tests and poll taxes. 
They are the people JOHN LEWIS and 
the foot soldiers of Selma were march-
ing for 54 years ago tomorrow across 
the Edmund Pettus Bridge. 

It is shameful that, half a century 
later, we are fighting that same fight. 
Chad Readler again is on the wrong 
side. We can’t afford another judge on 
the bench who works to undo Selma’s 
legacy. 

We can’t afford another judge who 
has made it his mission to take away 
Americans’ healthcare. Chad Readler’s 
work threatens the healthcare cov-
erage of 20 million Americans who have 
preexisting conditions. Last summer, 
Readler did what three career attor-
neys with the Department of Justice 
refused to do. He filed a brief that chal-
lenged the law that protects Americans 
with preexisting conditions. He filed a 
brief nobody else was willing to file. 
They all recused themselves. They all 
refused to do it. They thought it was 
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something improper and unconstitu-
tional. One of them, I believe, resigned. 

Do you know what happened then? 
The next day, he was nominated for 
this very judgeship. 

So the message is loud and clear from 
the administration: If you go after pre-
existing conditions under consumer 
protections, if you attack workers’ 
rights, if you attack voters’ rights 
within any job you hold—and there is a 
real incentive to do this from this ad-
ministration—you may get a good, life-
time Federal judgeship. The arguments 
he made in his brief were unprece-
dented. As I said, three attorneys with-
drew from the case. One resigned alto-
gether in his objections to the Depart-
ment of Justice’s unprecedented ac-
tions. 

One of our Republican colleagues, 
Senator ALEXANDER, who works with 
Senator MURRAY to run the HELP 
Committee, called Readler’s argument 
as farfetched—Senator ALEXANDER’s 
words, who is a conservative Repub-
lican from Tennessee—as he had ever 
seen. Yet, in December, a partisan 
Texas judge decided to go along with 
Readler’s opinion, and he handed down 
the decision that undermines pre-
existing condition protections for all 
Americans. 

Right now, judges are deciding the 
future of Americans’ healthcare every 
day. We can’t afford to put another ex-
tremist—and he is way out of the 
mainstream—in my increasingly con-
servative, Republican State. He is way 
out of the mainstream among lawyers, 
way out of the mainstream among 
judges, and way out of the mainstream 
as a citizen. We can’t afford to put an-
other extreme judge on the court who 
will not defend Americans’ right to 
healthcare. 

We know there have been a number 
of times this body has refused to take 
away the consumer protections for pre-
existing conditions. We remember the 
vote late at night when we defeated the 
repeal of the Affordable Care Act. We 
know that all kinds of Republican can-
didates who were victorious went on 
television and said they were going to 
defend the consumer protections for 
preexisting conditions. We heard that 
over and over. 

Why did we hear that? Even though 
that was not their position a few 
months earlier, in the cases of a lot of 
them, we heard it because they knew 
how popular it was and how much the 
public cared about the consumer pro-
tections for preexisting conditions. In a 
moment, I am going to share some let-
ters from Ohioans who make the point 
that even though, this year, Repub-
lican candidates thought it was all OK 
to say we are going to preserve pre-
existing conditions, a vote for Judge 
Readler is exactly the opposite. 

Don’t go home and say you support 
consumer protections for preexisting 
conditions and then vote for a judge 
who has a history of wanting to take 
that right away and who will now have 
a lifetime appointment and get another 

chance to likely take away the protec-
tions for preexisting conditions. 

Let me share a few letters from peo-
ple. 

A man from Sandusky wrote to me 
about how the marketplaces that were 
created by the Affordable Care Act 
helped him to start his own business 
because he had a way to purchase in-
surance. He was later diagnosed with 
lung cancer. He wrote: ‘‘I am watching 
the dismantling of the only program 
available to me with a pre-existing 
condition that I can afford. I am dev-
astated.’’ 

I don’t know what Mr. Readler thinks 
when he reads something like that, but 
let me give another example. 

A woman from Cleveland writes: 
Protect real health care coverage for all 

people with pre-existing conditions. Real 
people’s lives depend on it. My husband’s life 
depends on it. 

Chad Readler wants to be a judge. 
Chad Readler did the President’s bid-
ding and the insurance industry’s bid-
ding at the Department of Justice. I 
don’t know if he knows these people 
exist, like the woman from Cleveland 
or the man from Sandusky. I hope 
Chad Readler would have gone out and, 
as President Lincoln said, gotten his 
public opinion badge by actually lis-
tening to how the decisions he makes 
affect real people. 

A woman from Chagrin Falls, which 
is a fairly wealthy suburb of Cleveland, 
wrote: 

I’ve been a cancer patient since 2011. If pre- 
existing conditions are no longer covered, I— 
along with countless others—will probably 
be screwed. 

A mother from Waynesville, OH, 
wrote: 

My family has lived every day worrying 
about the ACA being dismantled. We have a 
son who was born with a neurological condi-
tion before the ACA. 

We lived in constant fear of medical caps 
and pre-existing conditions. 

Just putting Chad Readler on the 
bench increases people’s anxiety. Is 
Congress going to take away the Af-
fordable Care Act? Is Congress going to 
wipe away those protections for pre-
existing conditions? If Congress isn’t, 
are judges going to do that? No wonder 
people are so anxious about that. 

A woman from Fairborn writes: 
I previously lost health insurance from a 

possible preexisting condition and now, being 
a 2-time cancer survivor, I’m scared of losing 
coverage again. 

The security of having insurance since the 
ACA allowed me to sleep at night and focus 
on my health. 

My editorial comment on her com-
ments is to focus on her health, not on 
whether she loses her coverage. 

It is unimaginable that politicians want to 
deny so many Americans access to health in-
surance and quality of life. 

Senator MURRAY and I sat and 
watched a bunch of mostly men on the 
other side of the aisle cast their 
votes—all who had good health insur-
ance—to take away insurance for mil-
lions of Americans and for hundreds of 

thousands in my State and to take 
away their consumer protections for 
preexisting conditions. 

A mother from New Albany writes: 
My daughter had two autoimmune diseases 

by the age of 6—SIX. That means her entire 
life she will be a ‘‘preexisting condition.’’ 
But she isn’t just a label. She is a person. 
Please protect my baby. She already deals 
with enough. 

I mean, hear the passion in that let-
ter, the strong feelings in that letter, 
the cries for help in that letter. Yet 
this body may be about to put on the 
Sixth Circuit, in a lifetime appoint-
ment, someone who clearly doesn’t 
care about people like them. 

Another woman from Hillsboro 
writes: 

We are a family of pre-existing conditions 
and survive because we have insurance that 
we can afford. My husband works long, hard 
hours and has to work 60 hours a week for us 
to make it. I’m a teacher. I work about 18 
out of 24 hours a day but make $40,000 a year. 
We can’t work any more than we already do. 

Again, these are people who are 
working hard and who are doing every-
thing right. They didn’t ask to be sick. 
They didn’t ask for their healthcare 
costs to go up. Are we going to put 
somebody on the court who wants to 
take away the consumer protections 
for people like this lady from Hills-
boro? 

These Americans work hard. They 
pay their premiums. Many of them deal 
with all that comes with caring for a 
child or a family member who has a 
chronic condition. How can Members of 
Congress and how can this President— 
all who have good insurance paid for by 
the taxpayers—stand by and allow ac-
tivist, partisan judges to dismantle 
these protections that Americans rely 
on? 

It is bad enough that so many Mem-
bers of Congress want to take away 
these consumer protections. Now it is 
unelected judges the American public 
really doesn’t know, and this body is 
about to put one more of them on the 
court, even more extreme and younger 
than so many other of these judges. 

We can’t afford another judge on the 
courts who will vote to take away 
Americans’ healthcare, who will vote 
to take away Americans’ voting rights, 
who will vote to take away Americans’ 
civil rights. 

I ask my colleagues to vote no on 
Chad Readler for the Sixth Circuit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague from Ohio for his 
statement and his concerns, and I am 
here today to join him on the floor to 
oppose Chad Readler’s nomination to 
the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals. 

I call on every Republican who said 
they were going to fight for families’ 
healthcare coverage, protections for 
people with preexisting conditions, to 
prove they meant it by joining us. 

I have heard my Republican col-
leagues claim time and again that they 
care about protections for people with 
preexisting conditions. I have heard 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 00:41 Mar 07, 2019 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00005 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G06MR6.006 S06MRPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

B
B

X
C

H
B

2P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1676 March 6, 2019 
them say they want to tackle those 
skyrocketing healthcare costs. I have 
heard them say they want to help peo-
ple get the care they need, but when 
push comes to shove, I have yet to see 
them join Democrats and actually vote 
to make that happen. In fact, they do 
have a long track record of working to 
move us in exactly the opposite direc-
tion. 

People across the country have not 
forgotten how they had to speak up and 
stop Republicans from jamming 
through that awful TrumpCare bill, 
which would have spiked premiums and 
gutted Medicaid and put families back 
at the mercy of big insurance compa-
nies that could jack up prices for peo-
ple with preexisting conditions. 

Those people also will not forget if 
Republicans decide to ignore them 
again and rally around this judicial 
nominee, who wants to do the same 
damage. 

Let’s be clear. Chad Readler’s nomi-
nation is the latest test of whether Re-
publicans are serious about fighting for 
people’s healthcare, and every Repub-
lican who supports him is failing yet 
again. 

Make no mistake—Chad Readler has 
not only championed some of President 
Trump’s most alarming steps, such as 
his travel ban, his family separation 
policy, his efforts to undermine protec-
tions for LGBTQ people and more; he 
has also been President Trump’s right- 
hand man when it comes to under-
mining healthcare for people in this 
country. 

When the Trump administration de-
cided to abandon protections for people 
with preexisting conditions in court 
and throw its weight behind a lawsuit 
that would strike them down, Chad 
Readler signed on to the brief defend-
ing the decision. It is a brief that three 
other Justice Department officials re-
fused to sign, and one even resigned 
over it. But Chad Readler led the 
Trump administration’s legal argu-
ment for striking down protections for 
people with preexisting conditions, 
which will increase costs and throw 
healthcare for millions of people into 
utter chaos. 

It was an argument one of my Repub-
lican colleagues, as you just heard, 
called ‘‘as far-fetched as any I’ve ever 
heard.’’ I agree. It is farfetched, which 
is why it is also farfetched for any Re-
publican who votes to confirm Readler 
to continue pretending they care about 
protections for people with preexisting 
conditions or helping families get af-
fordable healthcare. 

The choice, to me, is pretty simple 
and straightforward. You cannot be for 
protections for people with preexisting 
conditions and for making someone 
who wants to strike them down a cir-
cuit judge. You cannot fight for fami-
lies’ healthcare and vote to empower 
the very people who have been leading 
the charge to undermine it. You can’t 
vote for Readler and stand with those 
families. 

People across the country are watch-
ing this vote closely. They know, de-

spite Republicans’ promises to fight for 
their healthcare, when it matters as it 
does here, when the care they need is 
truly on the line, Republicans have not 
come through for them. 

I hope that changes today. I hope, in-
stead of breaking their word and voting 
once more for President Trump’s agen-
da of chaos and healthcare sabotage, 
they will live up to the promises and 
join us and people across the country 
and oppose Readler’s nomination. 

Before I wrap up, I want to talk 
about the larger issue here because 
Readler is not the only alarming judi-
cial nominee from President Trump. 

Just this week, in fact, Republicans 
jammed through Allison Rushing. She 
is an incredibly inexperienced circuit 
court nominee who has voiced some in-
credibly alarming ideological views, es-
pecially for women and the LGBTQ 
community. 

Later this week we expect a vote on 
Eric Murphy. He is another nominee 
who has taken extreme positions on 
women’s healthcare, from endorsing 
misinformation by signing on to briefs 
that cite false—false—claims about 
women’s health to standing in support 
of laws that were found to unconsti-
tutionally infringe on women’s repro-
ductive rights and against laws to in-
crease access to contraceptive care. 

People across the country have been 
absolutely clear that they do not want 
to see our courts lurch to the far right. 
They know this is a threat. It is a 
threat to women. It is a threat to our 
workers and our families and our envi-
ronment and so much more. 

So Democrats are here. We are going 
to keep standing up and fighting back 
every time President Trump and Sen-
ate Republican leaders try to move us 
in that direction, and I hope some Re-
publicans will do the right thing and 
stand with us. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. WYDEN. I ask unanimous con-

sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

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

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, today, 
the Senate considers the nomination of 
yet another unqualified, far-right 
nominee—Chad Readler, who is up for 
consideration for a seat on the Sixth 
Circuit Court of Appeals. 

Let me just say at the outset that 
any whiff of credibility this nominee 
might have had as a judicial nominee 
disappears the minute he puts his name 
on the Trump administration’s absurd 
legal argument that protections for 
preexisting conditions are unconstitu-
tional. 

To get a sense of how ridiculous this 
argument is, you have to look at a bit 
of recent history. 

In 2012, the Supreme Court ruled that 
the individual mandate was a tax, that 

it was constitutional, and that the Af-
fordable Care Act would stand. For 
millions of Americans, particularly the 
ones who wouldn’t have to go to bed at 
night fearing that when they woke up, 
they could get discriminated against 
for a preexisting condition, just as in 
the old days—under the ACA, they 
wouldn’t have to worry about that any-
more—it was a joyful day when the 
court ruled that the Affordable Care 
Act would stand, but it was a tough 
day for the Republican strategists who 
had been so desperate to bring down 
the law at any cost. 

Next, in the process of jamming the 
Trump tax law through Congress, in 
late 2017, many Republicans said: Let’s 
bring out our old attacks on the Af-
fordable Care Act. They passed an 
amendment that said there would be no 
penalty for those who failed to sign up 
for health insurance, even though ev-
erybody understands that those who 
have coverage often pick up the bills 
for those who don’t. 

Then, in 2018, Republican Governors 
and attorneys general in 20 States 
made what was really the silliest legal 
challenge to the Affordable Care Act 
yet, and that was in the case of Texas 
v. United States. 

Here, they said they were going to 
stipulate that the Supreme Court 
upheld the Affordable Care Act’s indi-
vidual mandate only because it was a 
tax. Then they said: We establish that 
the Trump tax law dialed the penalty 
associated with violating the indi-
vidual mandate down to zero. At least 
that had a kernel of accuracy. 

Let me describe how they got into 
the backbreaking legal acrobatics 
next. They argued that because there is 
no penalty associated with violating 
the individual mandate, it is no longer 
a tax and somehow it has become un-
constitutional. Finally, they argued 
that since the individual mandate is 
unconstitutional, the whole Affordable 
Care Act is unconstitutional and ought 
to be thrown out the window. 

My own take is that if you were a 
first-year law student, you would get a 
failing grade for that kind of work on 
constitutional law, but let’s stick to 
the history. 

The Justice Department has an obli-
gation to defend the laws of the United 
States. It is a quaint idea, but that is 
the role of the Justice Department—de-
fending the laws of the United States 
in court. 

The Trump administration, however, 
said: Who cares? It doesn’t matter. And 
they sided with officials who shared 
their view. 

In fact, the Trump Justice Depart-
ment focused this attack specifically 
on the Affordable Care Act protections 
for preexisting conditions. It said that 
the mandate was inseverable from two 
key protections in the law, which 
therefore ought to be struck down: the 
rule that bars insurance companies 
from denying coverage due to pre-
existing conditions and the rule that 
bars insurance companies from jacking 
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up premiums based on preexisting con-
ditions. 

Here is a little bit of a recap. A group 
of officials on the far right, who were 
out of good cases to bring against the 
Affordable Care Act, said: Hey, let’s try 
bringing a bad case. At the President’s 
direction, the Trump Justice Depart-
ment decided not to fight but, rather, 
to take part in this preposterous at-
tack on the law of the land. 

To the incredible distress of millions 
of Americans who walk an economic 
tightrope because they have a pre-
existing condition, somehow the 
Trump people got a Texas judge to rule 
in their favor. Fortunately, the ACA 
protections remained in place while 
the case worked its way through the 
courts. 

There are colleagues here in the Sen-
ate, on the other side of the aisle, who 
have objected to what the Justice De-
partment did. Our friend Senator ALEX-
ANDER, a Republican from Tennessee, 
who knows a little bit about 
healthcare, said: ‘‘The Justice Depart-
ment argument in the Texas case is as 
far-fetched as any I’ve ever heard.’’ 

Senator LAMAR ALEXANDER is a Re-
publican from Tennessee, chair of a 
key committee, and works with us on 
the Finance Committee. The Justice 
Department’s argument, according to 
Senator ALEXANDER, is just light years 
from a reasonable and rational posi-
tion. 

Then the Trump administration went 
ahead and threw out centuries of Jus-
tice Department tradition—honored by 
Republicans and Democrats—of defend-
ing laws as long as there is a nonfrivo-
lous argument in their favor. They 
didn’t decide to throw out that vital 
legal tradition in a case involving some 
obscure, out-of-date statute. In effect, 
they chose to debase the Justice De-
partment and undermine the rule of 
law in order to attack protections for 
preexisting conditions. 

Chad Readler is the Trump appointee 
who stepped up and said: Sure, you can 
put my name on that legal brief. So 
what Chad Readler was essentially say-
ing is that it was just fine with him to 
go back to the days in America when 
healthcare was for the healthy and 
wealthy. That is really what you had if 
you allowed discrimination against 
those with preexisting conditions 
again. If you are healthy, there is noth-
ing to worry about. If you are wealthy, 
you can write out a check and cover 
the payments for a preexisting condi-
tion and the health services you need. 

Make no mistake about it—by put-
ting his name on that legal brief, what 
Chad Readler was interested in doing 
was taking America back to yesteryear 
when the insurance companies could 
beat the stuffing out of somebody with 
a preexisting condition and find every 
manner of reason not to get them af-
fordable care. 

People were stuck in their jobs be-
cause of something called job lock, 
where they couldn’t move to another 
company, even when they got a pro-

motion, because they wouldn’t be able 
to get coverage. That is what Chad 
Readler wanted to inflict on Ameri-
cans. 

The case he worked on was so obvi-
ously political and meritless that three 
career Justice Department attorneys 
withdrew from it. One senior official, 
an individual who had been praised for 
20 years of extraordinary service, actu-
ally resigned. Mr. Readler said that 
was OK with him too. 

He said: We will take America back 
to the days when healthcare was for 
the healthy and wealthy. I don’t really 
much care that senior officials—non-
political officials in the Department— 
are leaving because this was such an 
extreme way to handle this case. Mr. 
Readler said that all of this was OK 
and that he would be the public face of 
attacking basic protections for 133 mil-
lion Americans with preexisting condi-
tions. 

On the very same day, the President 
announced his nomination to sit on the 
powerful Sixth Circuit. That is a life-
time appointment on the Federal 
bench, an extraordinarily important 
position. 

If there is somebody following the 
nomination at home, you just might 
ask yourself: Doesn’t that sound look a 
quid pro quo? 

I am the ranking Democrat on the 
Senate Finance Committee, where we 
pay for much of American healthcare— 
Medicare, Medicaid, the children’s 
health program, tax credits available 
under the Affordable Care Act, and we 
have the tax exclusions available to 
employers. On that committee, on 
which the Presiding Officer is a new 
member, you get a chance to review 
the credentials of lots of individuals 
who are involved in these decisions in 
which the Finance Committee is really 
faced with the question of how to make 
the best use of what is really $2 tril-
lion, or thereabouts, of healthcare 
spending, and I will tell you, in this 
area, it is so important to protect peo-
ple with preexisting conditions. 

The Trump administration just 
seems to have, with one nominee after 
another, an inexhaustible supply of far- 
right pretenders—persons who claim 
they will be for protections for pre-
existing conditions, only to turn 
around quickly and fight to take them 
away. So it ought to be clear that this 
isn’t a routine nomination. Chad 
Readler thinks insurance companies 
should be able to deny care with people 
with preexisting conditions. 

Colleagues, if you vote for Chad 
Readler, you are casting a vote to en-
dorse the position of turning back the 
clock and rolling back time to the days 
when insurance companies could dis-
criminate against those with a pre-
existing condition. 

If Mr. Readler’s history began and 
ended with the legal brief attacking 
preexisting protections, in my view, 
that would be disqualifying, but there 
is more. 

He signed the Trump Justice Depart-
ment legal brief green-lighting dis-

crimination against LGBTQ Americans 
in the Masterpiece Cakeshop case. He 
defended the transgender military ban. 
He defended the Muslim ban. He de-
fended family separation at the border. 

I am just going to close by way of 
saying that I think this nomination is 
a byproduct of what happens when the 
Senate abandons a long-held practice 
of consulting with home State Sen-
ators on nominees. 

Since the early 1900s, it has been a 
tradition for the Judiciary Committee 
to seek input from Senators on judicial 
nominees from their home States. 
Lower court nominees traditionally 
don’t move forward until those home 
State Senators give the green light. 
They do so with what are called blue 
slips. 

In this case, the nominee is from 
Ohio, and the majority leader, MITCH 
MCCONNELL, is in the process of blow-
ing up that tradition and moving this 
nominee over Senator BROWN’s objec-
tion. 

In 2009, when Republicans were in the 
minority, MITCH MCCONNELL and all of 
his colleagues fought to protect the 
blue-slip tradition. They wrote every-
body in sight to protect it—President 
Obama, Senator LEAHY. 

They wrote: ‘‘We hope your adminis-
tration will consult with us as it con-
siders possible nominations to the Fed-
eral courts from our states.’’ 

So they made it very clear a few 
years ago that they strongly supported 
this, but here they are blowing up a 
century-old tradition of bipartisanship 
on judicial nominees after defending it. 

This issue came to a head last year, 
when the Senate took up the nomina-
tion of Ryan Bounds to the Ninth Cir-
cuit, despite objections from my Or-
egon colleague, Senator MERKLEY, and 
me. 

We were able to block that nomina-
tion. It was the right thing to do. This 
was a nominee who we felt had not 
been straight with our judicial selec-
tion committee. As Oregon’s senior 
Senator, I had been dealing with these 
nominees—Democrats and Repub-
licans—for years, but our judicial se-
lection commission had never felt so 
misled. Senator MERKLEY and I led the 
fight, and we were successful in defeat-
ing that nominee. 

Now the White House still wants, ap-
parently, this body to act as a 
rubberstamp and just approve one 
nominee after another without any 
questions. 

I want my colleagues to understand 
that by moving this nomination for-
ward, they are going to be responsible 
for creating a new reality—in effect 
hot-wiring the process for considering 
judicial nominees in a way that will 
take us back again to a more partisan 
approach. 

The bipartisan blue-slip process has 
worked for over a century. What is 
going on now would end it. This is a 
breach of bipartisan protocol that has 
further driven the judiciary to a par-
tisan extreme. 
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Following these actions by the 

Trump administration and the major-
ity, I seriously question, if you con-
tinue this, whether the current struc-
ture of the courts is going to survive. 

Colleagues, Chad Readler does not de-
serve a lifetime appointment to the 
Sixth Circuit. The moment he put his 
name on the Trump administration’s 
absurd legal attack on protections for 
preexisting conditions, he revealed 
that he was going to be partisan all the 
way and, on top of that, that he was 
going to exercise poor judgment. He 
has been a defender of discrimination 
in multiple forms. He has defended the 
indefensible abuse of vulnerable mi-
grant families at our border. At this 
point, he cannot claim to be close to 
the standard of impartiality and 
evenhandedness that a Senator ought 
to expect from any judicial nominee. 

I intend to vote against Chad 
Readler. I urge my colleagues to join 
me. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

LANKFORD). The Senator from New Jer-
sey. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, 
today I rise to oppose the nomination 
of Chad Readler to the Sixth Circuit 
Court of Appeals. 

I remember the 2018 campaign sea-
son, when so many Republicans sud-
denly became the world’s most pas-
sionate defenders of patients with pre-
existing conditions. They told voters 
that never ever could they even imag-
ine doing anything that would weaken 
the protections that stop health insur-
ance companies from discriminating 
against people with preexisting condi-
tions. 

Whether they be breast cancer sur-
vivors or children born with birth de-
fects or any of the tens of millions of 
Americans who manage chronic condi-
tions like diabetes or depression or 
high blood pressure, well, Americans 
are about to find out whether my 
American colleagues meant a word of 
what they said on the campaign trail. 
Americans will soon see whether Re-
publicans stand up for patients with 
preexisting conditions or vote to con-
firm Chad Readler to the Ohio Sixth 
Circuit Court. 

This nominee’s record of threatening 
patients with preexisting conditions is 
not up for debate. Chad Readler was 
the mastermind behind the Trump ad-
ministration’s effort to strip away the 
core of the Affordable Care Act—the 
principle that health insurance compa-
nies cannot deny coverage or kick a pa-
tient off their policy just because of 
their medical history. 

On the campaign trail, President 
Trump spoke of protecting Americans 
with preexisting conditions, but we 
now know that was just another lie. 

Apparently, it wasn’t enough for this 
administration to stop defending the 
Affordable Care Act in court; the Presi-
dent sought to attack it in court. Ini-
tially, the Trump administration 
struggled to find someone at the De-

partment of Justice willing to take on 
this cause. In fact, three separate ca-
reer attorneys at the Justice Depart-
ment refused to argue the administra-
tion’s position in court. One employee 
even resigned. 

Chad Readler, the nominee we are 
voting on today, was more than happy 
to take on this cruel and unjust cause. 
He became the chief architect of the 
Trump administration’s legal brief, 
challenging the very constitutionality 
of the Affordable Care Act’s protec-
tions for people with preexisting condi-
tions. In other words, Chad Readler’s 
legal brief took the administration’s 
effort to sabotage the Affordable Care 
Act to a whole new level, threatening 
to bring us back to a time when health 
insurance companies didn’t have to 
cover cancer survivors, or individuals 
with substance abuse disorder, or any-
one who has ever faced, ever confronted 
a health challenge in their life. How 
does President Trump reward Chad 
Readler for leading this assault on pa-
tients and their families? Well, the day 
after he filed this reckless and morally 
repugnant legal brief, the President 
nominated him to serve on the Sixth 
Circuit. 

Now, let me tell you, I spent a lot of 
time crisscrossing New Jersey over the 
past year, and I don’t think I met a sin-
gle constituent who came up to me and 
said: Senator, what my family really 
needs you to do is once again let health 
insurance companies deny us care. On 
the contrary, I heard from and con-
tinue to hear from New Jerseyans who 
depend on these protections. They 
can’t even believe this is still an issue. 

Last summer, I spoke with a woman 
from Highland Park named Ann 
Vardeman who told me she was diag-
nosed with PTSD after surviving a sex-
ual assault. Ann told me that health 
insurers shouldn’t be able to ‘‘charge 
me more for something that is a hor-
rible thing that happens to millions of 
people in this country through abso-
lutely no fault of their own.’’ Indeed, 
without the Affordable Care Act, there 
would be no Federal health protections 
for survivors of sexual violence like 
her. 

Perhaps one of my constituents— 
Anne Zavalick of Middlesex, NJ—said 
it best when she wrote about her battle 
against bladder cancer. She wrote: 

It is crucial that I continue to receive 
scans to make sure there is no recurrence of 
the cancer. . . . If I don’t have coverage for 
preexisting conditions, I will go bankrupt. 
. . . Then I will probably die. So, yeah, this 
is kinda super important to me, personally. 

It should be personal to all of us. Ev-
eryone in this body should take it per-
sonally when this administration at-
tacks protections that 130 million 
Americans rely on for their health and 
financial security. 

People remember what it was like be-
fore the Affordable Care Act, and they 
don’t want to go backward. They re-
member how a woman could be denied 
coverage for maternity care or charged 
higher premiums simply for being a 

woman. Today, being a woman is no 
longer a preexisting condition. They 
remember how infants born with heart 
deformities could hit lifetime caps 
within days of being born. Today, fami-
lies don’t have to worry about lifetime 
caps. They remember how cancer sur-
vivors and Americans with chronic 
conditions like diabetes or asthma 
lived in fear of being denied coverage 
or dropped from their policies at a mo-
ment’s notice. 

Today, patients are protected from 
discrimination, but they will not be if 
the courts side with Chad Readler’s 
shameful arguments on behalf of this 
administration. 

This issue is personal for millions of 
Americans across our country—from 
3.8 million in New Jersey, to 4.3 million 
in Georgia, to 4.8 million in Ohio, Mr. 
Readler’s home State. All told, 130 mil-
lion Americans with preexisting condi-
tions may suffer the consequences of 
Mr. Readler’s assault on the Affordable 
Care Act. These Americans are not 
Democrats or Republicans or Independ-
ents; they are human beings with a 
right to access affordable, quality 
healthcare. 

Does this Senate really want to re-
ward someone largely responsible for 
endangering the coverage our constitu-
ents depend on with a lifetime appoint-
ment to the Sixth Circuit Court of Ap-
peals? I sure hope not. That is not the 
kind of judgement we want on any 
court. 

Last fall, we heard a lot of talk from 
Republicans about protecting people 
with preexisting conditions. We know 
that actions speak louder than words, 
and it is action that we need right now. 
We need every Member of this body to 
stand up for the right of all Americans 
to get quality healthcare coverage. We 
need every Member of this body to 
stand up for the proposition that 
Americans cannot be discriminated 
against in their healthcare coverage 
because of a preexisting condition. We 
need every Member of this body to vote 
against the nomination of Chad 
Readler for the Sixth Circuit Court of 
Appeals. 

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. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

DECLARATION OF NATIONAL EMERGENCY 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, if you 

ask the Trump administration about 
their highest spending priority in 
terms of their budget, it is pretty 
clear—national defense. Over and over, 
the President has asked and Congress 
has voted for more money for Amer-
ica’s military for operations, readiness, 
and investment across the board. I 
don’t think there is any question that 
the votes reflect the bipartisan com-
mitment to our military and the belief 
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that spending dollars today to train 
our men and women, to equip them 
properly, and to make sure they live in 
the best circumstances is in the best 
interests of America’s future. We have 
done that year in and year out, but this 
year we are facing quite a challenge 
from the Trump administration. 

This notion of building a $5.7 billion 
wall is going to be paid for at the ex-
pense of the U.S. military. It is the 
military that will end up surrendering 
projects that are underway and invest-
ments in our troops that are underway 
so that the President can build this al-
mighty wall of his that was supposed 
to be paid for by the Mexicans, right? I 
heard him say that—only 100 times, but 
I heard him say it. Now he is off of 
that. It will not be the Mexicans pay-
ing for the President’s wall. It will be 
our military. 

So we ought to be very honest about 
the vote that is coming up. President 
Trump has decided to declare an emer-
gency and to say that regardless of the 
Constitution’s giving authority to Con-
gress to appropriate funds, he wants to 
take on that responsibility to decide 
where funds will be spent. That will be 
challenged in court, I am sure, as it 
should be. But for those Members of 
the Senate who in a few days will be 
asked to vote, I would like them to re-
flect on two things. Their vote sup-
porting the President’s approach is ba-
sically giving the authority of this 
branch of the government away to the 
Executive. Make no mistake, that is at 
the heart of it, and a number of Repub-
lican Senators—a handful—have stood 
up and said: We wouldn’t have allowed 
this under a Democratic President; 
why would we allow it under a Repub-
lican President? 

Yet others have said they are pre-
pared to look the other way. If this 
President is popular back in their 
home States, the Constitution comes 
in second. I think that is a mistake. 

Secondly, though, Members of the 
Senate, before they cast this vote giv-
ing this President the authority to 
take money out of our military to 
build this wall, ought to stop and take 
a look at where the money is coming 
from within our military. 

I am in the fortunate position to be 
the ranking member on the Defense 
Appropriations Subcommittee. It is the 
biggest appropriations job on Capitol 
Hill, and I am happy to have Senator 
SHELBY, a Republican from Alabama, 
as my chairman of the subcommittee. I 
am the ranking Democrat on that com-
mittee. We have the biggest appropria-
tion bill when it comes to discre-
tionary spending—some 60 percent of 
the Federal discretionary budget, and 
we know how important it is to get it 
right. America never wants to come in 
second in a war, and we certainly never 
want to be in a position where we are 
mistreating or ignoring the needs of 
our men and women in uniform. 

Each year we go through their re-
quests and try to make sure the most 
important things are funded. The mili-

tary will tell us: There are certain 
things that are essential and timely, 
and we need you to spend money on 
them. And we have responded, not just 
in the subcommittee and in the full 
committee but in the Senate and in the 
House. 

Now comes the President and says: 
Not so, we are going to take the money 
that we told you was so critically im-
portant this year and spend it on the 
Mexican border to extend the wall—$5.7 
billion worth of it. 

As I have met with the heads of the 
branches of our military service, we 
have asked basic questions. I did that 
yesterday to several generals and Sec-
retaries who came before me. I said: 
Has the administration sat down with 
you in terms of your branch of the 
military and told you where they are 
going to take the money to build the 
wall? 

Consistently, the answer is no, they 
don’t know. We are days or weeks away 
from that money being taken. 

What we have done is to prepare a 
chart through the Military Construc-
tion Subcommittee, which is chaired 
by Senator BOOZMAN, the Republican 
from Arkansas, and Senator SCHATZ, a 
Democrat from Hawaii. I asked them: 
Where are the unobligated projects? 
These are projects that have been au-
thorized but haven’t been started. They 
may have had basic engineering and 
preliminary estimates done and so 
forth. They are ready to let a contract. 
The money is sitting there ready to 
move forward, and these are the 
projects that are on the target list for 
President Trump when it comes to cut-
ting the military to pay for his border 
wail. 

We have a long list here. The list in-
cludes almost every State—certainly, 
every State that has anything near a 
military facility. The State of Illinois 
has several key projects that we con-
sider to be essential. There is one in 
Peoria, IL. It is a fire crash and rescue 
station that needs to be upgraded for 
the safety of the men and women who 
work there and those who use that im-
portant airport, and there are other 
things within our State. 

As I said, hardly any State is omitted 
from this list. Any Senator who is vot-
ing to give this President the authority 
to cut military projects and to stop the 
spending on military projects should 
realize that it may come home and re-
quire an explanation. 

The Presiding Officer is from the 
State of Oklahoma. I tell him that four 
of the projects are in Oklahoma that 
are on the target list—the hit list—for 
cuts if the President decides to cut 
those projects or Illinois projects to 
fund this wall. 

I have two or three specific ones that 
I would like to highlight today because 
they came to my attention. I thought 
it would be a shame—in fact, it would 
be just plain wrong—for us to cut the 
spending on these projects. Let me tell 
you about one of them that struck me 
first. 

The Commandant of the U.S. Marine 
Corps came to see me. He is a no-non-
sense man. You can understand that if 
you come to be a four-star general in 
the Marine Corps, you get down to 
business in a hurry. We talked about 
some of the damage done at the pre-
mier training facilities for the U.S. 
Marine Corps. Last year, Hurricane 
Florence tore through the State of 
North Carolina. The Marine Corps hap-
pened to be one of the victims of that 
violent storm. The hurricane damaged 
roughly 800 buildings on base at Camp 
Lejeune, New River, and Cherry Point. 

Here is an overhead shot that is not 
as graphic because it was taken after 
the hurricane, but the blue coverings 
on the tops of these roofs are an indica-
tion of the structural damage that was 
done to these buildings. 

As I mentioned, 800 buildings on 
these bases were impacted and dam-
aged by this hurricane. This overhead 
shot taken last month indicates the 
work that needs to be done before these 
buildings can be successfully inhabited 
by the Marine Corps and their families. 

I have a photo of the Camp Lejeune 
chapel, too. There is not much left of 
it. That is an indication of the damage 
that was done there. This is a worker 
walking outside of the chapel. That is 
what is left of the chapel. Insulation is 
falling from the ceiling. There is no 
good reason to prolong the cleanup. 

The Marine Corps said they want to 
get down to work as quickly as possible 
and restore this training facility for 
the good of the Marine Corps and for 
our Nation, but this is on the hit list 
for the President for the wall at the 
border. 

What else needs attention this year? 
The U.S. Air Force needs $750 million 
to begin cleaning up Tyndall Air Force 
Base, which was leveled by Hurricane 
Michael. The Army leaders need $1 bil-
lion for everything from more training 
to jump-starting new technology to 
keep our troops safe and effective in 
the battlefield. The Navy has asked for 
hundreds of millions of additional dol-
lars for unexpected ship maintenance. 
We can’t afford to shortchange the men 
and women in the Navy. We saw what 
happened not that long ago with the 
fatal accidents involving Navy maneu-
vers and exercises. We never want that 
to happen again. 

The National Guard has 2,100 per-
sonnel on the border, but it is starting 
to run low in its pay account. So it was 
hoping some of these unobligated 
funds, at least a small part of them, 
might be used so they can continue 
their border mission. 

Unless the Department of Defense 
finds $150 to $300 million this year, the 
National Guard will have to cut short 
its summer trainings in all 50 States. 

My subcommittee has identified al-
most $5 billion in military priorities 
that need attention today, but after 
President Trump takes half of that— 
$2.5 billion to pay for his border wall— 
which priorities will get cut? 
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The President has also decided to cut 

or delay $3.6 billion in military con-
struction projects. The President 
might not think these projects are 
timely or important, but it was just 
weeks or months ago when the admin-
istration said just the opposite and 
asked Congress to appropriate money— 
examples: $800 million for essential 
training facilities like the National 
Guard readiness centers, simulators 
and firing ranges in the States of Alas-
ka, Arizona, Colorado, and Montana, to 
name a few; $1.4 billion worth of main-
tenance-related projects such as air-
craft hangars and vehicle maintenance 
shops in Arkansas, Indiana, Missouri, 
and Oklahoma, not to mention many 
other States affected; $1 billion worth 
of projects for medical and dental care 
facilities for the men and women in 
uniform; schools for military families, 
military barracks, and other essential 
facilities in Arizona, Missouri, Texas, 
and beyond. 

Fort Campbell, KY, needs a new mid-
dle school for military children. The 
current building dates back to 1967 and 
is in serious disrepair. We were told 
that was a priority, but it could be 
stopped, cut, and eliminated if we are 
not careful to build this wall. 

Also on this list is a new rifle range 
at Parris Island, SC, a training base for 
20,000 new Marines every single year. 

There is a new training center at 
Fort Bragg, NC, to provide top-notch 
training and prevent injuries among 
our Special Forces. They are using an 
old warehouse right now, and they 
want a modern facility. If it were your 
son or daughter serving our military at 
Fort Bragg, you would give them noth-
ing less. The list goes on and on. 

Are we really going to tell our mili-
tary—the very people who are pro-
tecting and defending this Nation— 
that the needs they have identified and 
we have appropriated money for are 
going to be put on hold because Presi-
dent Trump made a campaign promise 
that he can’t keep—that the Mexicans 
were going to build the wall? 

Republicans and Democrats in the 
Senate should join the House in reject-
ing the President’s emergency declara-
tion. The Senate should reject any ef-
fort by the President to take money 
from our troops, from the military— 
from the Marines, from the Air Force, 
the Navy, the Army, the National 
Guard units—to build this wall. We 
may not agree on much, but we used to 
agree on fundamental things. The De-
partment of Defense was a priority. 
The men and women serving there de-
serve not only our gratitude but the in-
vestment in their training, operations, 
readiness, and a way of life that shows 
our respect for what they are doing in 
service to this country. We can do 
nothing less. 

When we face the vote—quite likely a 
week from today or tomorrow—on 
whether we agree with the House, I 
hope that the Senate, Democrats and 
Republicans, will put the national de-
fense of our Nation first and our mili-

tary first and vote no on President 
Trump’s effort to extend this emer-
gency designation and to try to assume 
constitutional responsibilities beyond 
what is already written. 

We are a branch of government—arti-
cle I of the Constitution. Our responsi-
bility is to appropriate funds. When we 
give away that responsibility, we walk 
away from the reason we were elected. 
I hope that Members on both sides of 
the aisle will consider that as we face 
this historic vote. 

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

ator from Michigan. 
NOMINATION OF CHAD A. READLER 

Mr. PETERS. Mr. President, I rise in 
opposition to the nomination of Mr. 
Chad Readler to the U.S. Sixth Circuit 
Court. 

There are certainly many reasons to 
oppose Mr. Readler’s nomination. His 
track record paints a very clear picture 
of what he values and what he does not. 
Mr. Readler fought to uphold President 
Trump’s travel ban that targets people 
because of their religion. He has argued 
in favor of a business turning away 
customers simply because they are 
LGBT. He worked to unravel programs 
made during the past administration 
that would ensure low-income workers 
would actually receive their hard- 
earned benefits. Of the things that Mr. 
Readler values, protecting Americans 
from wrongful acts of discrimination is 
clearly not among them. 

Yet it still remains difficult for me 
to understand why Mr. Readler—and 
any of my colleagues who choose to ad-
vance his nomination today—would 
support going back to an era when 
health insurance companies are al-
lowed to discriminate against people 
with preexisting health conditions. I 
have heard plenty of my colleagues 
from across the aisle make public 
statements in favor of preexisting cov-
erage protections. That is probably be-
cause they hear, like I do, from people 
all across my State who fear losing 
coverage as a result of having that pre-
existing condition. 

What are preexisting conditions? 
Well, it is things like diabetes, asthma, 
or even high blood pressure, and they 
are a reality for over 4 million 
Michiganders. This range of fairly com-
mon to fairly complex conditions is ex-
perienced by one in every four children, 
over half of the female population, and 
84 percent of adults in their late fifties 
and in their sixties. 

Today, there is a broad consensus 
that we need a Federal law in place 
that prevents insurance companies 
from denying coverage or jacking up 
prices based on someone’s health sta-
tus, their age, or their gender. We have 
a law on the books right now that pro-
tects people with preexisting condi-
tions, but this law must be defended, 
not undermined. 

I worked hard to pass this important 
coverage during my first term in the 
Congress, and I have fought to preserve 
it every day since then. Although this 

fight has been successful so far, it is 
based on the premise that the laws 
passed and upheld by Congress will be 
defended in court. Yet the Department 
of Justice Civil Division, under Mr. Re-
adler’s leadership, decided not to do so. 
His actions fit into the story of the 
Trump administration’s ongoing par-
tisan efforts to sabotage our healthcare 
system and dismantle strategies that 
would lower premiums and expand 
quality, affordability, and coverage, 
generally. The President is constantly 
looking for ways that he can sidestep 
Congress and attack legislation that 
has brought health insurance to over 20 
million Americans and cut Michigan’s 
uninsured rate in half. 

We should not be advancing a Federal 
court nominee whose disregard for the 
rule of law comes at the expense of the 
health and the financial stability of 
millions of Americans. I urge my col-
leagues to vote no on Mr. Readler’s 
nomination and his track record of pro-
moting discrimination. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
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. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BOOZMAN). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

THE GREEN NEW DEAL 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ap-

preciate my colleague from Iowa, Sen-
ator ERNST, for organizing this oppor-
tunity for several of us in the Senate 
to discuss the Green New Deal and to 
do it this week. 

To put it mildly, the Green New Deal 
is ambitious. To frame it more accu-
rately, it is an unworkable, pie-in-the- 
sky attempt to reshape every aspect of 
everyday Americans’ lives. 

First, let me say that I am proud of 
my record in successfully advancing 
the availability and affordability of re-
newable energy. Many have called me 
the father of the Wind Energy Incen-
tives Act. I suppose after—what?— 
probably 26 years, that makes me the 
grandfather of the Wind Energy Incen-
tives Act. My legislation sought to give 
this alternative energy source the abil-
ity to compete against traditional, fi-
nite energy sources. At that time, we 
never knew about fracking for natural 
gas and for oil. We thought we were 
going to be completely dependent upon 
Saudi Arabia for our energy. Now we 
know that is not true, but back in 1992 
and before, we did everything to think 
up every alternative energy we could in 
order to be less dependent upon the 
Saudis. One of those acts that I was in-
volved in was wind energy. 

The wind energy bill—now law—has 
been extremely successful. Iowa sup-
plies more than 35 percent of its own 
electricity from wind. We were the first 
State in the country to generate more 
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than one-third of its electricity from 
wind. Wind energy employs approxi-
mately 7,000 Iowans, and the nearly 
3,000 wind turbines in Iowa generate 
millions of dollars in economic activ-
ity. So I want to make it very clear 
that I am speaking as someone who has 
a very successful track record of ad-
vancing clean energy. 

Think about what the Green New 
Deal is about. Presumably, they don’t 
know we have been this successful be-
cause the Green New Deal, on the other 
hand, is nothing more than a grab bag 
of vague aspirations. In fact, the Green 
New Deal was initially introduced in 
the House and Senate by its authors as 
a nonbinding, symbolic resolution—in 
other words, a lot of hot air. That 
means that even if it were to pass as 
introduced, it would not become law. I 
am glad that Senate Majority Leader 
MCCONNELL reintroduced the text in a 
format that could become law so we 
Senators could go on record as to 
whether we would want to make this 
the policy of the United States. 

It would be one thing if the policy 
and goals remained on topic—namely, 
reducing pollution and cutting our Na-
tion’s carbon emissions. Those are wor-
thy goals. Yet the resolution reads like 
a utopian manifesto that seeks to im-
plement every liberal policy priority 
from the past many decades. 

We have seen extreme leftwing agen-
das that rely on the power of the State 
and that usurp the role of individuals. 
How will those policies turn out? We 
have plenty examples. Look at the 
former Soviet Union. Look at Cuba 
over the last 60 years. Look at what 
has happened to Venezuela in the last 
15 years. It has gone from the richest 
country in South America to a des-
titute country in which they die of 
malnutrition and people can’t get med-
icine. In more instances than in the 
three I have just given you, these uto-
pian ideas never turn out very well. 

Sure, the Green New Deal includes 
goals that are related to energy and 
the environment, but for the most 
part, they are wholly unrealistic. For 
example, their calling for the upgrad-
ing of all existing buildings or, in an-
other statement, their meeting 100 per-
cent of the power demands of the 
United States through clean, renew-
able, zero-emission energy sources—all 
within the next 10 years—is simply not 
feasible. 

Of course, no concrete proposals are 
put forward on how this is to be 
achieved. The Green New Deal just 
leaves us scratching our heads think-
ing about how all this would work. 

There are a lot of questions. Would it 
require the government to mandate 
that every building owner in the 
United States make costly building im-
provements to meet national standards 
set here in Washington, DC? 

Another question is, would every 
homeowner have to submit to govern-
ment inspection to ensure that his or 
her home meets the standards dictated 
by the government? 

Another question is, what govern-
ment expenditures would have to be 
made, assuming all of this is even tech-
nologically possible, to go from about 
17 percent of U.S. electricity genera-
tion coming from renewables today to 
a total 100 percent in 10 years? 

The last question I will raise is, are 
the backers of the Green New Deal 
willing to support nuclear energy as a 
means to reach their goal? On this last 
point, I would conclude that a sum-
mary of the Green New Deal initially 
put out by the chief author in the 
House suggests a lack of support for 
nuclear energy. 

As I have said before in my remarks 
today, I have been a leader on renew-
able energy production for decades, not 
just wind, as I have said, but geo-
thermal, solar, biofuels, et cetera. So I 
am not just talking about being the au-
thor of the wind energy production tax 
credit. 

During my leadership of the Senate 
Finance Committee in the 2000s, when I 
was chairman there, I oversaw the es-
tablishment, the enhancement, and re-
newal of numerous tax incentives that 
promote everything from wind and 
solar to renewable fuels like biodiesel, 
to energy-efficient homes, buildings, 
and appliances. 

Unlike the unrealistic goals of the 
Green New Deal, these initiatives I just 
read are not only law, but they are 
real, proven, bipartisan actions that I 
shepherded into law to make the 
United States more energy independent 
and also, at the same time, improve 
our environment. Unfortunately, many 
of these key energy incentives I just 
mentioned are currently expired, and 
some of them have been expired for 
more than a year. 

We had a real opportunity to extend 
these energy incentives as part of the 
appropriations deal reached earlier this 
month, but that was ultimately 
blocked by House Democrats—probably 
some of the same people who are pro-
moting the Green New Deal. They seem 
overly focused on the lofty goals of the 
Green New Deal or, as Speaker PELOSI 
called the Green New Deal, ‘‘The green 
dream or whatever they call it, no one 
knows what it is.’’ 

The House Democrats could not be 
bothered a month ago with extensions 
of existing and successful provisions 
that incentivize the type of investment 
they claim to have backed and not only 
tend to incentivize, actually have 
incentivized alternative energy over 
the last two and one-half decades—pro-
visions that support millions of jobs for 
people who are actually willing to 
work. 

Perhaps this just shows that the 
Green New Deal is less about tackling 
energy and environmental issues and 
more about remaking America into a 
dreamy new progressive paradise. 

No sector of the economy is left un-
checked by the Green New Deal—make 
no mistake about thinking otherwise. 
The authors of the Green New Deal are 
intent on reshaping every aspect of 

American life through a ‘‘national, so-
cial, industrial, and economic mobili-
zation,’’ and those last six words are in 
quotations. 

Shaping American life through ‘‘na-
tional, social, industrial, and economic 
mobilization’’ that is eerily reminis-
cent of the 5-year plans of the former 
Soviet Union or of the Great Leap For-
ward under Chairman Mao of China. 

Even the family farmer is not spared 
from its grand plans. The Green New 
Dealers want to remove what they call 
pollution and greenhouse gas emissions 
in agriculture through sustainable 
farming and building a more sustain-
able food system that ensures universal 
access to healthy food. Now, I am not 
against farmers taking actions to pre-
vent soil erosion and minimizing pollu-
tion because we farmers do that al-
ready. We have been doing it for dec-
ades. 

The recently passed farm bill invests 
more in conservation programs than 
any farm bill before. I trust that farm-
ers know more and have more common 
sense about how to take care of their 
land than some bureaucrat in Wash-
ington, DC, or politicians from New 
York City. We all know Washington, 
DC, is an island surrounded by reality. 
So you put forth legislation like this, 
and it is just like 535 Members of Con-
gress have all the knowledge in the 
world to tell 310 million other people 
what they ought to be doing. 

I don’t believe all those smarts rest 
in the Congress of the United States or 
even the bureaucracy of this govern-
ment. Over the last several years, when 
it comes to farming, we have seen 
farmers readily adopt the use of cover 
crops to prevent nutrient runoff and to 
sequester carbon in the soil through 
what we call minimum or no tillage. 

Today farmers may go down as the 
first group in history to leave the land 
better than they found it for future 
generations. Moreover, every indica-
tion is that these calls for sustainable 
farming and a sustainable food system 
go well beyond farmers being good 
stewards of our natural resources. It 
appears to be intent on changing every-
thing from how we farm to what we 
farm. 

A fact sheet released by the House 
author, shortly after introduction, 
made this perfectly clear. It notes a de-
sire—now, listen to this—it notes a de-
sire to rid the planet of methane gas- 
emitting cows. In case the authors are 
unaware, all cows and all people emit 
methane. It is part of the natural di-
gestive process. The only way to stop 
these emissions is to ban animal agri-
culture. That proposal couldn’t be 
more disconnected or out of touch with 
Americans. 

That is what makes the taxpayers 
feel there is nobody in Washington, DC, 
who has any common sense, but don’t 
worry. According to the authors of the 
Green New Deal in the House, ‘‘It is not 
to say you get rid of agriculture or 
force everybody to go vegan.’’ This 
doesn’t instill much confidence in the 
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farmer about the real intentions be-
hind the Green New Deal. 

I am amazed by the scope of what the 
authors would have the government 
impose on the American people. 

I will end by noting that I am inter-
ested in working with my colleagues on 
sensible policies to secure our energy 
independence and improve our environ-
ment, but I fear this will not be pos-
sible as long as my Democratic col-
leagues remain intent on handing over 
the country to the government to re-
make it in Washington, DC’s, image. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Ms. CORTEZ MASTO. I ask unani-

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

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

NOMINATION OF CHAD A. READLER 
Ms. CORTEZ MASTO. Mr. President, 

I rise to speak in opposition to the 
nomination of Chad Readler to the 
Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals. 

This nomination, if confirmed, would 
be advanced without the support of one 
of his home State Senators, and it de-
liberately ignores Senate precedent 
that has historically respected Sen-
ators’ ability to identify nominees that 
best fit the needs of their State. 

In his current position at the Depart-
ment of Justice, Chad Readler led the 
legal briefs for some of the Depart-
ment’s most extreme positions. 

He defended President Trump’s travel 
ban, led efforts to end DACA, supported 
the inclusion of a citizenship question 
on the 2020 census, suggested that the 
structure of the CFPB was unconstitu-
tional, and argued that businesses 
should be able to refuse services to 
same-sex couples. 

Mr. Readler also led the DOJ’s legal 
brief for the Texas v. U.S. lawsuit, ar-
guing against the Affordable Care Act’s 
protections for people with preexisting 
conditions, even while three other ca-
reer attorneys at the DOJ refused to do 
so. 

Think about that for a second. This 
nominee took up his pen and drafted a 
legal opinion at the Department of Jus-
tice that stated it was fine for his De-
partment not to defend the law—a law 
that protects millions of Americans’ 
access to the critical healthcare they 
need. 

If that weren’t enough to shock the 
conscience, Mr. Readler’s nomination 
to the Sixth Circuit judgeship was an-
nounced the same day the brief was 
filed. 

Is that a coincidence? Maybe, but 
since three other career lawyers at the 
Department of Justice resigned rather 
than draft this brief and violate their 
duty to the law, I think it is fairly ob-
vious. 

This administration has made it 
crystal clear that Mr. Readler was cho-
sen because of his willingness to dis-

mantle the ACA and completely elimi-
nate critical protections that ensure 
seniors, kids, and families in Nevada 
and across this country are able to get 
health insurance, regardless of whether 
they have a previous medical condi-
tion. For many Americans, denying 
vital healthcare protections and access 
to care is truly a matter of life and 
death. 

President Trump and Republican 
leaders have promised to sabotage our 
healthcare from day one, and this nom-
ination is another example in a long 
line of legislation, nominations, and 
Executive actions aimed at ripping 
away healthcare coverage from hard- 
working families in Nevada and across 
the country. 

The Affordable Care Act is, quite 
simply, the law of the land. Its patient 
protections have wide bipartisan sup-
port, as evidenced by Congress’s inabil-
ity to pass ACA repeal. Since its incep-
tion, over 400,000 Nevadans have gained 
healthcare coverage, including 158,000 
children. Tens of million more Ameri-
cans across the country have gained 
access to affordable health insurance, 
prescription drug coverage, mental 
health services, and preventive care. 

The ACA’s provisions have also guar-
anteed that over 1.2 million Nevadans 
with preexisting conditions will not be 
denied coverage because insurance 
companies deem them ‘‘too risky’’ to 
cover. 

We cannot go back to the day when 
women, veterans, cancer survivors, and 
children with disabilities were charged 
more for healthcare or were flatout de-
nied coverage. 

Americans need us to work together 
to defend their access to quality and 
affordable healthcare, not just in Ne-
vada but across this country. Yet Mr. 
Readler has shown us that he would in-
stead take us backward, unravelling 
more than a decade of progress and 
wreaking potential havoc on our econ-
omy. 

This nominee has demonstrated that 
he is willing to carry water for this 
President’s political interests and not 
serve in the best interest of Americans. 

I oppose Mr. Readler’s nomination 
because Americans deserve a judge who 
respects the rule of law and interprets 
the law based on statute, not the polit-
ical needs of this or any administra-
tion. 

I oppose this nominee because Senate 
Republican leaders are trying to jam 
him through without the support of 
one of his home State Senators, which 
is a direct attack on our constitutional 
role as U.S. Senators to advise and con-
sent. 

I want my colleagues to know that a 
vote in support of his nomination is a 
vote in support of unleashing chaos on 
the American health system, elimi-
nating preexisting condition protec-
tions, and one that would result in mil-
lions more uninsured. 

Mr. Readler is a dangerous choice, 
who has a long track record of sup-
porting the most extreme legal posi-

tions, which makes him unfit to sit on 
any court, much less one whose deci-
sions will impact millions of Ameri-
cans. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Ms. ERNST. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

THE GREEN NEW DEAL 
Ms. ERNST. Mr. President, I rise 

today to join over 10 colleagues to 
speak in opposition to the so-called 
Green New Deal. 

Merriam-Webster defines a deal as ‘‘a 
bargain’’ or ‘‘an agreement for mutual 
advantage.’’ By its name, you would 
think that Americans are going to de-
rive some benefit from it, but this 
couldn’t be further from the truth. 

The truth is that this proposal is a 
raw deal for America, especially our 
rural communities. 

As many of you know, every month I 
give out a Squeal Award, which draws 
attention to outrageous examples of 
wasteful and reckless spending of tax-
payer money. 

With a $93 trillion—trillion with a 
‘‘t’’—pricetag, which is roughly $10 
trillion more than the entire recorded 
spending of the U.S. Government since 
1789, this month’s Squeal Award goes 
to the Green New Deal, which, again, I 
think is kind of a raw deal. 

Just think about that number—$93 
trillion. To fund this radical govern-
ment takeover, every American family 
would have to pay about $65,000 annu-
ally. Folks, that is more than most 
Iowa households bring in in a year. 

The ideas presented in the Green New 
Deal used to garner support only from 
the furthest fringes of the political 
left—the furthest fringes. Concepts like 
rebuilding every building in the coun-
try, outlawing fossil fuels, and guaran-
teed jobs would never have made their 
way into mainstream discourse just a 
few years ago. Now our Democratic col-
leagues are trying to make them main-
stream. 

In fact, 100 of the 282 Democratic 
Members of the House and Senate have 
signed on to support this plan. This is 
the creep of socialism into America. 

If you work in a part of the energy 
industry that has fallen out of favor, 
your job has no place in the country. 
That is what is envisioned by the 
Democrats. 

The Green New Deal states that one 
of its goals is to meet ‘‘100 percent of 
the power demand in the U.S. through 
clean, renewable, and zero-emission en-
ergy sources.’’ 

Don’t get me wrong, folks—don’t get 
me wrong—increasing our reliance on 
renewables is a good goal and one that 
I support, but we have to be realistic 
about our current energy capabilities 
and our needs. 
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Private sector investment and inno-

vation, coupled with government sup-
port and incentives, have contributed 
to significant advances in renewable 
energy. 

I am proud to say that my home 
State of Iowa is one of the Nation’s 
leaders in renewable energy, with wind 
providing nearly 40 percent of our elec-
tricity. That is more than any other 
State in the Nation. With more wind 
coming online, coal went from pro-
ducing 76 percent of our electricity in 
2008 to 45 percent of it in 2017. 

I would note that this transition to-
ward renewables happened largely as a 
result of State policies and community 
engagement, not heavyhanded govern-
ment regulation. 

Another one of the ‘‘goals’’ I find 
most interesting in this unrealistic 
proposal is that of providing ‘‘guaran-
teed jobs.’’ What may be lost on the 
Democrats is that the best guaranteed 
jobs program is not housed in a govern-
ment building; it is a strong economy 
like the one we are living in right 
now—not one bogged down by job-kill-
ing regulations and punitive tax 
breaks. 

If you want proof of this, look no fur-
ther than Iowa. Our unemployment sits 
at a low 2.4 percent, and we have over 
63,000 job openings and about 40,000 
folks looking for work. That is more 
job openings than there are people ac-
tually looking for jobs. 

Lastly, I would point out that as a 
part of this proposal, our Democratic 
colleagues want to overhaul transpor-
tation systems in the United States. If 
you live in places like New York City, 
you can walk to a grocery store, but in 
rural communities like my hometown 
of Red Oak, IA, it can take you 30 min-
utes to drive to a Walmart. I am not 
talking about 30 minutes of driving to 
a Walmart in city traffic; I am talking 
about 30 minutes of driving, probably 
not meeting any cars at all on the 
road. 

Everything from combines to trac-
tors and to the trucks that transport 
our grains to market would be im-
pacted. The Green New Deal is unreal-
istic and would unfairly impact rural 
communities across this country. 

Folks, we have a clear choice. We can 
continue to support rural America and 
pro-growth economic policies that 
boost our economy and create jobs or 
we can allow socialist fantasies like 
the Green New Deal to creep in, take 
hold, bankrupt our Nation, and dev-
astate our rural communities. 

I yield the floor to my colleague Sen-
ator CORNYN. 

Mr. SCHATZ. Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Hawaii. 
Mr. SCHATZ. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from Iowa yield to a question? 
I am interested in whether she be-

lieves that climate change is real, 
caused by humans, and requires Fed-
eral action. 

Ms. ERNST. Mr. President, I will 
yield. 

I do believe that climate change is 
real, and we have seen climate change 
for centuries, Senator SCHATZ. So, for 
my colleague from Hawaii, we have 
seen climate change; there is no doubt 
about that. 

But what I am debating here today 
and what we are speaking on is right 
here: $93 trillion, and we want to get 
rid of all fossil fuels within 10 years, 
folks—10 years. We can’t drive a com-
bine. We can’t harvest our food. For 
heaven’s sake, we have to be realistic. 

My home State of Iowa has taken ad-
vantage of ingenuity and innovation 
and developed a process where wind en-
ergy contributes 40 percent of our elec-
tricity. 

Now, with the new wind energy field 
that is being put in by MidAmerican 
Energy in the western part of the 
State, where I am from, in the next 2 
to 3 years, 80 percent of our electricity 
will come from wind energy, and it 
didn’t take big government or social-
ism to put it into place. 

So thank you very much. 
I yield the floor to Senator CORNYN. 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President. 
Mr. SCHATZ. Excuse me, Mr. Presi-

dent. May I ask a followup question 
through the Chair? 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, regular 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa has yielded the floor to 
Senator CORNYN. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President. 
Mr. SCHATZ. I just would like to get 

clarification. She did say climate 
change is real, but my question is 
whether— 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, regular 
order. 

Mr. SCHATZ.—manmade climate 
change is real, and I did not get an an-
swer. 

Mr. CORNYN. Regular order. 
Mr. SCHATZ. If she’s unwilling to 

answer that question, I understand. 
Mr. CORNYN. Regular order, Mr. 

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

ator from Texas. 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, last 

week, I spoke on the Senate floor about 
the perils of socialism. I never thought 
in my entire life that I would have to 
do something like that, but given the 
rise of democratic socialists, which ob-
viously is a contradiction in terms, I 
think it is important to remind the 
American people about the failures of 
socialism, as well as radical policies 
like the ones the Democrats are trying 
to push off on the American people. 

If you want to know what command 
and control economics is and what it 
would mean to our freedom and our lib-
erty, all you need to do is look at the 
Green New Deal. This is really nothing 
more than an attempt to mask this 
power grab by the Federal Government 
in feel-good environmental policy by 
mixing ideas like Medicare for All and 
guaranteed jobs and unrealistic eco-
nomic and environmental policies. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. CORNYN. With net zero emis-
sions— 

Mr. SCHUMER. Will my colleague 
from Texas yield for a question instead 
of just filibustering what he says? 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I will— 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas has the floor. 
Mr. CORNYN.—yield for a question 

after I conclude my remarks, not to be 
interrupted. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I simply want to ask 
the Senator— 

Mr. CORNYN. Regular order, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. SCHUMER.—if he believes cli-
mate change is real— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas has the floor. 

Mr. SCHUMER.—or caused by hu-
mans. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President. 
Mr. SCHUMER. We know what he is 

not for. What is he for? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator will yield. The Senator from Texas 
has the floor. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I am 
not for socialism. I am not for Wash-
ington, DC, thinking they know better 
than what my constituents know 
about. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Will the Senator 
yield for a question and say what he is 
for? 

Mr. CORNYN. I will not yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Will he yield for a 

question stating what he is for, not 
what he’s against but what he is for? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas has the floor. 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, if the 

Democratic leader will just be quiet— 
Mr. SCHUMER. Will the Senator 

yield? 
Mr. CORNYN. If he will be quiet for 

a minute, I will tell him what I am for, 
if he will quit interrupting. 

So what this is is an attempt—is 
purely a power grab here in Wash-
ington masked as a feel-good environ-
mental policy, mixing ideas like Medi-
care for All and guaranteed jobs with 
wildly unrealistic and radical environ-
mental policies like zero net emissions 
transportation systems and guaranteed 
green housing. 

Since this resolution was proposed, it 
has gained the ire of people on both 
sides of the aisle, something we don’t 
see that often, and something that I 
don’t know that I have ever seen. One 
of this bill’s authors refers to the ma-
jority leader’s intent to bring this reso-
lution to the floor as sabotage. 

Ordinarily, when you introduce an 
idea to the U.S. Congress, you are beg-
ging the majority leader to put it on 
the floor—the committee chairman to 
put it through committee so you can 
advance your idea. When the majority 
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leader said he would do that for the 
Green New Deal, it was called sabo-
tage. 

Since the Green New Deal was rolled 
out, things in Washington have gotten 
increasingly wacky and, believe it or 
not, even crazy. 

We recently put a pricetag on the 
Green New Deal. You heard the Sen-
ator from Iowa talk about the $93 tril-
lion. That is so much money that I 
doubt most of us can wrap our brains 
around it. It is kind of like when some-
body tells you the Earth is 140 million 
miles from Mars. How do you concep-
tualize that? You have no point of ref-
erence to understand just how far that 
really is. 

Let me put it this way: If you com-
bine the gross domestic product of 
every single country in 2017—every sin-
gle country on the planet in 2017—the 
price of the Green New Deal would be 
higher than that. 

If you total up how much the United 
States has spent—the U.S. Govern-
ment, since the Constitution went into 
effect in 1789, the price of the Green 
New Deal would still be higher. 

If you total the value of 1 year’s 
worth of oil and gas production in 
Texas, it would take almost seven cen-
turies of production to pay for the 
Green New Deal. 

Margaret Thatcher, who had a gift 
for words, said: ‘‘The problem with so-
cialism is that you eventually run out 
of other people’s money.’’ Well, in this 
case, you don’t even have the money to 
begin with, but that is what this is 
really about. 

This is the antithesis of what our 
Founders believed in when they found-
ed the United States of America. They 
believed that checks and balances and 
separated powers were protections of 
our individual liberty and our right to 
make decisions for ourselves and our 
families. 

They viewed the concentration of 
power that would be necessary to do 
something like the Green New Deal as 
the opposite—antagonistic to indi-
vidual liberty. 

Mr. President, things like eradi-
cating air travel clearly aren’t the an-
swer, and the Senator from Hawaii 
would say that wouldn’t work very well 
if you tried to get to Hawaii from 
Washington, DC. 

No matter what your perspectives on 
energy are or the environment, I think 
every one of us can single out some-
thing we can agree on; that is, smarter 
policies that will not bankrupt our 
country. 

The solution is not the Green New 
Deal or another government power 
grab. It is all about innovation— 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President. 
Mr. CORNYN.—the creativity of 

Americans— 
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President. 
Mr. CORNYN.—doing research and 

science to come up with— 
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President. 
Mr. CORNYN.—innovations. 
Mr. MARKEY. Will the Senator yield 

for a second? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas has the floor. He has 
declined to yield. 

Mr. MARKEY. I would just seek to be 
recognized and just ask the Senator if 
the— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has not yielded. 

Mr. MARKEY.—$93 trillion number 
comes from a Koch brothers-funded or-
ganization. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts will suspend. 

The Senate will be in order. 
The Senator from Texas has the 

floor. 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I notice 

one thing: When people around here— 
colleagues across the aisle—don’t like 
what they are hearing, they try to sup-
press or drown out dissenting voices. 

I think the American people need to 
hear this debate because our ability to 
innovate is critical to the success of 
our economy and our competitiveness 
in the global economy. 

Investing in science and technology 
and increasing our ability to innovate 
is an important part of keeping our 
economy strong. Rather than the gov-
ernment’s seizing control of nearly 
every industry, overregulating their 
activities as you would under the 
Green New Deal, we should harness the 
power of the private sector to drive 
real, affordable solutions, and that is 
how we find cutting-edge solutions to 
our biggest challenges. 

A lot of folks try to paint with broad 
strokes about energy. You are either 
on the side of innovation and new tech-
nologies or you are in favor of tradi-
tional oil and gas development. 

Well, I am proud to come from a 
State that believes truly in an ‘‘all of 
the above’’ approach. We generate 
more electricity from wind than any 
other State in the country, and we be-
lieve in all of the above. You don’t 
have to pick one or the other. 

Not only do we lead the Nation in oil 
and gas production, we also lead, as I 
said, in wind energy production too. We 
are proof that you can implement poli-
cies that get government out of the 
way and leave industry experts to do 
their jobs. You can be pro-energy, pro- 
innovation, and pro-growth. 

The Green New Deal is not the an-
swer to our problems. It is a solution in 
search of a problem, and it is a naked 
power grab by Washington, DC, seeking 
to impose on each and every American 
how we should run our lives. 

It is the opposite of the individual 
liberties and freedoms that our Found-
ers believed our country would be 
based on. I hope in the coming months 
we will take steps to promote freedom 
and not more government control and 
ideas that lead to innovation, not so-
cialist policies. 

With that, I yield to my friend from 
Indiana. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, my 

colleague said he would yield to a ques-
tion after he finished debating. I would 
like to ask him a question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I 
would like to ask my colleague a ques-
tion. I appreciate that. 

Just three: No. 1, does he believe that 
climate change is real? Does he believe 
it is caused by humans? And does he 
believe this body ought to do some-
thing about it? 

I would appreciate an answer. 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I will 

say to my friend from New York that I 
know what their talking points are 
now, but I don’t believe what we ought 
to do about the environment is impose 
a travesty like the Green New Deal. 

This is a government power grab. It 
is unaffordable. It is unrealistic. And, 
really, this reflects the most radical 
ideology and fringe of the Democratic 
Party today. 

I think we should not have a socialist 
power grab of our entire economy. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Will the Senator— 
Mr. President, will he yield? He didn’t 
really answer my question. 

What will he do about climate 
change? I ask my colleague to please 
answer not what he is against but what 
he is for. We have not heard from the 
other side of the aisle anything they 
are for about climate change or wheth-
er they believe it is real and caused by 
humans. 

I would ask my colleague, once 
again, not what he is against. We know 
what he is against. What is he for? 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, there is 
a great book called 
‘‘SuperFreakonomics’’ written by some 
Chicago economists who talk about the 
threat to the environment of horse ma-
nure back when we had horse-drawn 
buggies in our cities because the inter-
nal combustion engine had not been 
created. They point out that that envi-
ronmental hazard went away almost 
overnight because the internal combus-
tion engine was created. 

Likewise, when I was growing up, a 
scientist named Paul Ehrlich from 
Stanford wrote a book called ‘‘The 
Population Bomb.’’ He said that mil-
lions of people would starve across our 
country and across the world unless we 
basically quit having children. What he 
miscalculated is the impact of a gen-
tleman by the name of Norman 
Borlaug and the Green Revolution that 
he began due to research and develop-
ment of an innovative plant gene re-
search. 

So we were able to basically defeat 
the population bomb, and we were able 
to deal with the environmental hazard 
of horse manure by innovation. That is 
what I am for, that is what I said, and 
that is what I would say again to my 
friend from New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana is recognized. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I rise 
today in opposition to the so-called 
Green New Deal. This unaffordable, un-
attainable, and unrealistic proposal is 
bad for all Americans, but it is espe-
cially bad for the people who live in my 
home State of Indiana. 
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Indiana is the most manufacturing- 

intensive State in the country, and my 
Hoosiers are rightfully proud of that 
distinction. We make America’s planes, 
our trucks, our recreational vehicles, 
our boats, and our pipelines. We 
produce the aluminum and steel that 
go into those products. We mine the 
coal that makes it affordable to power 
all of those factories. 

Indiana is home to those respectable, 
high-paying jobs because of the highly 
skilled Hoosier workforce, our world- 
class infrastructure network, and, yes, 
our low energy costs. But the Green 
New Deal would crush Indiana’s afford-
able energy prices, forcing the cost of 
doing business to skyrocket for Hoosier 
manufacturers and farmers alike and 
eliminating jobs in the process. 

What would this Green New Deal 
mean for American families? 

Over the next decade, the so-called 
deal would cost up to $65,000 per Amer-
ican household per year. That is rough-
ly 50 percent—47 percent more than the 
median Hoosier household income. 

Yes, America must continue to sup-
port an ‘‘all of the above’’ energy strat-
egy, and I look forward to working in a 
bipartisan way to get that done. We 
must continue to develop renewable en-
ergy sources like wind and solar, but 
we must also continue to utilize our 
important baseload energy sources— 
that is your coal, your natural gas, 
your nuclear power. We simply cannot 
afford to eliminate these critical 
sources from our Nation’s energy mix, 
and that is what the Green New Deal 
would call for. 

In Indiana, approximately 92 percent 
of our electricity is generated by coal 
and natural gas—92 percent. Wind and 
solar account for just 6 percent of Indi-
ana’s electricity, and they cannot reli-
ably and affordably produce the elec-
tricity Indiana needs. 

So instead of turning a blind eye to 
coal and natural gas—energy sources 
that power America—let’s continue to 
incentivize research and development. 
Instead of promoting job-killing legis-
lation like the Green New Deal, we 
should be promoting proposals like the 
USE IT Act. This is bipartisan legisla-
tion put forward by my colleague from 
Wyoming that would promote carbon 
capture research and development. 

We agree on the need to incentivize 
market-based carbon capture systems. 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, 
would the Senator from Indiana yield 
for a question? 

Mr. YOUNG. I would like to continue 
until I complete my remarks. I thank 
my colleague. 

We really need to incentivize mar-
ket-based carbon capture systems and 
ensure America can continue to clean-
ly and affordably produce baseload en-
ergy. By my reckoning, this is just one 
of many areas in which Republicans 
and Democrats can find common 
ground and work together to protect 
God’s green Earth. 

Indiana is an environmentally con-
scientious State. We continue to ex-

pand solar and wind production each 
year. We love to protect our important 
natural resources, such as the Indiana 
Dunes and Hoosier National Forest, but 
we cannot support a proposal like the 
Green New Deal that would endanger 
tens of thousands of Hoosier jobs. The 
Green New Deal is widely out of touch 
with Indiana’s priorities. Hoosiers 
know a bad deal when they see one. 
This is a bad deal. 

My fellow Hoosiers are greatly con-
cerned that this radical proposal will 
cause utility bills to skyrocket and 
force Indiana factories to shutter. For 
these reasons, I am a resounding no on 
the Green New Deal. I stand with Hoo-
sier farmers, I stand with Hoosier man-
ufacturers, and I stand with Hoosier 
families in opposing this $93 trillion 
deal. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, 

will the Senator from Indiana yield for 
a question? 

Mr. YOUNG. I will. 
Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, 

does the Senator believe climate 
change is real, and will he stand with 
the scientific community, which be-
lieves unanimously or almost com-
pletely unanimously that climate 
change is real and that human activity 
caused it? 

Mr. YOUNG. Well, that is an easy 
one. I thank my good colleague. I have 
publicly said for a long period of time— 
and you can check my record—that I 
believe the climate is changing. I be-
lieve that all flora, fauna, and human 
beings have some impact on that. I also 
fervently believe that we can protect 
our environment without wrecking our 
economy. We can do that through en-
ergy efficiency initiatives, investment 
in energy R&D, carbon capture and se-
questration, and adoption of free mar-
ket principles. 

I read a very impactful book, in re-
sponse to my good colleague, early on 
in my adulthood, and I recommend it 
to him. It is titled ‘‘Ecocide in the 
USSR,’’ and it explains how centrally 
planned economies and fatal, conceit- 
like efforts to engineer a better envi-
ronment centrally, to plan an economy 
centrally, end up decimating our nat-
ural environment. That continues to 
have an impact on how I look at these 
issues. Perhaps we will find an oppor-
tunity to work together, though, and 
find some common ground. It won’t be 
on the Green New Deal. 

I yield back. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Carolina. 
Mr. TILLIS. Mr. President, I come to 

the floor to join my colleagues in ex-
pressing concern over the maybe well- 
intended but poorly constructed policy 
in the Green New Deal. 

First, I want to start by saying I 
have no intention of yielding until the 
end of my remarks, but the one ques-
tion I would have for people across the 
aisle is, Do you actually support the 
Green New Deal? Do you support it in 
the form it has been proposed? I can’t 

imagine that you do because you un-
derstand the math, you understand the 
challenges, and you understand the re-
ality that $65,000 a year is the median 
household income in North Carolina. 

So what we are talking about—the 
cost of the bill over 10 years is roughly 
what the average North Carolinian 
family makes. We know that is not sus-
tainable. We know it is not sustainable 
to have our electric bills increase by 
$3,800 a year. We know it is not sustain-
able to go beyond just the energy com-
ponents of the Green New Deal to other 
aspects of the Green New Deal that 
just don’t make sense. 

So $93 trillion is not something I can 
get my head wrapped around. I know 
that is the number we are talking 
about. But I think we can get to the 
household impact and recognize that it 
is not sustainable, right? So why are 
we having this discussion? 

Mr. MARKEY. Would the Senator 
yield and tell us— 

Mr. TILLIS. I do not yield. 
Mr. BARRASSO. Regular order. 
Mr. MARKEY—where he got that 

bogus number of $93 trillion? That is a 
completely made-up number by the 
Koch brothers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PERDUE). The Senator from Massachu-
setts will suspend. The Senate is out of 
order. 

The Senator from North Carolina has 
the floor. 

Mr. TILLIS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina has made it 
very clear that he will not yield until 
he is finished. 

Mr. TILLIS. I will state for any other 
Members who come in that I have no 
intention of yielding. And in my time, 
in the 4 years I have been here, it has 
never occurred to me to interrupt in 
the way that we have been interrupted 
here, but maybe that actually gets to 
the point. This bill, as proposed, 
doesn’t work. 

I want to go back and tell you, as a 
Member of the North Carolina House, 
when I was in the minority as a Repub-
lican, I supported the renewable port-
folio standard. I went to my colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle and said: 
What you are proposing is not sustain-
able. Let’s work together and do some-
thing different. And we did. That gave 
rise to almost 13 percent of all the en-
ergy generated in North Carolina today 
being generated from renewable 
sources. It gave rise to a sustainable 
electric bill that is one of the most 
competitive in the country. 

What has happened with the Green 
New Deal is that the people at the ex-
treme are preventing those of us who 
actually want to make progress from 
having a reasonable discussion instead 
of shouting over each other. 

I don’t care if it is $93 trillion, $43 
trillion, or $10 trillion—it is 
unsustainable. We can sit here and 
question the sources, but at the end of 
the day, we all know that this was the-
ater. This was something that people 
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wanted to pitch. They wanted to win 
an election. But it was a dishonest 
promise that could never be fulfilled. 

If you take a look at the other provi-
sions of this bill—guaranteed jobs. I 
mean, it is reading like some sort of a 
socialist manifesto. As somebody who 
grew up in a trailer park and who 
didn’t get a degree until I was 36 years 
old, I want an America that gives me 
an opportunity, not an America that 
tells me what my job is and how much 
money I am going to make. 

So we have to have a realistic discus-
sion about the Green New Deal. We are 
pushing people into corners and not 
having a good discussion about things 
we should be making progress on. 

By the way, just out of levity, we 
even had some people go so far as to 
say that maybe we should reduce the 
number of cows we have on the planet 
because they create methane gas. I will 
not get into the gross reasons as to 
why. So maybe the chicken caucus is 
in favor of getting rid of cows or eating 
more cows. 

Why don’t we lower the temperature, 
recognize we have a proposal that 
doesn’t work, and recognize it was gen-
erally motivated by politics. And when 
you take such an extreme stand, you 
should expect the other side to come to 
the floor, just as we are doing today, 
and make it real. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, we had a 
lot of discussion about the energy parts 
of the Green New Deal, but it goes into 
lots of other areas. There are many fre-
quently asked questions. 

I would say on the energy costs—and 
President Obama’s energy adviser says 
you couldn’t reach the goal—one thing 
we need to remember on the energy 
costs is that families pay those utility 
bills. 

We just avoided a clean power regula-
tion that in my State would have dou-
bled the utility bill in 10 or 12 years. 
During the 3 years or so we were debat-
ing that because the court cases kept 
saying there really is no authority to 
do this, I kept reminding the people I 
work for, the next time you write your 
utility bill, just write out your check 
one more time, because if this goes 
into effect, within a decade, that is 
what you will be doing. See what hap-
pens when you pay that bill by writing 
your check one more time. 

Some of the questions on this have 
been about other things as well. The 
fact that we love a challenge—this 
Green New Deal creates that. It talks 
about Medicare for all. At least in the 
talking points, it talks about job guar-
antees for all, a vacation in every job 
guaranteed by the government, and I 
think maybe even a vacation in the 
government program if you choose not 
to work. 

There are lots of things here for peo-
ple to be concerned about. There are 
estimates of cost, but even if they were 
three times the cost, it would be pretty 
extraordinary. In fact, $36 trillion 

would rebuild the entire Interstate 
Highway System every year for 100 
years. When you are talking about $93 
trillion, $80 trillion is the entire gross 
domestic product of the world. These 
are big numbers. It is a big bill. 

Surprisingly, a dozen Senators are 
supporting this bill. They have cospon-
sored the bill. Whether it is the guar-
anteed jobs number or the universal 
healthcare number or the all-renewable 
electric grid system number or the 
guaranteed green housing number that 
individuals would have to comply with, 
this is an amazing step in a different 
direction. It is one that the country 
clearly will not take. It is one that I 
believe even the sponsors have some 
concerns about. 

We will have a chance to vote on it 
here in the next few days or weeks, and 
we will see what the American people 
have to say about it. 

I yield my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 

understand that the majority has the 
floor, and so I will be very brief. I have 
enormous regard for Senator BLUNT 
and for those who have spoken already. 
I just want to say that, for the people 
who say we want to have a discussion 
about this issue, we are so eager to 
have a discussion about this issue. I 
come here every week hoping to have a 
discussion about this issue, and I would 
love to have a discussion about this 
issue. I would love to have hearings in 
the Environment and Public Works 
Committee about a climate bill. 

I would love to have people working 
together to solve this problem. I will 
say that Senator SCHATZ and I have a 
piece of climate legislation that is not 
this one, but it does have the support 
of seven Republican former chairs of 
the President’s Council of Economic 
Advisers, six current and former Re-
publican Congressmen, four former Re-
publican EPA Administrators and Sec-
retaries of Treasury and State, two 
former Republican chairs of the Fed-
eral Reserve, and one former Repub-
lican CBO Director. A Republican con-
gressman referred to that bill as not 
just an olive branch reaching out to 
Republicans but an olive limb reaching 
out to Republicans. 

I hope we can emerge from this with 
a real conversation about real bills, 
and in the context of that, we will be 
very interested to know what the Re-
publican proposal is to deal with cli-
mate change. 

I yield the floor. 
I thank the Presiding Officer, and I 

appreciate the courtesy of my distin-
guished colleagues. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia. 

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. President, I would 
like to thank my colleague from Iowa 
for organizing this discussion on the 
Green New Deal resolution. 

The public doesn’t usually pay a 
whole lot of attention to nonbinding 
resolutions here in the Congress, but 

that is not the case with this one. The 
sponsors of the Green New Deal in the 
House and the Senate certainly deserve 
recognition for the profile they man-
aged to create so quickly. Of course, 
that is a double-edged sword because 
now people are beginning to pay atten-
tion to what is actually in the Green 
New Deal. 

Leader MCCONNELL has proposed 
bringing the resolution to the floor, 
which has created, in my view, sort of 
a baffling response. The planned spon-
sors are claiming that a vote is ‘‘cyn-
ical’’ and meant to ‘‘disrupt’’ their 
‘‘movement.’’ You and I both know 
that every Member of this body would 
clamor to have their bills brought up 
for floor consideration. Most of us here 
live in the land of realistic and prac-
tical solutions. 

The Green New Deal is very vague, 
but it does include enough detail to 
know that it proposes radical solutions 
that, in my view, are neither practical 
nor realistic. It is a wish list dressed up 
as environmental policy. 

We knew it was going to be expen-
sive. We knew the goal was to elimi-
nate coal and gas industries, along 
with a lot of other good-paying jobs 
that they support in energy States like 
mine. This isn’t the first salvo in the 
war on coal, for sure. We knew all the 
economic harm they would be pro-
posing, but this is a massive shift to 
the left that goes far beyond anything 
the Democrats have proposed before. 
This plan doesn’t stop at eliminating 
the use of coal and natural gas for elec-
tricity. The plan also ends nuclear 
electricity and severely curtails the 
commercial air industry. 

The environmental and energy com-
ponents of this proposal are estimated 
to cost $8.3 to $12.3 trillion over the 
next decade, which averages out to 
about $52,000 to $71,000 for every Amer-
ican household. 

We will be left with possibly an en-
ergy grid that lacks affordability and 
reliability to make the American man-
ufacturers competitive around the 
globe and meet the basic needs of our 
families. Right now, coal, natural gas, 
and nuclear energy account for 83 per-
cent of all the electricity produced in 
the United States. It is neither prac-
tical nor realistic to believe that we 
could phase all of that capacity out 
without some catastrophic con-
sequences. 

Unbelievably, this is just one piece of 
the Green New Deal. The sticker shock 
continues with tens of trillions of dol-
lars to fund guaranteed jobs for people 
unwilling to work, eliminate private 
healthcare for 170 Americans in favor 
of a government-run system, replace or 
retrofit all housing stock for environ-
mental compliance, and guaranteeing 
it to every American and putting food 
on everyone’s table. Altogether, it 
could cost possibly $93 trillion over a 
10-year period of time. We could liq-
uidate all the wealth in the entire 
country and maybe just cover that tab, 
but we wouldn’t have anything left. 
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The Green New Deal sponsors claim 

the government will be making invest-
ments. They claim that the returns 
will pay for everything and make a 
profit for the people. Is this realistic or 
practical? 

I think not. And if it fails, then what 
do we do? 

Some say the Green New Deal, even 
if it is a disaster of a policy that would 
destroy our economy, at least has Con-
gress finally talking about climate 
change. This is what we heard from my 
colleague. We serve on the EPW Com-
mittee together. It is a huge disservice, 
I think, to us. We have been working in 
a bipartisan fashion to deliver real so-
lutions since before anyone had ever 
heard of the Green New Deal. 

In the EPW Committee, Senators 
from coal States, such as Senator BAR-
RASSO from Wyoming, who is here, and 
Senator WHITEHOUSE from Rhode Is-
land, and Senator CARPER, and myself 
have been working for market-driven 
solutions to the challenge of atmos-
pheric CO2. 

Members of both parties have worked 
and will continue to work on these im-
portant policies to meaningfully ad-
dress carbon challenges while also pro-
tecting and creating jobs. We do not 
need a $93 trillion turn that fundamen-
tally alters the foundations of this 
country. We are capable of making in-
vestments in technology and infra-
structure to address our Nation’s chal-
lenges in a commonsense and bipar-
tisan way. 

The Green New Deal is not practical. 
It is not realistic, and it is a bit scary 
that so many Democrats are embracing 
it. The American people deserve to 
know where each of us stands on this 
policy. That is why we are going to 
have a vote. I am glad that we will 
have the opportunity to take a vote on 
this resolution in the coming months, 
and I hope that all of my colleagues 
will join me in opposing this utterly 
unfathomable and unworkable resolu-
tion. 

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

ator from Indiana. 
Mr. BRAUN. Mr. President, although 

I had prepared my remarks to address 
what many of my colleagues have just 
covered—and that would be the prepos-
terous proposal of the Green New 
Deal—I want to take a little different 
angle. 

I think there is a point where so 
often those of us on the conservative 
side of the ledger, I think, get over-
whelmed by the conversation being 
dominated by the other side. It is a fer-
tile ground to want to try to use a bet-
ter environment to parlay that incre-
mental way into more government. 

I think what we have here is just like 
addressing healthcare costs. We had 
ObamaCare—the Affordable Care Act— 
which turned out to be the ‘‘Uncom-
fortable Care Act,’’ but there were 
issues that were valid. In my own com-
pany years ago, I was worried about it. 
I drafted a plan that was proactive, ad-

dressed high healthcare costs, and 
made the pledge that you should never 
go broke because you get sick or have 
a bad accident. I crafted a plan through 
the real world that cut costs, and my 
employees have not paid a premium in-
crease in 9 years. 

I want to talk about the Green New 
Deal. I am a conservationist, and I am 
a member of the Nature Conservancy, 
as a business and an individual. We 
cannot let the other side co-opt the 
issue and preempt it because they 
think the argument is on their side. I 
am not going to belabor the point that 
I think it is preposterous. I want to 
make the point that if you think any 
of that can be done—whether it is $50 
trillion or $93 trillion—keep in mind 
that we are running nearly trillion-dol-
lar deficits. We are $22 trillion in debt. 
Does that sound like anything that the 
Federal Government could actually 
solve in a sustainable way when we are 
in a pickle like we are currently in? 

Until we change the dynamic here 
and get individuals who know how to 
do things where it works, in States like 
Indiana and in many States, and 
maybe let States have a bigger hand in 
the equation, where their budgets are 
balanced, where they have cash bal-
ances, and where it is not a false hope. 

Let’s look at the particulars of what 
the Green New Deal is supposed to do 
in addition to cleaning up our environ-
ment, which we have made great 
strides with. It is being spun as an eco-
nomic argument. It is the exact oppo-
site of that. I want to challenge folks 
on our side of the ledger, from the 
practical side, to where we generally 
lose out on the general argument, and, 
incrementally, things change against 
us over time. 

We just had legislation pass in 2017. I 
want to tell this little story of what we 
did in our own special way. I am going 
to challenge enterprisers and I am 
going to challenge businesses across 
the country to think about this as a 
way to avoid that. 

In 2017 we had, in my opinion—for en-
terprisers, small businesses, and farm-
ers; and I have been involved in both— 
the biggest opportunity that has come 
along in years. We are keeping more of 
our own resources and not sending it 
here to a broken institution that has 
given us all of these deficits and debt, 
but we have to do something with it. 

Back in January of 2018, my son, who 
is one of my three kids now in my busi-
ness, said: Dad, let’s take tax reform 
and share the benefits with employees. 

That is a great idea. I didn’t think it 
would have a bigger political meaning 
until he said: Hey, let’s put it in the 
company memo that it is due to tax re-
form. We have taken, in my mind, the 
biggest thing we could do—whether 
you want to return the dividends into 
the environment, into higher wages, or 
into whatever you want to do—and we 
have had less than a year to run with 
it. All I know is that like many compa-
nies in Indiana, we lowered healthcare 
costs and flattened them for 9 years. 

We raised 401(k) benefits. We started 
quarterly bonuses instead of just an-
nual ones. 

We are doing what I think this coun-
try needs to do—quit looking to the 
Federal Government to solve all of our 
problems, even when they have an ar-
gument like that we need to further 
improve our environment, that we need 
to avoid what could possibly be a ca-
tastrophe down the road, where we do 
stick our head in the sand. 

Don’t look to this institution to do it 
because I don’t think you can credibly 
say that you can do anything in the 
context of the product that has been 
delivered over the last decade or two. 
States, individuals, businesses, organi-
zations—but especially businesses, be-
cause we have reaped the benefits, in 
my opinion, of the biggest legislation 
that has occurred in decades—must put 
our money where our mouth is, where 
my company’s is. Invest in your em-
ployees and change the system from 
the bottom up, not from the top down. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska. 

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, first, 
I want to thank my colleagues for com-
ing down here and having this impor-
tant discussion. I want to thank my 
Democratic colleagues, for whom I 
have a lot of respect, for being here and 
having this debate. I am sure it is not 
going to be the first time that we are 
going to be doing this on the Green 
New Deal or other elements of pro-
posals coming from the House or the 
Senate. This is a big issue happening in 
the House and what is going to happen 
over here with some of our colleagues. 

I think, in many ways, it is an issue 
that focuses on the future and where 
the country is going. As the majority 
leader recently said in an interview, ‘‘I 
can pretty safely say this is the first 
time in my political career that the es-
sence of America is being debated . . . 
of socialism and democratic cap-
italism.’’ 

OK. Let’s have that debate. We are 
having that debate. What is the essence 
of America? I believe it is freedom and 
liberty. That is what we are founded 
on, and that is what I think proposals 
like the Green New Deal would under-
mine. To be clear, some people are jok-
ing about it—like banning hamburgers 
or airplanes or returning to the horse 
and buggy, but I actually think there 
are many people who are looking at 
this very seriously, and so we should. 

Some of these kinds of ideas can be 
funny until they are not funny. What 
we are trying to do here is to talk 
about this proposal in a serious man-
ner. In my State, the great State of 
Alaska, this is a deadly serious matter. 
There is so much that is in this idea, 
the Green New Deal—government take-
over, healthcare, free housing, and free 
food, and the list goes on and on. The 
costs, as have been pointed out, are 
very high. 

Today what I want to do is to talk 
about one aspect that would be par-
ticularly detrimental to my State and 
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to many other States—my colleagues 
from West Virginia and North Dakota 
are here on the floor—and that is this 
proposal to ban hydrocarbons produced 
in America within a decade. This is not 
a joke. 

There are many Members in this 
body—some are on the floor right now, 
and some are in the House—who think 
this is a serious proposal and would 
like to do it. I want to talk about that. 
I want to stipulate that I am certainly 
somebody who is in favor of ‘‘all of the 
above’’ energy. The fact that America 
is now producing more oil, more gas, 
and more renewables than any other 
country in the world is good for all of 
us, Democrats and Republicans. 

My colleague from Rhode Island is 
here. He and I have worked on a whole 
host of issues together involving 
oceans. I think the technological ad-
vances with regard to hundreds of 
years of supplies of natural gas with 
technology and with renewables pro-
vide huge opportunities for Democrats 
and Republicans to work together to 
bring down greenhouse gas emissions. 
This is enormous. We are just scratch-
ing the surface. 

I look forward to working with him 
and the Senator from Massachusetts on 
these kinds of ideas because I think 
they are exciting, and I think, when 
you are burning natural gas at very 
high temperatures, you almost have 
very little greenhouse gas emissions. 
Combine that with technology and re-
newables. We have hundreds of years of 
these supplies. It is a great oppor-
tunity, and it is exciting. I want to 
work with them. 

Let me get back to the proposal on 
the Green New Deal on natural re-
sources. 

In my opinion, we do not spend 
enough time on this floor talking 
about the positive societal benefits of 
natural resource development in Amer-
ica—oil, gas, renewables, fisheries. 
These industries don’t just fuel our 
power generation and transportation 
and electricity for our homes; these in-
dustries literally lift people out of pov-
erty. They lengthen life expectancy. 
They literally save lives. There is a 
strong correlation between poverty, 
the lack of economic opportunity, and 
the health of our citizens. 

I am going to show a few charts here. 
This correlation is strong in my 

State, particularly with our Alaska 
Native population. In 1954, the Interior 
Department, with the help of the Uni-
versity of Pittsburgh, conducted a 
study of the health of Alaska Natives. 

Here is a quote from 1954: ‘‘The indig-
enous people of Native Alaska are the 
victims of sickness, crippling condi-
tions and premature death to a degree 
exceeded in very few parts of the 
world.’’ 

Some of the poorest people on the 
planet were my constituents in Alas-
ka—in America—in 1954. More than 10 
years later, in 1969—just 50 years ago— 
the situation was still dire. 

Here is what Emil Notti, the presi-
dent of the Alaska Federation of Na-

tives, told Congress 50 years ago, in 
1969: 

The native people in rural Alaska live in 
the most miserable homes in the United 
States. The life expectancy of the average 
Native Alaskan is 34 years old compared to 
69 years old for the rest of the country. 

So what happened after that? 
We had a big change. We are not 

there yet, but we had a big change, and 
I want to explain. This was a chart 
that was studied just last year in the 
Journal of Internal Medicine. It is a 
study that was published in 2018 about 
the life expectancies of Americans. 

Where you see blue and purple is 
where Americans’ life expectancy in-
creased the most. The State with the 
greatest change in the entire country 
was in my State. By the way, that is a 
pretty important statistic—life expect-
ancy. It doesn’t get more important 
than that. Are you living longer? Look 
what happened in Alaska. The North 
Slope of Alaska, the Aleutian Islands 
chain, and the southeast all experi-
enced huge increases in life expectancy 
from these very low levels, some of the 
lowest in the world. 

Why did that happen? 
On the North Slope of Alaska, this 

Congress passed the Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline Authorization Act to develop 
Prudhoe Bay, to develop oil and gas— 
some of the biggest fields in the world. 
At the same time, we also had a very 
large zinc mine that came into produc-
tion. Because of this body’s Magnuson- 
Stevens Act, we also had a huge in-
crease in our fisheries. 

The bottom line is that natural re-
source development happened in Alas-
ka, in America, and people’s lives in-
creased. That is a remarkable thing, 
and we don’t talk about it enough. The 
average life expectancy increase in 
Alaska was almost between 8 and 13 
years. That is a measure of success be-
cause we were developing our resources 
of oil and gas. That is why I am taking 
this Green New Deal literally deadly 
seriously because what we have done in 
our State and in our country by pro-
ducing resources is we have created the 
ability for people to actually live 
longer, and I challenge my colleagues 
to come up with a better statistic and 
a more important statistic than that. 

I am going to end with a quote from 
a gentleman who came down here and 
testified in front of the Senate, Mat-
thew Rexford—a proud Alaska Native 
leader from Kaktovik, AK, which is in 
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. He 
testified that Congress should give his 
small community the opportunity to 
develop the resources near his village. 
We did that in 2017 after a 40-year de-
bate. 

He spoke firsthand about his knowl-
edge as to what resource development 
did for America, for Alaska, and for his 
community: 

The oil and gas industry supports our com-
munities by providing jobs, business oppor-
tunities, infrastructure investment. It has 
built our schools, hospitals. It has moved our 
people from Third World living conditions to 

what we expect in America. We refuse to go 
backward in time. 

That is what he said. I believe the 
Green New Deal—certainly, its ban on 
hydrocarbon production—would take 
us back in time. For the sake of Mat-
thew and all of these Alaskans who 
have done so well by responsibly devel-
oping our resources, we are not going 
to allow that to happen. 

I yield the floor to my colleague from 
North Dakota. 

Mr. MARKEY. Will the Senator 
yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. 

Does the Senator from Alaska yield 
for a question? 

Mr. SULLIVAN. I yield my time to 
the Senator from North Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
not possible. 

Mr. MARKEY. Would the Senator 
from Alaska yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, I be-
lieve I still have the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. The 
Senator from Alaska yielded the floor. 

The Senator from Massachusetts is 
recognized. 

Mr. MARKEY. I thank the Presiding 
Officer. 

Mr. President, I would pose a ques-
tion to the Senator from Alaska. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts cannot pose a 
question. He has the floor. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, 
through the Presiding Officer, I pose a 
question to the Senator from Alaska. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska does not have the 
floor. Therefore, he cannot respond. 

The Senator from Massachusetts has 
the floor. 

Mr. MARKEY. I thank the Presiding 
Officer. 

I will just make this point through 
the Presiding Officer, which is that the 
words ‘‘fossil fuels’’ are not in the reso-
lution. No. 2, airplanes are not banned 
in the resolution. No. 3, there is no 
guarantee for healthcare for everyone 
in America in the resolution. No. 4, 
there is nothing that provides for those 
who are unwilling to work in the reso-
lution. None of this is true. 

We know the Koch brothers paid for 
this $93 trillion study, and all we are 
hearing from the Republican side is of 
a Koch brothers-produced document 
that is absolutely inaccurate. There is 
no banning of airplanes. There is no 
guarantee of Medicare for all. Neither 
of those is in the resolution. This en-
tire discussion is based upon a com-
pletely fraudulent, bogus report that 
the Koch brothers produced. 

What we are trying to say to the 
other side is we should have a debate 
about the science, that we should have 
a debate about the human activity, 
that we should have a debate about 
what the solutions are, and that we 
should bring it out here as a great de-
liberative body. 
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Right now, we are debating the Green 

New Deal, but the Republicans haven’t 
given us any hearings. They have given 
us no scientists, no witnesses, and no 
debate. They are just doing this be-
cause the Koch brothers have produced 
a report at a cost of $93 trillion that is 
completely and totally inaccurate. In 
fact, with regard to the accusation of 
the banning of airplanes, PolitiFact 
has looked at it, examined it, and said 
it is completely and totally inaccurate. 

I think it is difficult to have a debate 
when the facts here are those which we 
cannot submit to committees, wit-
nesses, debates. Instead, all we are sub-
jected to is a representation of the 
Green New Deal that is completely in-
accurate. For that matter, the words 
‘‘fossil fuels’’ don’t even appear in the 
Green New Deal. 

This is not right. If the Republicans 
want to, they should set up a debate. 
Then we could have it out here on 
whether the planet is dangerously 
warming, whether human activity is 
principally responsible, whether this 
body should take action in order to 
deal with that problem, and whether, 
economically, we can unleash a techno-
logical revolution to solve the problem. 

That is what we should be debating 
out here this afternoon, not a whole 
group of bogus facts that have been 
produced by the Koch brothers, have 
been paid for by the Koch brothers, and 
that are being repeated over and over 
again on the other side without any 
Republican saying he actually believes 
the planet is dangerously warming, 
that he actually agrees with the U.N.’s 
scientists who say it is an existential 
threat to us, that he actually agrees it 
is largely caused by human activity, 
and that we, the greatest deliberative 
body in the world, should have a robust 
debate. If the Republicans believe it is 
serious, they should present their own 
plan for debate on the Senate floor. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. MARKEY. I yield to the leader. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, we 

thank our friends on the other side of 
the aisle for helping to make our case. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
Senator asking a question? 

Mr. SCHUMER. Yes, I am asking a 
question. 

If the Senator from Massachusetts 
has the floor, I ask a question of the 
Senator from Massachusetts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Massachusetts yield for a 
question? 

Mr. MARKEY. I yield to the leader 
for a question. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, we 
have been making the case for the last 
several weeks that our Republican col-
leagues love to get up and rant about 
what they are against even though 
they exaggerate and tell mistruths 
about the bill Senator MARKEY has 
sponsored. Yet we have been asking re-
peatedly, haven’t we, three questions: 
Do you believe climate change is real? 
Do you believe it is caused by human 

activity? Most importantly, what 
would you do about it? 

Here we have had an hour of debate, 
haven’t we, with our Republican col-
leagues, and there have been a lot of 
mistruths and a lot of ‘‘here is what we 
are against’’ but not one single thing 
they are for. 

So isn’t it true, my friend from Mas-
sachusetts, that they have helped to 
make our case? We are glad they are fi-
nally talking about climate change, 
but we have to do something about it. 
Isn’t it true we haven’t heard a single 
positive response about what they 
would do? 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, the 
leader has put his finger right on it. 

We want a debate. We want to see 
their plan. We want to know if they 
agree with the science of the entire 
United Nations and 13 of our own Fed-
eral Agencies that produced an iden-
tical report at the end of 2018—that 
being, it is dangerous and a great 
threat to our country, and we have to 
do something about it. 

So where is the Republicans’ plan? 
What is their answer? Of course, they 
don’t have one. They want to bring out 
the Green New Deal with no hearings, 
no witnesses, and no science when they 
should be bringing out their own plan. 

The leader is right. It is just, basi-
cally, a condition they have, and the 
number they are using—the $93 trillion 
in terms of the cost of the Green New 
Deal—is a Koch brothers-produced 
number. It is their group that put it to-
gether. So how could we possibly be 
having a serious debate about some-
thing the Koch brothers have produced, 
in terms of dealing with global warm-
ing, since they are central players in 
this dangerous warming of our planet? 

I yield to the leader. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I pose 

a second question. 
Isn’t it true that our Republican col-

leagues have been in the majority for 5 
years and that during that time, more 
and more Americans believe global 
warming is a serious problem? I think 
it is above two-thirds. It is at 70 per-
cent. It is a significant percentage of 
Republicans and a majority of Demo-
crats and Independents. Isn’t it true 
that in those 5 years, the Republican 
leader, our friend, hasn’t brought a sin-
gle piece of legislation to the floor that 
would deal with climate change in any 
way? Is that correct? 

Mr. MARKEY. The leader is correct. 
No solutions, 5 years, and it is more 
dangerously warm on the planet. Four 
hundred billion dollars’ worth of dam-
age was done to our country in the last 
2 years. We had fires out in the West, 
flooding, $400 billion worth of damage— 
and the consensus among scientists is 
that it is only going to grow worse as 
each year goes by—and still no an-
swers. Nothing on the floor from the 
Republicans, nothing that would deal 
with the problem, and no admission 
that it is caused by human beings and 
that we can do something about it. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Finally, we have not 
heard a single answer from any of the 

Senators on the floor or any who spoke 
about what their plan is. 

So I would ask you to repeat and ask 
them three questions that they still 
haven’t answered—simple questions 
with no predisposed answers. 

A, do any of our Republican col-
leagues—this is a question—believe cli-
mate change is real? 

Mr. MARKEY. We don’t know the an-
swer. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Second, do any of our 
Republican colleagues over there be-
lieve it is caused by human activity? 

Mr. MARKEY. We don’t know the an-
swer. 

Mr. SCHUMER. And C, do they have 
any plan, proposal, suggestion as to 
how we deal with the issue? 

Mr. MARKEY. We don’t know the an-
swer. 

Mr. SCHUMER. And I would ask my 
colleague to ask our Republican 
friends—if they have an answer to any 
of those questions, to yield the floor to 
them. 

Mr. MARKEY. And I would be glad to 
yield the floor to any of them who 
would be willing to be recognized, but, 
through the leader, the problem is that 
they keep talking about a $93 trillion 
cost, which is a report from the Amer-
ican Action Forum, a partisan, right-
wing group funded by the Koch Broth-
ers and Karl Rove as a sister group to 
his Crossroads USA 501(c)(3). That is 
what we are now debating out here on 
the floor, and not the science. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Can you ask them to 
not repeat the same talking points 
about what they are against and fi-
nally say something about what they 
are for? 

Mr. MARKEY. I would yield to any of 
my friends on the other side of the 
aisle who have concrete, positive pro-
posals for dealing with the crisis of cli-
mate change in our country and on the 
planet. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to come to 
the floor to answer those specific ques-
tions, and I would point to an op-ed 
that I wrote for the New York Times 
last year. Perhaps the Senator from 
New York doesn’t read his hometown 
newspaper, but there is an editorial in 
the New York Times of December 18: 
‘‘Cut Carbon Through Innovation, Not 
Regulation.’’ It is a plan. Cut carbon 
through innovation, not regulation. 

The question is, Do we believe the 
climate is changing? Do humans have 
an impact? The answer is yes to both. 
As a matter of fact, I wrote: 

[The] climate is changing, and we, collec-
tively, have a responsibility to do something 
about it. 

It is right here in the New York 
Times from December 18. 

Second, the United States and the world 
will continue to rely on affordable and abun-
dant fossil fuels, including coal, to power our 
economies for decades to come. 

We need to also rely on innovation, 
not new taxes, not punishing global 
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agreements. That is the ultimate solu-
tion. 

I will point out that this is some-
thing that I had written and submitted 
and published long before the so-called 
Green New Deal was ever introduced 
into Congress either in the House or in 
the Senate. 

I go on to say: 
People across the world are rejecting the 

idea that carbon taxes and raising the cost of 
energy is the answer to lowering emissions. 

Because we know, as I go on: 
In France, the government just suspended 

a planned fuel tax increase after some of its 
citizens took to the streets in protest. 

It was every story on the news. 
And in the United States, the results of 

[the] November elections showed that these 
plans and other government interventions 
are just as unpopular. 

Voters in Washington State rejected the 
creation of an expensive tax on carbon emis-
sions. In Colorado, a ballot measure to se-
verely restrict drilling was defeated. And in 
Arizona, voters rejected a mandate to make 
the state’s utilities much more dependent on 
renewable energy by 2030—regardless of the 
cost to consumers. 

I would point out that all three of 
those States elected liberal Democrats 
to Congress on election night. 

In further answer to that question, I 
would point to USA TODAY, March 4, 
2019. Today is the 6th, so we are talking 
Monday. Today is Wednesday. This is 
this week’s paper, front page: 

To a warming planet’s rescue: Carbon Cap-
ture. 

To the rescue of a warming planet. 
In the race against climate change, sci-

entists are looking for ways to pull CO2 out 
of the Earth’s atmosphere and store it away. 

And what they point to is bipartisan 
legislation passed by this body, passed 
by the House, and signed into law by 
President Trump focusing on carbon 
capture and sequestration. It talks 
about a program called 45Q. That is the 
FUTURE Act. One of the cosponsors 
from the other side of the aisle is on 
the floor right now. His name is men-
tioned, my name is mentioned in find-
ing the solution. 

There are Republican solutions and 
ideas that are focused on innovation, 
not regulation, not taxation, focused 
on freedom and the innovation that we 
have had. 

So I just come to tell you, Mr. Presi-
dent, that there are solutions, and the 
Republicans will continue to offer 
them. We had a hearing most recently 
just last week on something called the 
USE IT Act—again, to capture carbon 
and to sequester it. We have been 
working on new-age nuclear power, 
working with leaders around the world. 
We passed that, and it was signed into 
law—an innovation bill for nuclear 
power, new-age nuclear power that will 
be in small reactors, safer reactors, 
cheaper to use, no carbon whatsoever. 

So there are absolute solutions, and 
Republicans are going to continue to 
come to the floor, but we are not going 
to support something that would bank-
rupt the country, something that 

would raise the cost of energy for fami-
lies, something that would drive people 
to the point of having to spend money 
they don’t have, having our country 
borrow money we don’t have, all at a 
time when you say, what is the cause? 
There are suggestions and numbers 
that have been raised. I haven’t heard 
any numbers from the other side of the 
aisle. 

So I come to the floor to tell you 
that Republicans have continued to 
offer solutions, and I have been offering 
some of these solutions for 10 years. It 
took us a while to get these into law, 
but they are working. They are work-
ing and have been identified as work-
ing. Even President Obama’s former 
Secretary of Energy, Ernie Moniz, who 
came and testified to the Energy and 
Natural Resources Committee, said 
there are two things that would make 
a big difference. One is the new-age nu-
clear work that we are doing, and the 
other is carbon capture and sequestra-
tion. Those are large-scale products 
that work. 

I see other colleagues on the floor. 
Do I have the floor right now? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming has the floor. 

Mr. BARRASSO. Well, as long as I 
continue to have the floor, I would like 
to point out that we have a booming 
economy in this country. In just over a 
year, tax relief has helped create 3 mil-
lion new jobs. Manufacturing jobs have 
increased for 10 straight months. There 
is the fact that we have more jobs 
available than there are people looking 
for jobs. We have a booming economy. 
I want to do nothing that is going to 
harm these people all across the coun-
try who are working to have an oppor-
tunity in such a strong, healthy, grow-
ing economy. 

This Green New Deal—this Big Gov-
ernment takeover of the economy—it 
is masked as an environmental pro-
posal. To me, it is radical. The presi-
dent of the Laborers’ International 
Union of North America calls it a ‘‘bad 
deal.’’ 

Take a look at America. We are lead-
ing the world in reducing carbon diox-
ide because of the technological and in-
novative techniques we have had. We 
know from what we hear about the 
Green New Deal that it is prohibitively 
expensive, with predictions of up to $93 
trillion. The entire net worth of the 
United States—of all the homes and all 
the families and everything—is only 
$112 trillion, and this alone would cost 
$93 trillion. You can go by how much it 
is going to cost each individual family. 
It is completely unaffordable. It is not 
something that is workable. But it is 
so far outside the America mainstream 
even if it were affordable. 

So what we have seen here is the 
Democrats take another hard left turn. 
Under this Green New Deal, in just 10 
years, the Nation’s energy system 
would undergo a Washington 
makeover. The Green New Deal would 
end the use of energy resources that 
currently provide power for three out 

of five homes and businesses in the 
United States. Think about the harm 
that would cause the economy. This 
Green New Deal mandates the use of 
expensive power sources that can’t 
keep the lights on. Wind and solar are 
important. We need more renewable 
energy in this country. But right now, 
wind and solar provide less than 8 per-
cent of our electricity. 

Should we increase the use of renew-
ables? Absolutely. But eliminating af-
fordable coal and natural gas would be 
a costly mistake—and not only that, it 
is impossible to do. The electric grid 
can’t handle it. 

Last month, there was an op-ed in 
the Wall Street Journal titled ‘‘The 
Green New Deal’s Impossible Electric 
Grid,’’ written by Robert Blohm of the 
North American Electric Reliability 
Corporation. He writes that if the elec-
tric grid relies solely on renewable en-
ergy sources, ‘‘the grid itself may col-
lapse.’’ 

That is not all we lose if the grid col-
lapses. Our transportation system is in 
the crosshairs. The Green New Deal 
seeks to transform how Americans 
travel. It calls for an extensive and ex-
pensive national, high-speed rail sys-
tem to replace air travel. 

The State of California attempted to 
build a high-speed rail line between Los 
Angeles and San Francisco. It turns 
out the price was too high even for 
California. The Governor, Gavin 
Newsom, just recently canceled the 
line between San Francisco and Los 
Angeles. Why? He said because of the 
massive cost. But it is all part of the 
Green New Deal. The question is, If 
California can’t afford to build high- 
speed rail between two major cities, 
how can we afford to build a system 
that crisscrosses the country? We 
can’t. 

The Green New Deal doesn’t stop at 
energy and travel; it extends to every 
building in the country. Homeowners 
are going to be forced to retrofit their 
houses, and businesses would have to 
do the same. 

This is what massive government 
overreach looks like. 

The rest of the world is going to con-
tinue to pollute even if the country 
were to adopt something as extreme as 
the Green New Deal. It would cancel all 
of the gains we have made in the 
United States by the fact that our 
emissions continue to go down. In 2017, 
we produced just 13 percent of global 
emissions here in the United States— 
just 13 percent. China and India to-
gether—33 percent. And they are rising 
over there. Without dramatic changes 
from India and China, global emissions 
are going to continue to climb. So even 
if all the Green New Deal’s costly man-
dates went into effect, with the punish-
ment to our country and our economy, 
there would still be no real effect on 
the Earth’s temperature. 

So, look, it is no surprise that the 
Democrats are trying to duck this big 
green bomb. Senate Democrats may 
even decide to vote present to avoid 
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voting for their own extreme proposal 
that a dozen of them have either signed 
on to or cosponsored, including just 
about every Democratic Senator who is 
running for President. They have all 
signed on. They are all cosponsoring it. 

This green dream is unreachable, but 
there is a proven way to reduce our 
emissions, which is why I talk about 
what we are wanting to do in a positive 
way with nuclear energy, with carbon 
capture, things that have gathered the 
attention of the New York Times and 
were on the front page of USA TODAY 
on Monday. 

So we are going to continue to work 
with the FUTURE Act and with the 
USE IT Act. The committee is going to 
continue to work in a bipartisan way 
because Republicans are committed to 
finding solutions through innovation, 
not taxation, not regulation—solutions 
that do not hurt our strong and 
healthy, growing economy. 

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

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CRAMER. Mr. President, I rise to 

join my colleagues, first of all, in, yes, 
opposing this Green New Deal, this 
joint resolution, that is full of so many 
dangerous policies and positions. But 
before I get into my reasons for that, 
let me also join my colleague from Wy-
oming in saying I am for the things he 
is for and even more—carbon capture, 
utilization, and storage, refined coal, 
all kinds of ways that we can accom-
plish the same goals together, with re-
alistic proposals, not fantasies. 

Let me also say something that 
should warm the heart of our colleague 
from Massachusetts. The Koch broth-
ers strongly opposed my candidacy and 
my election to the U.S. Senate. I owe 
them nothing, and I am grateful. 

You know, I wasn’t always this pessi-
mistic about the possibilities in this 
Chamber. I believe, in fact, that di-
vided government presents an oppor-
tunity for the parties to come together 
to find common ground and to have 
legislative victories based on shared 
goals and shared values. I hope we can 
get back to that. 

I had hoped for it even on controver-
sial issues, like immigration and 
healthcare, and I certainly hoped for it 
on energy policy, but when I heard that 
the Democrats were proposing this 
Green New Deal, I didn’t view it as an 
opportunity for political gamesman-
ship. I viewed it as an opportunity to 
find common ground, to compromise, 
to find balance, and to negotiate the 
way that I believe our founders in-
tended it. 

I don’t think killing innovators with 
something like a Green New Deal is 
how we accomplish the goals they say 
they are for in their Green New Deal. 

You can imagine my disappointment 
when I read the contents of this joint 
resolution. The Green New Deal is not 
serious policy. It is a fantasy. I am per-
sonally disappointed to see so many of 
my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle cosponsor this—especially those 

who are seeking higher office—and ig-
nore the realities. 

Someone earlier mentioned that the 
Green New Deal never talks about air-
planes. No, but it does say that we 
want to transition to 100-percent re-
newable energy by 2030. Well, I don’t 
know how you fly airplanes without 
having fossil fuels. 

As the Presiding Officer may have 
seen, in my State of North Dakota, we 
are having a really, really cold winter. 
In fact, most of the Upper Midwest is. 
The National Weather Service referred 
to a stretch of this really cold weather 
earlier this winter as a polar vortex. 
We call it winter. 

Polar vortex or whatever you want to 
call it, it has been a rough winter. 
Rough winters aren’t rare or new to us, 
but this one has been particularly cold. 
We were well below zero several days in 
a row. In fact, during the polar vortex, 
one day the wind chill was well below 
50 degrees below. By the way, for those 
of you from the South, 50 below is 
below zero—zero. It is a really low 
number. 

But I believe there are some facts 
that have been left out related to how 
this will affect human health. 

On January 1, in Hettinger, ND, it 
reached 42 degrees below zero without 
wind chill. That is real temperature. 
Again, that has happened in many 
communities throughout the State. 

During these low temperatures, guess 
what doesn’t happen. The wind doesn’t 
blow, and when the wind doesn’t blow, 
windmills stop providing energy, and 
they actually start consuming it. When 
I was a regulator, I cited a couple thou-
sand megawatts of wind turbines in 
North Dakota. 

When the energy can’t be produced 
by wind turbines, it turns to gas, and, 
then, guess what happens. Natural gas 
providers have to ask their customers 
to curtail their gas consumption be-
cause they need the gas for a more firm 
supply of electricity that backs up the 
wind turbines. 

Again, I was a utility regulator. I saw 
this happen a lot, and it happened just 
a couple of weeks ago in the Midwest. 

Can you imagine that when tempera-
tures drop below minus 22 degrees and 
wind turbines stop working? That 
means that many North Dakotans, like 
my mom and my grandchildren, have 
to rely on intermittent electricity to 
fill the gap caused by the cutbacks in 
gas. Do you see the cycle of this? It is 
a circle. One bad thing leads to another 
bad thing. 

In this situation, it is when—not if— 
an electric outage occurs during a 
polar vortex, it would be disastrous for 
the people of my State and many oth-
ers. This is a serious health risk, and I 
do not want my friends and family to 
ever wonder if they will be able to 
warm their homes when they need it 
the most. 

Even if the Green New Deal were to 
pass, we could never afford it. You have 
heard a lot of statements today from 
Members about the expected cost of up 

to $93 trillion. You can argue that it is 
not $93 trillion—that it is only $90 tril-
lion, it is only $80 trillion, or it is only 
$50 trillion. It is too much. It is 
unaffordable. And $93 trillion is more 
than 90 percent of the combined wealth 
of all—I said ‘‘all’’—American house-
holds in this country. It would cost 
every American family as much as 
$65,000 per year, which, as you know, is 
more than the average yearly house-
hold income. 

A tax-and-spend agenda to pay for an 
energy plan that wouldn’t even work 
flies in the face of one of our Nation’s 
greatest success stories—our domestic 
energy production. 

To a large degree, the U.S. rocket 
ship economy is being driven by the en-
ergy renaissance happening all across 
our country, like in my State of North 
Dakota. Our strategy of energy domi-
nance encompasses an ‘‘all of the 
above’’ approach—harnessing wind, oil, 
natural gas, solar, nuclear, and, yes, 
coal potential. 

Millions of Americans are employed 
by energy development, and that num-
ber is only expected to grow. 

In fact, in 2020 the United States will 
become a net energy exporter for the 
first time. At the same time, emissions 
have steadily decreased over the years, 
and it serves as a very important na-
tional security hedge. Why would we 
halt this positive momentum and sty-
mie promising solutions? 

The key to a better energy future is 
not taxation regulation but innovation 
and empowerment, as so beautifully ar-
ticulated by my friend from Wyoming. 

Ms. STABENOW. Would my friend 
from North Dakota pause for a ques-
tion? 

Mr. CRAMER. If these recent polar 
vortexes and cold winters taught us 
anything, it is that we have a well- 
rounded energy policy that encourages 
the best ideas. We need to be pragmatic 
and collaborative to find solutions. 
That is not what defines this Green 
New Deal. It is unrealistic, unwork-
able, and unaffordable. 

I hope we never become so lopsided 
that my friends, neighbors, and family 
back home are unable to turn the heat 
on when they need it the most. 

I yield the floor. 
Ms. STABENOW. Will my friend from 

North Dakota be willing to yield for a 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. COT-
TON). The Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, I am 
grateful for the opportunity to echo 
my colleagues’ concerns about the 
Green New Deal. 

We are here because the majority 
leader has indicated that the Senate 
will be considering this misguided pro-
posal in the coming weeks. 

You would think our colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle would be ec-
static about the idea of a Senate vote 
on a resolution that essentially com-
passes their party’s entire platform. In-
stead, the minority leader is scram-
bling to conceive ideas that will give 
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his caucus members cover instead of 
embracing a plan. I can see why. 

The Green New Deal didn’t quite re-
ceive the celebration Democrats were 
expecting when it was announced. Its 
release was greeted with a combination 
of bewilderment, amusement, and con-
fusion, which gave way to anger and 
disbelief the more Americans learned 
about it. 

This is understandable. People don’t 
tend to react positively when you 
threaten to upheave their lives by 
eliminating their jobs, outlawing their 
vehicles, and demanding they essen-
tially build their homes to whatever 
standards Democrats in Washington 
decide. 

If you ask most Americans if govern-
ment control over almost every aspect 
of their lives is the direction they want 
to see the Nation take, the answer is 
an overwhelming no. Yet that is ex-
actly what the Green New Deal seeks 
to do under the pretense of ending cli-
mate change. 

The authors of the Green New Deal 
and its accompanying memo suggest 
their plan is the cure for all of soci-
ety’s ills. They cast themselves as sav-
iors who will end global warming, in-
come equality, and depression in one 
fell swoop. The Green New Deal will 
guarantee every American free 
healthcare, college tuition, and a job 
with a ‘‘family-sustaining’’ wage. 

That last part isn’t even required to 
receive the benefits promised by the 
Green New Deal. If an able-bodied per-
son is unwilling to look for work, the 
government would provide ‘‘economic 
security’’ under the plan. 

What supporters can’t say is how 
they will implement this, what impact 
it will have on the average American, 
and where the trillions of dollars it will 
cost will come from. These details are 
important when you are asking for sup-
port of a plan that is estimated to cost 
up to $93 trillion and dramatically ex-
pands the Federal Government’s reach 
into the daily lives of every American. 

Single moms, seniors, and those liv-
ing on fixed incomes—the very people 
whom the Green New Deal supporters 
purport to help—will be the most nega-
tively impacted by this proposal. 

Getting the majority of our Nation’s 
energy from renewable sources is cer-
tainly a worthy goal. However, you 
cannot brand a $93 trillion, all-encom-
passing liberal wish list as an energy 
plan and expect it to be embraced with 
no questions asked. 

Only a fraction of this plan deals 
with climate change, but its energy 
mandates are entirely unworkable. The 
Green New Deal dictates that the Na-
tion will rely 100 percent on renewable 
power within a decade. Experts say it 
is impossible to accomplish this by 
2050, much less within a constricted 10- 
year timeline. 

The way forward to solve our envi-
ronmental challenges should be driven 
by positive incentives, research, and 
development, not heavyhanded regula-
tion. 

The uncomfortable truth for the 
Green New Deal proponents is that the 
United States is already leading the 
charge on reducing carbon emissions. 
We can continue to build on that 
progress and encourage change within 
the international community without 
mandating a government takeover of 
nearly every sector of our economy. 

As a member of the Environment and 
Public Works Committee, I have long 
advocated for an ‘‘all of the above’’ ap-
proach to energy security. This strat-
egy includes wind, renewable biomass, 
hydroelectric and solar power, and it 
absolutely needs to include the expan-
sion of nuclear power, which the Green 
New Deal mysteriously leaves out. 

These are the right ways to respon-
sibly address our energy needs. The 
Green New Deal—which makes undeliv-
erable promises, proposes to dramati-
cally drive up costs for every Amer-
ican, and eliminates thousands of jobs 
in the energy sector—is not the way to 
go. The Green New Deal will result in 
a staggering loss of jobs. It redistrib-
utes wealth on a scale our Nation has 
never seen before. It calls for a massive 
government takeover of our Nation’s 
economy and culture. Worst of all, it 
hides all of this in a fanciful energy 
modernization scheme that can’t be 
achieved in the manner it is written. 

The Green New Deal is not a serious 
plan. The Senate should whole-
heartedly reject it when it comes be-
fore us. 

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

ator from Michigan. 
Ms. STABENOW. Thank you, Mr. 

President. 
Mr. President, I am here on the floor 

to ultimately speak regarding Mr. Re-
adler’s nomination, but I do want to re-
spond to my colleagues. It is hard to 
know where we begin because so much 
is said that doesn’t make any sense. It 
is made up. It is ridiculous. 

What I wanted to address as my col-
league was speaking was where it said 
in the Green New Deal that we couldn’t 
have ice cream. I have looked every-
where. I like ice cream, and I was 
shocked that we weren’t going to have 
ice cream. Sure enough, there is no-
where where it says that they are out-
lawing ice cream. 

For people who like cheeseburgers 
and milkshakes, I don’t see anything in 
there about that either. 

As the lead Democrat in the Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry Com-
mittee, who works with farmers every 
single day and appreciates the great 
work they are doing to stop carbon pol-
lution, I would just have to say that it 
is pretty silly, if it weren’t so serious, 
how the Republican majority and the 
Republican leader are mocking what is 
probably the most serious issue of our 
time. 

There are many things that I care 
about and the people in Michigan care 
about, but if we don’t get a handle on 
what is happening on this erratic and 
dangerous weather, it is going to affect 

every part of our economy and every 
part of our way of life. 

So if the majority leader or others 
want to say that we are declaring a war 
to outlaw air travel or the military or 
ice cream, that is absurd and would be 
funny if the whole subject weren’t so 
serious. 

By the way, in addition to that, the 
Republican majority leader said that 
we want to end air travel and cow 
farts. By the way, just for the record, 
cows don’t fart; they belch. 

The fact is that this mocking the se-
rious, serious issue of our time, where 
we can’t get the majority to join us on 
a simple resolution to say that climate 
change is real, that it is man-made, 
and that we need to act and that we 
have a responsibility to our children 
and our grandchildren to act. Let’s 
start there. 

I don’t want to hear that somehow 
the world is coming to an end if there 
is a proposal that passes and not have 
something in its place that addresses 
what is actually happening in terms of 
the threats to all of us, our families, 
our States, and our economy. 

This is real. This subject is real. It 
needs a real discussion. We can have 
differences. We will have differences on 
how to address it, and that is fine—but 
to mock the whole subject of what is 
happening right before our eyes. We 
have to make up new names now for 
weather events in Michigan. Not only 
do we have polar vortexes where the 
cold is rolling down because of the 
warming in the Arctic, but we have cy-
clone bombs or bomb cyclones—I am 
not sure which it is—but it is weather, 
wind events, that come at 60, 80 miles 
an hour into a community like a cy-
clone bomb. We are having to make up 
new terms for what is happening right 
in front of us. 

So I would hope that when it comes 
to this discussion on what happens 
with the weather and climate change, 
that we would put aside the games, 
stop making stuff up, and have a seri-
ous discussion about how we can come 
together, create new jobs, move the 
economy, stop carbon pollution, and 
make sure our kids and grandkids ac-
tually have something to be proud of. 

NOMINATION OF CHAD A. READLER 
Mr. President, I now want to speak 

about the Readler nomination. I have 
often said that healthcare isn’t polit-
ical; it is personal. Being able to take 
your child to the doctor when they get 
sick is not political; it is personal. 
Being able to manage chronic condi-
tions such as diabetes, heart disease, 
and high blood pressure with quality 
medical care and prescription medicine 
is not political; it is personal. Being 
able to count on your medical insur-
ance to cover you if you get sick is not 
political; that is personal. 

That is why, when the Trump admin-
istration nominates people for powerful 
positions who waged war on 
healthcare—you want to talk about 
somebody going to war. We have some-
one who waged war on healthcare who 
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we are about to vote on, on the Senate 
floor. I take that very personally, and 
the people of Michigan take it person-
ally too. 

I will be voting no on Chad Readler, 
President Trump’s nominee for the 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth Cir-
cuit. I want to take a moment to ex-
plain why. 

The Sixth Circuit covers Ohio, Ken-
tucky, Tennessee, and my own State of 
Michigan. In this unending parade of 
terrible judicial nominees, Mr. Readler 
stands out. It is not just that he de-
fended restrictive voting laws in Ohio 
or that he voiced support for giving mi-
nors the death penalty—young people 
the death penalty—or that he argued 
that State and local governments 
shouldn’t be allowed to pass laws to 
protect our LGBTQ friends and neigh-
bors from discrimination, no, Mr. Re-
adler’s appalling views, if imple-
mented, would touch every single fam-
ily in Michigan. 

At the Department of Justice, Mr. 
Readler has led efforts to dismantle the 
Affordable Care Act, including protec-
tions for people with preexisting condi-
tions. In fact, he is the architect of the 
argument in Texas v. United States; 
that if the requirement that people 
have health insurance is found uncon-
stitutional, then protecting people 
with preexisting conditions is also un-
constitutional. Perhaps ‘‘architect’’ is 
the wrong word, given that architects 
build things, and Mr. Readler is solely 
devoted to tearing them down. 

His argument is, of course, nonsense. 
It is also terrifying for Michigan fami-
lies. Just imagine what Mr. Readler’s 
goal could mean for the family of a 
child with diabetes, asthma, or cancer. 
Parents could find themselves with no 
insurance coverage for a child who 
needs chemotherapy to survive. Fami-
lies could once again run up against 
lifetime limits that mean a child with 
complex medical issues could reach her 
lifetime limit by age 2 or 3. Parents 
could spend a lifetime worrying about 
a child who would never be able to 
qualify for health insurance as an 
adult. 

Of course, moms and their daughters 
would be charged more if being a 
woman was once again treated as a pre-
existing condition. All of these things 
routinely happened to Michigan fami-
lies during the bad old days when in-
surance companies were in charge of 
our healthcare prior to the Affordable 
Care Act. Now Mr. Readler wants to 
bring those bad old days back. 

However, that is not the end of Mr. 
Readler’s noxious views. He is just as 
toxic when it comes to education. 

In my State, Education Secretary 
Betsy DeVos made a name for herself 
undermining our public education sys-
tem. Well, you can call Chad Readler 
the Betsy DeVos of Ohio. Mr. Readler, 
as chair of the Ohio Alliance for Public 
Charter Schools, pushed school privat-
ization and fought oversight over 
Ohio’s troubled charter schools. He 
fought oversight of the troubled char-
ter schools. 

He fought to eliminate the part of 
Ohio’s Constitution that guarantees 
Ohio students will receive ‘‘a thorough 
and efficient’’ education. In short, he 
would eliminate the right to public 
education in Ohio. 

He proposed language that would ex-
clude LGBTQ students from discrimi-
nation protections in Ohio schools, and 
while at the Department of Justice, he 
defended Betsy DeVos when she de-
layed implementation of rules aimed at 
helping students who are victims of il-
legal or deceptive tactics by colleges. 
They were victims of illegal or decep-
tive practices by colleges, and he sup-
ported stopping that relief. 

Michigan families who have children 
with preexisting conditions deserve 
better than Chad Readler. Michigan 
students who have been targeted by un-
scrupulous colleges deserve better than 
Chad Readler. Michigan folks who have 
business before the U.S. court of ap-
peals certainly deserve better than 
Chad Readler. 

In my judgment, he has no business 
being a judge with a lifetime appoint-
ment, and I know a whole lot of Michi-
gan families who agree. I am voting no, 
and I encourage my colleagues to do 
the same. 

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

ator from Vermont. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, as the 

longest serving Member of the Senate 
and also the former chairman of the 
Judiciary Committee, I feel com-
pelled—and I normally don’t come 
down and speak about these things— 
but I want to warn about the destruc-
tion of long-held norms and traditions 
that have protected the Senate’s 
unique constitutional role with respect 
to lifetime judicial appointments. 

This is an extraordinary responsi-
bility on the part of the U.S. Senate. 
The Constitution quite properly allows 
any President to nominate whomever 
they want for a lifetime position on 
our Federal courts, but as our Found-
ers said, the Senate has to give advice 
and consent because of the effect of 
this person’s lifetime position. They go 
way beyond the term of the Senators 
who vote for them and the term of the 
President who nominates the person. 

In fact, until recently, and certainly 
during the years I have served here, 
Members of this body knew well they 
had a say when it came to who serves 
in the Federal courts in their States. It 
didn’t matter whether you had a Re-
publican or Democratic President or a 
Republican or Democratic majority in 
the Senate; blue slips protected the 
prerogative of home State Senators 
and gave meaning to the constitutional 
requirement of advice and consent. It 
ensures fairness but, more impor-
tantly, I think it also ensured comity 
in the Senate. That now is fast becom-
ing history, and I fear it is going to do 
lasting damage to the Senate. 

What is happening is a disingenuous 
double standard. When I was chairman 

of the Judiciary Committee at the be-
ginning of the Obama administration, 
every single Senate Republican, includ-
ing many serving today, signed a let-
ter. They made the case for the impor-
tance of the blue-slip tradition. They 
said it was absolutely imperative that 
it be respected during the new adminis-
tration, the Obama administration. 
The Republicans said: We must do this. 
Well, I didn’t need any reminder be-
cause under my chairmanship during 
both the Bush Republican administra-
tion and the Obama Democratic admin-
istration, I respected the blue-slip tra-
dition without exception, even when it 
was not politically expedient to do so. 
I respected Republicans and Democrats 
alike. Regardless of who was in the 
Oval Office, under my chairmanship, 
not a single judicial nominee received 
a hearing without first receiving both 
home State Senators’ positive blue 
slips. 

I defended the blue slips, and that 
was unpopular in my own party on oc-
casion, but I believed in both their con-
stitutional and institutional impor-
tance. I also believed in the preroga-
tives of home State Senators and the 
need to ensure that the White House 
works in good faith with those Sen-
ators. I believed then, and I still be-
lieve now, that certain principles mat-
ter more than party. Something that, 
unfortunately, some, probably because 
they are new here, don’t understand. 

All of us, whether Democratic or Re-
publican, should care about good-faith 
consultation when it comes to nomi-
nees from our home States. The rea-
sons are principled and pragmatic. We 
know our State better than anybody 
else. We know who is qualified to fill 
lifetime judicial seats. They are going 
to have a tremendous impact on our 
communities. We know the men and 
women who are qualified. Without blue 
slips, nothing prevents our State selec-
tion committees from being completely 
ignored by the White House. Nothing 
would even prevent a New York or 
California lawyer from being nomi-
nated to a Texas court or vice versa. 

Yet the Senate is abandoning this 
protection. Senators of the Republican 
Party who promised they would uphold 
it, gave their word they would uphold 
it, asked me to uphold it, have sud-
denly broken their word. That bothers 
me. 

Last week, for example, for the first 
time in the history of this body, a 
nominee was confirmed to a seat on the 
circuit court over the objections of 
both home State Senators. That is the 
first time in our history that has hap-
pened. That meant my friends on the 
other side of the aisle had to break 
their word from what they agreed to 
before. 

This week, we are voting on two ad-
ditional nominees, Chad Readler and 
Eric Murphy, who are opposed by an-
other home State Senator, Mr. BROWN. 
Senator BROWN made extensive efforts 
to reach a compromise with the White 
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House on these two Sixth Circuit va-
cancies, but the White House was not 
interested. 

The White House knew the Repub-
licans would not keep to the position 
they expected Democrats to keep when 
we were in the majority, and because 
they knew they could rely on Members 
of their own party not to follow tradi-
tion for the first time, they didn’t even 
try. The White House didn’t even try to 
consult. Even superficial consultation 
is an afterthought. 

Senator BROWN then attended the 
confirmation hearings. He spoke 
against these nominations. He cited, 
among other things, Mr. Readler’s un-
precedented actions attacking 
healthcare protections while serving in 
the Trump Justice Department. 

Mr. Readler was willing to reverse 
Justice Department policy and sign a 
brief undermining protections for pre-
existing conditions when career Justice 
Department officials—career officials 
who have been there in both Repub-
lican and Democratic administra-
tions—refused. They refused to reverse 
their well-established Justice Depart-
ment policy. He, however, was per-
fectly willing to throw it away in 
court. Is this somebody we expect to be 
fair on the court? 

Senator BROWN cited Mr. Murphy’s 
longstanding support and advocacy for 
restrictive voting laws in Ohio. He 
knows that his constituents will have 
to live with the ramifications if these 
nominees are confirmed. It will di-
rectly affect the State. He expressed 
his concerns about their records, and 
his voice, in this process as a U.S. Sen-
ator, was ignored. 

These votes come on the heels of the 
Senate’s confirming a 37-year-old 
nominee for the Fourth Circuit who 
has practiced law for less than 10 
years—a grand total of 9 years. She 
now holds a lifetime judgeship on an 
appellate court, just one step below the 
Supreme Court. Her confirmation hear-
ing made a mockery of the Senate’s 
duty of advice and consent. 

It marked the first time in the Judi-
ciary Committee’s history—the first 
time ever that a nomination hearing 
was held during the October recess over 
the objections of the other party. We 
found out why. 

Only two Republican Senators at-
tended the hearing, and the ques-
tioning lasted only 20 minutes for 
someone who demonstrated no abilities 
to serve on the Fourth Circuit. They 
knew it didn’t make any difference 
whether she had the abilities or knew 
what she was doing. All they knew is 
that this White House had nominated 
her, so let’s rubberstamp this. 

Frankly, the Senate should never 
function as a mere rubberstamp for 
nominees seeking lifetime appoint-
ments to our Federal judiciary. We 
shouldn’t do it whether there is a Re-
publican or a Democrat in the White 
House. That is exactly what we are 
doing with a Republican President and 
a Republican majority. No matter 

whether the person is qualified, if the 
name comes up, rubberstamp it. 

When I chaired the Judiciary Com-
mittee, many Senators—Republican 
Senators—expressed both publicly and 
privately their appreciation for the 
fact that my respect for blue slips pro-
tected their rights and gave meaning 
to advice and consent. Many told me 
this is the way it must always be, 
whether Republicans or Democrats are 
in the majority. 

Well, their about-face, now that they 
control the Senate, is unbecoming, and 
it basically says that the Senate will 
just bow down to the executive branch. 
We will give up our responsibility, we 
will give up our authority, and we will 
just be rubberstamps. We might as well 
not even bother to show up; just do 
whatever we are told. It is deeply dis-
appointing. 

I know the pressure because many of 
my Republican friends have told me to 
rubberstamp President Trump’s nomi-
nees. I know my warnings will fall on 
many deaf ears, even for those who 
promised me they would not do this. 

I have served in the Senate long 
enough to know that political winds 
tend to change direction. Inevitably, 
the majority becomes the minority, 
and the White House changes hands. I 
suspect that many of my Republican 
colleagues who care about this institu-
tion, as do I—and there are many—are 
going to live to regret many of these 
actions. 

The further down this path the Sen-
ate goes, the harder it is going to be to 
unring this bell. A vote for Mr. Readler 
or Mr. Murphy is a vote to say that we 
abandon our abilities as home State 
Senators to serve as a check not just 
on this President but any future Presi-
dent, Republican or Democrat. Basi-
cally, we are saying that we don’t be-
lieve in advice and consent. Basically, 
we are saying that we don’t believe in 
the Senate being the conscience of the 
Nation. Basically, we are saying that 
we don’t believe the Founders of this 
country knew what they were doing 
when they said the U.S. Senate—this 
body of 100 people—has to represent 325 
million Americans and that we don’t 
believe they should have any responsi-
bility, have any say in lifetime ap-
pointments. 

If we abandon longstanding tradi-
tions and chase partisan expediency, I 
remind everybody that provides only 
fleeting advantage. It inflicts lasting 
harm on this body. It is within our 
power to stop it right here and right 
now. 

I urge all Senators to ensure that 
home State Senators are provided the 
same courtesies during the Trump ad-
ministration that they received from 
both Republican and Democratic judi-
ciary chairmen during the Obama ad-
ministration. I believe we can do that. 
I ask my fellow Senators to oppose Mr. 
Readler’s and Mr. Murphy’s nomina-
tions because they were done so out of 
the way that they should be done. Let 
the U.S. Senate, all of us, Republicans 

and Democrats, say that we are not a 
rubberstamp to any President. We 
don’t take our orders from any Presi-
dent. We don’t bow and scrape for any 
President. Let’s act like Senators, not 
like a rubberstamp. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware. 
Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

TRIBUTE TO FRANZ WUERFMANNSDOBLER 
Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I come to 

the floor today to recognize a true pub-
lic servant, an individual who has been 
by my side since my first year as a 
Senator, someone who will be dearly 
missed, not only in my office but by 
this institution as a whole as he moves 
on to his next chapter this week: my 
deputy chief of staff and senior policy 
advisor, Franz Wuerfmannsdobler. 

Franz has had a great impact on this 
institution, on the staff members who 
served here over the last two decades, 
and on me. His sage advice, his pa-
tience, his incredibly calm demeanor, 
his willingness to mentor and guide 
others, his respect for this institution, 
and his knowledge borne out of 20 years 
of experience in the Senate have con-
tributed in countless ways to the 
meaningful work we have been able to 
do here for the people of Delaware and 
our country. 

Today, I want to recognize and thank 
Franz for his remarkable and his self-
less career. I want to thank him for 
what he has done for me, for my office, 
for the people of Delaware, and pay 
tribute to the legacy he leaves. 

It is a remarkable legacy. He has 
been on the frontlines of events and 
policy battles that have quite literally 
shaped the history of our country over 
the last two decades—from 9/11 to the 
passage of the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act, from energy and ap-
propriations efforts to sustained con-
cerns and engagement around biparti-
sanship. 

Franz’s career in the Senate began in 
1998 when he served as a legislative as-
sistant for the late, great Senator Rob-
ert Byrd of West Virginia, who was 
himself a giant of this body. For 8 
years, Franz handled issues from en-
ergy to environment, to climate 
change and natural resources. It was 
also in Senator Byrd’s office that 
Franz cut his teeth on the complex ap-
propriations process, learning from the 
master appropriator himself. 

Franz’s career then took him to the 
office of former Senator Byron Dorgan 
of North Dakota, where he was a trust-
ed senior energy policy advisor, and 
then on the Senate Energy and Water 
Appropriations Subcommittee before 
finally joining my own office in March 
of 2011. 
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Franz’s list of legislative accomplish-

ments is long and impressive and re-
flects his deep grasp of policy and the 
mechanics of politics. He helped to 
shape elements of the Energy Policy 
Act of 2005 and the Energy Independ-
ence and Security Act of 2007. He was 
central to establishing reformed fuel 
economy standards for our Nation’s 
automobiles and played a key role in 
the Recovery Act, a massive effort that 
helped pull our Nation out of the 
depths of a recession. 

Franz is a person of ideas and vision. 
His vision for our country has led to 
policies that have made our Nation 
cleaner, more innovative, and more se-
cure. Likewise, his vision in my Senate 
office has made our team more effi-
cient, more effective, and more suc-
cessful. Franz has played a key role in 
shaping my office early on, helping to 
create a team-based structure and the 
positive culture of our legislative staff. 

He also introduced me to the valu-
able concept of having an office built 
around and relying on expert legisla-
tive fellows, including, in particular, 
fellows from the American Association 
for the Advancement of Science, whose 
incredible expertise and deep knowl-
edge in scientific matters has been in-
valuable in advancing technology and 
science policy in my last 8 years. In 
total, Franz has mentored more than 15 
fellows during his time in the Senate— 
13 of them are AAAS fellows in my own 
office, and they have attested individ-
ually and collectively to the reach, 
scope, and power of his guidance and 
mentorship to them. 

Franz is also a master of appropria-
tions—an arcane process that even the 
most seasoned legislative veterans 
should admit that they don’t com-
pletely understand. He brought his 
wealth of experience to our team, tak-
ing the reins of the Federal budget and 
appropriations process and building 
from the ground up the complex and 
detailed appropriations system that we 
use to this day. There is no question 
that Franz’s expertise and the time he 
dedicated to building this meticulous 
system has made me a more effective 
member of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee and led to countless wins 
for the State of Delaware—from fund-
ing for critical transportation improve-
ments and investments in our first re-
sponders to support that has helped to 
establish and enhance the NIIMBL 
manufacturing institute of the Univer-
sity of Delaware and to fully fund 
science and R&D projects around the 
country and in my home State. 

Beyond Franz’s technical expertise, 
nothing better exemplifies his char-
acter than the patience and dedication 
with which he has taught others about 
the appropriations process. Each year, 
Franz hosts ‘‘Appropriations Bootcamp 
101‘‘ to teach new staff members the 
ins and outs of this riveting and com-
plex process. He takes the time to ex-
plain it, to get into the weeds, and to 
answer question after question. Franz 
has also taken his show on the road in 

my home State of Delaware, meeting 
with State, local government, and com-
munity stakeholders to explain the ap-
propriations process and help to secure 
more funding for our State. He has 
even developed a legendary method for 
teaching staff about appropriations by 
using bags of marbles to explain fund-
ing allocations for each Appropriations 
subcommittee. For the record, the leg-
islative branch gets just one marble. 

Franz’s patience extends far beyond 
the annual appropriations process. He 
always maintains his cool and has a 
striking and calming presence, even in 
the most trying of circumstances. One 
of those more trying circumstances oc-
curred at a staff outing just a few years 
ago. Franz had driven a couple of other 
members of our team, and on their way 
home, his car broke down. The group 
decided to push start the car, going 
down a hill to get momentum, while a 
junior staffer manned the wheel. Unfor-
tunately, the lack of power steering 
made it impossible to turn the wheel. 
After a good strong push, the car rolled 
right down the hill and into a tree. 
Franz very calmly said: Don’t worry 
about it. It is not a problem; it is all 
going to be fine—even when the front 
end of his car was unrecognizable. 
Franz’s response to that situation, his 
cool and calm demeanor, is char-
acteristic of the grace he has imparted 
on all of us, even in some of the most 
tumultuous times here in the Senate. 

One of the unique things about Franz 
is that whenever you meet somebody 
who knows him or has worked with 
him, they talk about the ways in which 
he has gone out of his own way to help 
them and mentor them over the years. 
So many people in the Senate view 
Franz not just as a friend or colleague 
but as someone who they know has 
helped them in their careers and some-
one who has shown them the ropes and 
invested time in supporting them and 
helping them succeed. One member of 
my team described it this way: 

Franz has an uncanny ability to take the 
time necessary to help. He enables us to do 
our jobs and do them well. We get meaning-
ful things done, and that’s because of the 
wisdom Franz has imparted.’’ 

In an environment here in the Senate 
that is at times fast paced, Franz takes 
the time to invest in younger people. 
He sees potential in staff and imparts 
knowledge and experience, even when 
there is more than enough to keep him 
busy just meeting his own commit-
ments. For example, Franz took it 
upon himself to create a manual for 
the new fellows who work in my office 
every year. The manual, which should 
be required reading for every new Sen-
ate staffer, describes how to write a 
bill and important things about the 
process of working in the Senate. 

He also maintains the Capitol Hill 
Urban Dictionary, which he shares 
with new staff and interns to help them 
decode internal Senate jargon, includ-
ing oft-used, but rarely explained 
phrases like ‘‘en bloc’’ or ‘‘move the 
needle.’’ It explains, for example, what 

to do when asked: Do you have lan-
guage on that. 

Franz embraces the importance of 
teaching the next generation of Capitol 
Hill staff how to do their job well. I 
think that is truly his greatest leg-
acy—the remarkable diaspora of 
younger staff members he has believed 
in, invested in, and helped to train who 
are now working everywhere from the 
Senate to the House, to the Depart-
ment of Defense, to running a non-
profit in Kenya. 

Each year, Franz and his wonderful 
wife Lisa host an annual gathering at 
their home for a growing community of 
current and former fellows and, lit-
erally, dozens of colleagues—folks who 
have shared experiences, who care 
about policy, who like a good geeky 
joke, and who enjoy helping each other 
and developing and sustaining each 
other’s careers. 

That is just the kind of person Franz 
is. He has impacted so many people— 
something that was never more evident 
than at his wedding to Lisa a few years 
ago, which I was deeply honored to 
have the chance to officiate. In addi-
tion to their friends and family, guests 
that day included former Senator Dor-
gan, folks who had mentored Franz 
early in his career, dozens of individ-
uals he mentored himself, and people 
from all walks of life who support 
Franz and Lisa and care about them. It 
was a testament to the community 
they have created, both inside and out-
side the Senate. 

Franz cares deeply about this institu-
tion. He cares about policies, and he 
cares about people. He is always look-
ing for ways to bridge the partisan di-
vide and make this broken place work 
better. It hasn’t always been easy. Like 
many of us, Franz has struggled with 
the slowing pace of legislative progress 
in the Senate in recent years and its 
increasingly divisive nature. It says so 
much about him and about his faith in 
us and in this institution that he is 
leaving his Senate career to go work on 
these very issues, helping to lead the 
Bipartisan Policy Center in advancing 
bipartisan policy solutions to address 
the challenges facing our Nation and 
the institution of the Senate. 

He has made such a mark that he is 
known throughout this institution by a 
single name. Few people are known by 
just one name—Bono, Noah, Cher, 
Franz. With Franz’s leaving the Sen-
ate, I promise to continue to do my 
part here to bridge what divides us 
where we can and to do the important 
work required of us. That includes pas-
sage of the Master Limited Partner-
ships Parity Act, important bipartisan 
legislation that will level the tax play-
ing field for clean energy, which Franz 
has worked on for Congress after Con-
gress as long as I have been here—work 
that I intend to finish. 

While I am sad today to see Franz 
leave my office in the Senate, he will 
be deeply missed by everyone on my 
staff and everyone who has benefited 
from his wisdom, but I am also excited 
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to see the inspiring things he will ac-
complish in his next chapter. 

I want to thank Franz for his dedica-
tion, his leadership, and his expertise. I 
want to thank his family for sharing 
him with us these past 8 years in my 
office and these 2 decades here in the 
Senate. He inspires me every day to be 
a better and more thoughtful, more 
careful, and more caring legislator. He 
leaves a deep and positive impact on 
all of us that we will not soon forget. 
Thank you, Franz. You will be deeply 
missed. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
I yield the floor. 

JUDICIAL NOMINATIONS 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 

rise today in opposition to three cir-
cuit court nominees who will receive 
votes on the floor this week: Allison 
Jones Rushing, nominated to the 
Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals; Chad 
Readler, nominated to the Sixth Cir-
cuit Court of Appeals; and Eric Mur-
phy, also nominated to the Sixth Cir-
cuit. 

I want to begin by addressing how 
these nominations were handled and 
the ongoing disregard for Senate norms 
and traditions by Republican leader-
ship. Most notable is the change in how 
blue slips are treated. Blue slips work. 
The blue slip ensures that the interests 
of home State Senators are respected 
when it comes to judicial nominees 
from their States. 

Honoring blue slips helps guarantee 
that the White House nominates well- 
qualified, mainstream individuals to 
key seats on the circuit and district 
courts, and it prevents the selection of 
nominees who do not reside in the cir-
cuit in which they are slated to serve. 

In the past century, before President 
Trump took office, only five judges had 
ever been confirmed with only one blue 
slip; two were by a Democratic chair 
over the objection of a Democratic 
Senator, not over the objection of a Re-
publican, then in the minority. The 
other three instances occurred when a 
Republican chairman overruled a 
Democratic Senator. 

In fact, Democratic chairs have never 
moved a judicial nominee to confirma-
tion over the objection of a Republican 
Senator. Let me say that again: Demo-
cratic chairs have never confirmed a 
judicial nominee without a blue slip 
from a Republican Senator. 

However, since President Trump took 
office, 10 circuit court nominees have 
received hearings, and four have been 
confirmed over the objection of Demo-
cratic home State Senators. In just 
over 2 years, Republicans are on their 
way to doubling the number of judges 
confirmed over the objection of home 
State Senators than have been con-
firmed in the last 100 years. 

This week we are considering both 
Mr. Readler and Mr. Murphy who lack 
blue slips from Ohio’s Senior Senator, 
my friend and colleague Senator 
BROWN. 

Senator BROWN’s opposition was not 
unreasonable; in fact, Senator BROWN 

worked with the White House for weeks 
in an effort to find consensus picks for 
the Sixth Circuit. 

But the White House refused to co-
operate, and he was left with no choice 
but to withhold his blue slip. In doing 
so, Senator BROWN said: ‘‘I cannot sup-
port nominees who have actively 
worked to strip Ohioans of their rights. 
Special interests already have armies 
of lobbyists and lawyers on their side, 
they don’t need judges in their pock-
ets.’’ 

Further, when the majority did move 
forward on the nominations of Mr. 
Readler and Mr. Murphy, the two ap-
peared on the same panel at the same 
hearing. With 5-minute rounds of ques-
tioning, these stacked circuit court 
hearings make it all but impossible for 
Senators on the committee to thor-
oughly vet judicial nominees, and that, 
in turn, makes it impossible for this 
body to fulfill its obligation of pro-
viding advice and consent. 

Ms. Rushing’s nomination is also the 
product of a departure from Senate 
norms. Then-Chairman GRASSLEY held 
Ms. Rushing’s hearing on October 17, 
2018, during an extended Senate recess. 
Only two Senators questioned Ms. 
Rushing, and no Democrats were 
present to question the nominee. 

These process violations matter. 
They matter because they impact the 
quality of the nominees we are consid-
ering and the ability of the nominee to 
reflect the State and community to 
which they are being nominated. 

We have already seen several nomi-
nees who have had no judicial experi-
ence, and others with no trial experi-
ence whatsoever. We have seen nomi-
nees who have been rated unqualified 
for lack of experience and also for lack 
of judgement, ethical problems, and 
issues with impartiality and tempera-
ment. 

This isn’t a partisan issue. This is an 
issue that should concern Senators 
from both sides of the aisle. At a time 
when Americans increasingly distrust 
the institutions of our government, we 
should not be degrading the Federal ju-
diciary with unqualified and ideolog-
ical nominees. 

Turning to the nominees themselves, 
I first want to discuss Allison Rushing. 
Ms. Rushing is only 36 years old. In 
fact, she has practiced law for only 9 
years. She has never tried a case in the 
Fourth Circuit, the court to which she 
has been nominated, and she was not 
even admitted to practice in the 
Fourth Circuit until 2017; yet she is 
being nominated to serve on a Federal 
circuit court. 

Even in her limited experience, Ms. 
Rushing has demonstrated strong ideo-
logical views. For instance, in 2013, Ms. 
Rushing spoke about the Supreme 
Court’s decision to strike down a key 
provision of the Defense of Marriage 
Act. She claimed that Justice Kennedy 
had written ‘‘the opinion in a unique 
way that calls it bigotry to believe 
that homosexuality does not comport 
with Judeo-Christian morality.’’ 

Ms. Rushing also demonstrated her 
hostility to the rights of employees in 
a brief she submitted in a 2018 Supreme 
Court case. Ms. Rushing argued that 
employment agreements requiring em-
ployees to waive their rights to go to 
court as a condition of employment 
should be allowed, even though most 
people don’t have a choice to turn 
down a job. 

Ms. Rushing’s view prevents employ-
ees who have entered arbitration agree-
ments from bringing lawsuits against 
their employers, even if the employers 
have violated their rights or fired them 
against the law. 

As the dissent pointed out, Ms. 
Rushing’s position risked leading to 
‘‘the under-enforcement of federal and 
state statutes designed to advance the 
well-being of vulnerable workers.’’ 

I next would like to address the nom-
ination of Chad Readler. Mr. Readler 
previously headed the Justice Depart-
ment’s Civil Division. In that position, 
he defended some of the most troubling 
policies this administration has imple-
mented. He defended the President’s 
decision to end the DACA program, the 
policy to separate immigrant children 
from their parents, and the President’s 
Muslim travel ban. 

Most concerning, however, is that 
Mr. Readler led the administration’s 
efforts to overturn the Affordable Care 
Act. Mr. Readler argued that the 
healthcare law’s protections for pre-
existing conditions should be struck 
down. Even Senator LAMAR ALEXANDER 
called the arguments made in Mr. 
Readler’s brief ‘‘as far-fetched as any 
I’ve ever heard.’’ 

Finally, the Senate is voting on Eric 
Murphy to the Sixth Circuit. As the 
chief appellate lawyer for the State of 
Ohio, Mr. Murphy led the State’s de-
fense of its law banning same-sex mar-
riage, which was struck down by the 
Supreme Court in Obergefell v. Hodges. 
Jim Obergefell wrote an op-ed recently 
saying: ‘‘Barely four years ago, Mr. 
Murphy made a forceful argument that 
my marriage was unconstitutional. As 
the attorney tasked with defending 
Ohio’s discriminatory ban on same-sex 
marriage, he used dog-whistles . . . [I]f 
Murphy had been successful, [my hus-
band] and I, and tens of thousands of 
couples like us, would have been denied 
the right to marry and forced to live as 
second-class citizens.’’ 

Mr. Murphy also led Ohio’s defense of 
restrictive voting laws, including the 
Ohio law allowing the State to purge 
eligible voters if they missed voting in 
just one Federal election, and he has 
amassed a troubling record on women’s 
reproductive rights, arguing for in-
stance in support of a 20-week abortion 
ban, which he claimed would create ‘‘at 
most, an incidental burden’’ on a wom-
an’s right to make her own reproduc-
tive health care decisions. 

The three nominees before the Sen-
ate exemplify the Trump administra-
tion’s efforts to stack our courts with 
nominees who are far outside the judi-
cial mainstream. I believe they will 
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not protect the rights of all Americans 
and should not be confirmed. I will 
vote no on each of these nominees, and 
I hope my colleagues will do the same. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio. 

NOMINATION OF CHAD A. READLER 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I rise to 

speak on the judicial nomination com-
ing up and the cloture vote on the 
other nominee. 

With both nominees, I offered the 
White House cooperation to choose two 
more moderate nominees for Ohio, both 
of whom had been vetted by a bipar-
tisan commission Senator PORTMAN 
and I had, and the White House said 
they would rather pick these two ex-
tremist judges—these two young, far- 
right judges who have attacked Amer-
ica’s healthcare and have attacked the 
consumer protection on preexisting 
condition. 

Judges are making decisions right 
now—in this body, fortunately, as 
Members of the Senate, we all have 
good coverage and health insurance— 
that try to take insurance away from 
millions of Americans and several 
thousands in my State, even as they 
have tried to eliminate the consumer 
protections for those people who have 
preexisting conditions. There are mil-
lions of Americans who are anxious 
about holding onto their insurance be-
cause they get sick a lot and it is ex-
pensive to take care of them. They are 
afraid of having their insurance can-
celed, and they can’t get insurance be-
cause of a preexisting condition, and 
this Congress tried to repeal that law 
and it failed. 

Now, Senator MCCONNELL has turned 
to the Federal Judiciary, and the 
President of the United States seems 
to think the only way to eliminate the 
consumer protection for those with 
preexisting conditions is through the 
Judiciary. Judges are making decisions 
right now on voting rights, on civil 
rights, on women’s rights, LGBT 
rights, on healthcare, on sentencing, 
and on corporate power—decisions that 
could limit those rights for a genera-
tion. 

We know that the Federal Judiciary 
already puts its thumb on the scales of 
justice to support corporations over 
workers, to support Wall Street over 
consumers, and to support insurance 
companies over patients. We know that 
the Federal Judiciary and the Supreme 
Court have done that dozens of times. 
We know that the Federal Judiciary, 
increasingly, is looking like a group of 
far-right, young, detached people who 
never go out and get their public opin-
ion pass, as Lincoln said. They never 
consider what the public wants in this 
country. 

Chad Readler, the nominee whom we 
will vote on in a moment, took it upon 
himself as a Jones Day lawyer—one of 
the greatest law firms in the country, 
headquartered in Cleveland—to write 
an op-ed as a private citizen saying we 
should allow the execution of 16-year- 
olds. He actually wasn’t that specific. 

He implied it could be even younger 
than that. He said we would allow the 
execution of teenagers. At a time when 
this body—something we should be 
proud of—took important bipartisan 
steps forward on sentencing reform 
that was supported by the White 
House, supported by a lot of Repub-
licans, and supported by virtually all 
Democrats, how do we turn around and 
put someone on the bench for life who 
supports executing children? How does 
that compute? How we can do that? 

He argued on behalf of the far-right 
think tank for the elimination of 
‘‘Golden Week’’ in Ohio, a period where 
people can vote early. They can reg-
ister and vote early. It was passed by a 
Republican legislature. It has bipar-
tisan support, but not by this right-
wing nominee who thinks it is OK to 
eliminate people’s right to vote and re-
strict it. He defended restrictive voter 
ID. He defended the squeezing of provi-
sional ballot laws. 

On the eve of the 54th anniversary to-
morrow of Bloody Sunday in Selma, 
AL, it is shameful to put on the bench 
another judge who will rubberstamp 
modern-day literacy tests and poll 
taxes. Fundamentally, it is the same 
purpose. You find ways to suppress the 
vote. You find ways to take people’s 
voting rights away. You find ways to 
disqualify people who want to vote. 

Chad Readler’s record on healthcare 
is clear. He has been a ringleader in the 
Republican effort to take away the pro-
tections on preexisting conditions for 
all Americans. He wrote the White 
House’s brief. We all know that now. 
He wrote a brief that nobody else above 
him at the Justice Department was 
willing to do. Three people refused to 
write it. One actually resigned. The 
next day, he was rewarded by this life-
time appointment as a Sixth Circuit 
Federal judge. Remember that. The 
White House rewarded him after sug-
gesting that we block the consumer 
protections for preexisting conditions 
for millions of Americans and for hun-
dreds of thousands in Virginia, Arkan-
sas, and in Ohio. Millions of Americans 
would lose their consumer protections 
under his views, and the next day the 
White House decided to reward him 
with a judgeship. 

As I said, three career attorneys 
withdrew from the case. One resigned 
altogether in objection to doing this. 
Senator ALEXANDER, our friend from 
Tennessee, who sits near where Sen-
ator KAINE is sitting, said this was just 
amazingly awful language that Chad 
Readler had suggested. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for an ad-
ditional 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, judges 

are deciding the future of America’s 
healthcare right now, the right to vote 
right now, civil rights right now, 

LGBTQ rights right now, women’s 
rights right now. Judges around the 
country are deciding that. We can’t af-
ford to put another out-of-the-main-
stream judge on the court—and he is 
clearly out of the mainstream among 
Ohio lawyers, among Ohio judges, 
among Ohio citizens—who will not de-
fend America’s right to healthcare. 

I ask my colleagues to think about 
the families you promised to vote for. 
If any of you in your campaigns, if any 
of you in discussions you have had with 
your constituents, if any of you in your 
public statements, and if any of you 
running for office committed that you 
would support consumer protections 
for preexisting conditions, the only 
way you can prove you actually believe 
that is by voting no on Chad Readler in 
about 1 minute from now. If you really 
believe in preserving preexisting condi-
tion consumer protections so you don’t 
see in your State—in Tennessee, Vir-
ginia, Arkansas, and Ohio—millions of 
Americans lose their insurance, then 
your only way to support what you 
promise is to vote no on Chad Readler. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

BLACKBURN). Under the previous order, 
all postcloture time is expired. 

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the Readler nomi-
nation? 

Mr. KAINE. 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. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
MANCHIN) is necessarily absent. 

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. 37 Ex.] 

YEAS—52 

Alexander 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Braun 
Burr 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Daines 
Enzi 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Gardner 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Hyde-Smith 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
McConnell 
McSally 
Moran 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Perdue 

Portman 
Risch 
Roberts 
Romney 
Rounds 
Rubio 
Sasse 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Shelby 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Toomey 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—47 

Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Booker 
Brown 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Collins 

Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Feinstein 
Gillibrand 
Harris 
Hassan 
Heinrich 
Hirono 

Jones 
Kaine 
King 
Klobuchar 
Leahy 
Markey 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
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Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schumer 

Shaheen 
Sinema 
Smith 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Udall 

Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warren 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Manchin 

The nomination was confirmed. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the motion to re-
consider is considered made and laid 
upon the table, and the President will 
be immediately notified of the Senate’s 
actions. 

f 

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 bill 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 Eric E. Murphy, of Ohio, to be 
United States Circuit Judge for the Sixth 
Circuit. 

Mitch McConnell, David Perdue, Roy 
Blunt, John Cornyn, Joni Ernst, 
Lindsey Graham, John Boozman, Mike 
Rounds, Thom Tillis, Steve Daines, 
James E. Risch, John Hoeven, Mike 
Crapo, Shelley Moore Capito, John 
Thune, Pat Roberts, Jerry Moran. 

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 Eric F. Murphy, of Ohio, to be 
United States Circuit Judge for the 
Sixth Circuit, shall be brought to a 
close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant bill clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
MANCHIN) is necessarily absent. 

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

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 53, 
nays 46, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 38 Ex.] 

YEAS—53 

Alexander 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Braun 
Burr 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Daines 
Enzi 
Ernst 

Fischer 
Gardner 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Hyde-Smith 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
McConnell 
McSally 
Moran 
Murkowski 
Paul 

Perdue 
Portman 
Risch 
Roberts 
Romney 
Rounds 
Rubio 
Sasse 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Shelby 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Toomey 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—46 

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

Hassan 
Heinrich 
Hirono 
Jones 
Kaine 
King 
Klobuchar 
Leahy 
Markey 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 

Sanders 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Sinema 
Smith 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Udall 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warren 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Manchin 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 53, the nays are 46. 

The motion is agreed to. 
f 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the nomination. 

The bill clerk read the nomination of 
Eric E. Murphy, of Ohio, to be United 
States Circuit Judge for the Sixth Cir-
cuit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska. 

TRIBUTE TO DON YOUNG 

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, it is 
Alaskan of the Week time on the Sen-
ate floor, my favorite time of the week 
to talk about someone who has made a 
difference in my State. As you know, 
and as all the pages know, I try to 
come down to the floor every week to 
talk about someone who is in Alaska 
doing a great job for America, for their 
community, for the State, and what I 
believe is the best State in the coun-
try. I know we can all debate that. 

Some of you might take issue a little 
bit with the characterization of the 
best State, but we certainly have some 
bragging rights on some elements that 
make us the most unique State in 
America. For example, right now, the 
Iditarod, the Last Great Race, is under-
way, with 52 mushers and their dog 
teams—up to 14 dogs—barreling for 
well over 900 miles across the State of 
Alaska toward Nome in some of the 
most harsh, difficult, and rugged ter-
rain in the world. That is just one of 
the many things that makes us unique. 
We have the Iditarod, the Northern 
Lights that dance in the sky, commu-
nities that still hunt whales to feed 
their villages, which they have been 
doing for centuries. We have the most 
fish and the longest coastline. As a 
matter of fact, our coastline is longer 
than the rest of the lower 48’s coastline 
combined. We have the tallest moun-
tain in the world, and we have a moun-
tain of a Congressman named DON 
YOUNG. 

Usually, Alaskans of the Week are re-
served for people who aren’t so visible, 
who aren’t legends, who maybe are 
doing something in their community 
that not a lot of people are noticing. 
Today, March 6, 2019, I couldn’t resist 
because DON YOUNG, the Dean of the 
House, has officially become the long-

est continuously serving Republican in 
the Congress in U.S. history. Let me 
repeat that. Today, DON YOUNG has be-
come the longest, continually serving 
Republican in the Congress—Senate or 
House—in the history of the United 
States of America. He was already here 
when every single Member of Congress 
was sworn in. Think about that. For 
every Member who has been sworn in, 
in the Senate or in the House, DON 
YOUNG was here. In fact, according to 
Roll Call, there are at least 75 Members 
of the House who were not even born 
when DON YOUNG came to Washington. 
That is an amazing achievement. 

He has served Alaska and our coun-
try so well for 46 years that it was only 
right to feature him as the Alaskan of 
the Week and to make a special Alas-
kan of the Week poster with the young 
DON YOUNG and President Ford and 
many others and Don in uniform. We 
just love DON YOUNG in Alaska. 
Congrats to DON. 

Where do we begin to talk about Con-
gressman YOUNG and the enormous im-
pact he has had on Alaska and Amer-
ica? Let me start in Central California, 
where he was raised on a small ranch. 
He began the hard work of ranching 
young. ‘‘My dad was a good man,’’ Don 
said, ‘‘but he believed that when you 
turned 7, you became a hired man.’’ So 
he worked sunup to sundown. It was 
hot, riddled with snakes, and poison 
ivy. When he was still young, his dad 
read him the book ‘‘The Call of the 
Wild’’ by Jack London. Alaska sounded 
really good to DON YOUNG. It was cold, 
not hot, and there were lots of dogs. He 
loved dogs. There were no snakes and 
no poison ivy. 

After he got out of the Army in 1959, 
the year Alaska became a State, he 
heeded the call of the wild and headed 
up the Alcan—much of it was still un-
paved—in a brandnew Plymouth Fury. 
Alaska would never be the same. 

He fought forest fires. He owned a 
skating rink for a short time, but the 
BIA school needed a teacher in Fort 
Yukon, way up in the Interior on the 
Yukon River—a place he still, to this 
day, calls home and has a home there. 
In fact, he jokes that he is the only 
Congressman who uses an outhouse 
when he goes home. Anyway, he went 
to coach and teach fifth grade. He be-
came a trapper, a gold miner, and a 
tugboat captain. Eventually, he met 
Lou, his wife, who stayed by his side 
for 46 years until she passed in 2009. 
Now he has found another partner in 
Ann. Thank you, Ann, for continuing 
to share him with all of us. 

DON, with Lou’s prompting, caught 
the political bug. He served in the 
State House in Alaska. He served in 
the State Senate in Alaska. He learned 
some good lessons there; namely, that 
his time in the State Senate taught 
him that he was more of a House guy, 
where bills move fast, where elections 
are right around the corner no matter 
what, and where the action is. 

Along the way, they had two wonder-
ful daughters, which to DON are still 
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the most important things in his life. 
Then Lou talked him into running for 
Congress, and with the help of people 
like my wife’s grandmother who was an 
avid Don Young supporter, he began to 
introduce himself to a wider audience. 

Due to a tragic airplane accident 
that took the life of then-Congressman 
Nick Begich, DON YOUNG was appointed 
to his seat in 1973. He won the next spe-
cial election, and because he has been 
so effective for our State—he passed 
more than 90 bills, mostly to help Alas-
ka—and because he knows so many of 
our fellow Alaskans by name because 
he is fiercely loyal, and because he has 
helped hundreds of his fellow Alaskans 
since 1973, he has been reelected every 
year since. I can’t count how many 
elections that is, but it is a lot. 

He is consistently ranked among the 
Congress’s most effective legislators. 
He was just recently ranked the most 
effective legislator, No. 1 in the House, 
by the nonpartisan group the Center 
for Effective Lawmaking. Heck, even 
in his freshman year, Ralph Nader said 
he was the most powerful Congressman 
in the Congress. I imagine that he 
came to that conclusion with some 
trepidation. 

You will not hear DON YOUNG talk 
about these things because he doesn’t 
like to brag. He is a humble man, so let 
me do a little bragging on his behalf. 
Nearly everything, and I mean every-
thing, that has advanced Alaska legis-
latively has DON YOUNG’s fingerprints 
on them, from the Trans-Alaska Pipe-
line to the Ketchikan Shipyard, to the 
many land exchanges—kind of like 
what we just did recently on the Sen-
ate floor under Senator MURKOWSKI’s 
leadership—to the health clinics dot-
ting our State, to the state-of-the-art 
Alaska Native Medical Center in An-
chorage, DON YOUNG has played a crit-
ical part in all of this. 

He is tenacious. Just last Congress, 
DON YOUNG in the House, and Senator 
MURKOWSKI and I in the Senate, finally, 
after 40 years, got ANWR opened in 
terms of the ability for responsible re-
source development in the 1002 area of 
our State. 

One of his biggest victories was the 
role he played in the Magnuson-Ste-
vens Act, which transformed the Amer-
ican fishing industry. Among other 
things, the act created a 200-mile limit 
to keep foreign fishermen from plun-
dering our fish and to sustain our fish-
eries. It wasn’t easy to get that bill 
passed through Congress. Congressman 
YOUNG worked it on the House side, 
and Ted Stevens, of course, worked it 
in the Senate. 

After it passed the Congress, he still 
wasn’t finished. President Ford was 
considering vetoing this legislation. 
His Secretary of State, Henry Kis-
singer, thought it would raise tensions 
with key allies, especially Japan and 
Korea because they fished 3 miles right 
off the shores of Alaska, and we pushed 
them out to 200 miles with this legisla-
tion. 

So on Air Force One in 1974, I believe, 
with a stopover at Alaska, DON YOUNG, 

the new Congressman, debated one of 
the smartest guys in Washington, 
Henry Kissinger, in front of President 
Ford on whether the Magnuson-Ste-
vens Act, which would transform our 
fisheries, should be vetoed. Kissinger 
argued it should; DON YOUNG argued it 
should not. Well, guess who won that 
debate on Air Force One. Legend has it 
that at the end, Henry Kissinger and 
DON YOUNG met for a martini after the 
debate DON YOUNG won. They are still 
good friends today. That is just an-
other example. 

DON YOUNG has been good friends 
with Presidents and has discussed the 
issues of the day with some of the most 
important people in the world, but 
through it all, he has never lost his 
fundamental goodness, sense of fair 
play, honor, and his willingness to 
reach across the aisle to help another 
Member. 

He has never forgotten who he works 
for. He works for the people of Alaska, 
and he has remained a man of the peo-
ple since he was elected. He has never, 
not for a second, lost his love for our 
great State. He could have done any-
thing, and he chose to stay, year after 
year, decade after decade, to serve the 
people of our State and the people of 
America. He recently said: 

Every day I try to do something for some-
body in some group. And every day I try to 
learn something new. We all go into the 
ground the same way. The only thing we can 
leave behind [here on this Earth] are our ac-
complishments. 

Well, he has notched numerous ac-
complishments, and he is far from fin-
ished. If I had my guess, I would also 
say he is far from finished with some of 
his famous theatrics too: brandishing 
walrus parts and steel traps on the 
floor of the House, maybe an alterca-
tion or two with colleagues that may 
or may not involve a sharp weapon, 
and campaign commercials that border 
on the humorous. DON YOUNG is not fin-
ished speaking his mind and giving us 
Alaskans his heart. 

It has been an honor to serve our 
great State next to this historic figure. 
So Congressman YOUNG, for your serv-
ice, for your mentorship, and friend-
ship with me, thank you for all you 
have done for all of us in Alaska and in 
America. 

Congratulations on being the longest 
serving Republican in the Congress in 
U.S. history today, and even more im-
portant, thank you and congratula-
tions on being our Alaskan of the 
Week. 

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

ator from Delaware. 
Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, before I 

was elected Governor of Delaware in 
1992, I served in the House of Rep-
resentatives for five terms. We have 
one congressional seat. Alaska is one of 
those States, as the Senator from Alas-
ka knows, that also has one congres-
sional seat. 

I got to the House on January 3, 1983, 
and one of the first people I met there 

was DON YOUNG. We ended up on the 
same committee together, not the En-
vironment and Public Works we serve 
on today but the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries, which has a lot of the same 
jurisdiction as the Environment and 
Public Works Committee. 

So I remember going to Alaska with 
him and a bunch of our colleagues and 
just going through Prudhoe and just 
seeing all kinds of places around the 
Senator’s beautiful State and going 
back with my family years later. 

My colleague is also a colonel in the 
Marines. I call him ‘‘colonel.’’ He 
knows that JOHN BARRASSO and I like 
music and that every now and then, we 
will find some way to work some music 
lyrics into what we have to say. In lis-
tening to the Senator talk about DON 
YOUNG, it reminds me of a great song 
by Bob Dylan, called ‘‘Forever Young,’’ 
which is a classic song. You can find 
anything on the internet these days, 
and someone was nice enough to pull 
up the first verse of the lyrics of ‘‘For-
ever Young’’ by Bob Dylan. 

It goes something like this: 
May God bless and keep you always 
May your wishes all come true 
May you always do for others 
And let others do for you 
May you build a ladder to the stars 
And climb on every rung 
May you stay forever young 
Forever young, forever young 
May you stay forever young 

DON YOUNG, congratulations from 
your Delaware buddy and former col-
league. Thank you. 

What I really think we need to do is 
to join hands here in the Senate and 
sing ‘‘Kumbaya’’ and get our act to-
gether now that things have calmed 
down a little bit from earlier today. 

CLIMATE CHANGE 

Mr. President, I rise to speak this 
afternoon on the need for Congress to 
take some bold action in addressing 
climate change. 

Earlier today, a number of our Re-
publican friends were here on the Sen-
ate floor to chastise the Green New 
Deal, which is a resolution that was in-
troduced by my good friend, the junior 
Senator from Massachusetts. I came 
down and listened for a bit. For a mo-
ment there, the conversation got a lit-
tle bit heated, as our Presiding Officer 
may recall and, I am certain, as our 
staff recalls. I listened as several of our 
Republican friends denounced the reso-
lution and claimed it would bankrupt 
the country and, in almost the same 
breath, claimed that they supported 
climate action without having pro-
vided a whole lot of tangible details 
about what actions they do support. 

On several occasions, I have heard 
our friends on the other side of the 
aisle suggest that the Green New Deal 
is somehow preventing the Senate from 
doing work to produce results on cli-
mate action. If you had watched my 
Democratic colleagues and me during 
that debate, you would have noticed a 
little bit of frustration because we 
have long been eager to work with our 
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Republican colleagues on climate solu-
tions, and we would gladly welcome the 
reality of how we could work in a bi-
partisan way on meaningful climate 
actions. 

As the adage goes, actions speak 
louder than words, and for more than 
two decades, the Democrats have tried 
to put forth different climate solu-
tions. Some of them have employed 
market forces, which is usually my fa-
vorite approach. Some have employed 
investing in technology. I like that one 
a lot too. Some have also set more 
strict standards, and sometimes that is 
part of the solution. Yet, when it 
comes to generating support for these 
policies, we don’t seem to get much 
support from our friends on the other 
side of the aisle. At least we didn’t 
today. I know this because I have spon-
sored quite a bit of legislation. I have 
sponsored pieces of legislation that 
have enacted many of these policies 
that I am talking about. 

Despite these repeated setbacks, I re-
main ready; I remain willing; and I re-
main eager to work with our Repub-
lican colleagues to find approaches 
that work for them and that work for 
our planet. I am going to keep trying. 
I am one of those people who doesn’t 
give up, and I am not going to give up 
in this instance either. 

To say that a nonbinding resolution 
of bold ideas and ambitious goals is 
somehow keeping Congress from taking 
real action on climate change, with all 
due respect, is just not true. What is 
true is that my Democratic colleagues 
and I and, quite frankly, I think, the 
American people just don’t see the ur-
gency and the passion from our Repub-
lican friends to act on climate change. 
What is also true is that our country 
can no longer afford political leaders to 
give lip service to the growing climate 
crisis. We need real action, and we need 
it now. 

I have a poster here that talks about 
extreme weather. I live in a little 
State, and we have seen wildfires not 
in my State but on the other side of 
our country, where one of our sons 
lives. We have seen wildfires in Cali-
fornia, Oregon, Washington, and Mon-
tana that have been as big as Dela-
ware—maybe that have been bigger 
than Delaware—just in the last year. 
We are told that the path that we are 
on with respect to global warming and 
climate change could, by 2050, give us a 
wildfire season that would burn up six 
times more forest area each year in 
parts of the United States—six times 
more—if we stay on the path that we 
are on today. 

I have another chart here on sea level 
rise. Since 1993, sea levels have risen by 
3 inches, which doesn’t sound like 
much. By 2100, if we do nothing, we 
could see the sea level rise by 6 feet or 
more. If I had the time, I would explain 
the science behind that large, enor-
mous increase. This will cause eco-
nomic devastation along our coasts if 
we don’t act. An estimated $3.6 trillion 
in cumulative damage to U.S. coastal 

properties and infrastructure could re-
sult from rising seas and extreme 
weather. I live in a State that is the 
lowest lying State in America. The 
State is sinking while the seas around 
us are rising, and that isn’t a good 
combination. For us, this is up close 
and personal. 

We also raise a lot of corn and soy-
beans, I am told, in Sussex County, DE, 
in southern Delaware. We may raise 
more soybeans than just about any 
county this side of the Mississippi 
River. According to the ‘‘National Cli-
mate Assessment,’’ with more frequent 
and intense rains that are combined 
with rising temperatures, farmers will 
be likely to experience a reduction in 
corn and soybean yields by up to 25 
percent. 

I mention this because I talk to a lot 
of farmers in our State during the 
course of a week or a month, and I 
can’t tell you how many times I have 
heard this year about the farmers who 
planted their crops last spring, a year 
ago, and it rained. Then they had to re-
plant. It rained some more, and they 
tried to replant again, but it rained 
some more, and they were done. From 
that point on, they had no crops or 
they had greatly diminished crops. 
They used crop insurance, which, fortu-
nately, was available. I think that 
these facts make clear that every sec-
tor in our economy is or will be dis-
rupted by climate change if we don’t 
act now. 

We have had a GDP loss. This is the 
loss in the GDP from the great reces-
sion of about a decade ago, and this is 
the forecast for the GDP loss by 2100 if 
we stay on the course that we are on. 
Basically, it will be twice as big a hit 
to the GDP because of climate change 
than what we suffered in the great re-
cession. 

Earlier today, there was a common 
news release that we put out, and I am 
going to quote it. It reads: ‘‘Neither 
global efforts to mitigate the causes of 
climate change nor regional efforts to 
adapt to the impacts currently ap-
proach the scales needed to avoid sub-
stantial damages to the U.S. economy, 
environment, and human health and 
well-being over the coming decades.’’ 

Think about that. I am going to read 
that again: ‘‘Neither global efforts to 
mitigate the causes of climate change 
nor regional efforts to adapt to the im-
pacts currently approach the scales 
needed to avoid substantial damages to 
the U.S. economy, environment, and 
human health and well-being over the 
coming decades.’’ 

That is not some statement from 
Greenpeace, the Sierra Club, or any 
number of environmental organiza-
tions. That is not the statement of any 
of my colleagues on this side of the 
aisle in the House or in the Senate. 
That is right out of the Government 
Accountability Office’s high-risk list 
that was released earlier today. The 
GAO released its high-risk ways of los-
ing money and raising money in our 
country. Again, one of the high-risk 

areas the GAO identified in this year’s 
report was our Federal Government’s 
fiscal exposure to climate change risks. 
So there you have it from the non-
partisan GAO, which is probably going 
to be a surprise to a lot of people. 

We have two options here. We can ei-
ther confront this challenge head-on 
and reduce carbon emissions, enhance 
resiliency, and support clean energy 
jobs or we can pretend the science is 
not real and do nothing, which will 
threaten the future of our children and 
our grandchildren. Sadly, with our cur-
rent President in the White House, de-
spite what you may have heard today 
again and again, our Republican 
friends—not all of them but too many 
of them—have taken the latter option. 
They have decided repeatedly to re-
treat from this threat and ignore the 
clear signs of climate change. 

Instead of pursuing ideas to address 
climate change and protect Americans 
from its effects, we have seen the cur-
rent administration promote policies 
that undermine the climate science 
and increase our dependency on dirty 
energy. These actions threaten U.S. 
competitiveness in the global clean en-
ergy economy, and they threaten the 
health of every single American. Unfor-
tunately, most of our Republican 
friends have been applauding this 
President with every one of these ac-
tions. 

The Democrats know that we cannot 
shrink away from this problem. We 
want to build on the work we started 
with President Obama and Vice Presi-
dent Biden when their administration 
was leading our country and when we 
set actions in motion to put our coun-
try on a path of net zero emissions for 
carbon. 

During the Obama administration, 
starting with the Recovery Act right 
at the end of the great recession, the 
Federal Government provided eco-
nomic incentives and smart regula-
tions to support market investments in 
clean energy. Thanks to this work, 
consumers are paying less for energy, 
and more than 3 million people went to 
work today in the clean energy sector 
of our country. One of them, until a 
couple of years ago, was our older son, 
Christopher, who worked for a big com-
pany called Honeywell. The job for him 
and the folks with whom he worked 
was to work on large building energy 
conservation projects all over the 
Northeast. He did that for a number of 
years. 

There are millions of jobs that are 
provided in that sector—millions of 
good-paying jobs. As folks are dis-
placed, whether they happen to be coal 
miners or other folks who are displaced 
because of a loss of employment oppor-
tunities in that industry, we have a 
moral obligation to make sure that 
those men and women are retrained 
and retooled so they can do some of 
these jobs in which there happen to be 
technicians who work in the solar 
panel industry—in the solar energy in-
dustry—or in offshore wind or in en-
ergy conservation buildings. There is a 
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huge amount of waste in buildings, and 
a lot of tradesmen and -women can be 
employed in that sector. 

Just today, though, I met with a 
number of folks in the wind industry, 
and they talked about the exciting 
growth in that industry, including in 
offshore wind. I learned that today the 
wind and solar industries are, respec-
tively, the first and second fastest 
growing sectors in this country. I will 
say that again. I learned that today the 
wind and solar industry are, respec-
tively, the first and second fastest 
growing sectors in this country. I was 
surprised to hear that. 

Here is another fact. At the end of 
2008, before President Obama took of-
fice, wind and other renewables, other 
than hydropower, made up about 3 per-
cent of our Nation’s electric-generating 
capacity. Think about that. At the end 
of 2008, Barack Obama was about to be-
come President. At that time, wind and 
other renewables, other than hydro, 
made up about 3 percent of our Na-
tion’s electric-generating capacity. 
Wind power alone was at 1 percent. 
When President Obama and Joe Biden 
left office, renewables other than hy-
dropower were hitting 10-percent ca-
pacity, with wind power making up 
about 7 percent. I learned today that 
wind power is expected to make up al-
most 10 percent of our Nation’s elec-
tricity in 2 years, not in two decades 
but in 2 years. We have come a long 
way in a hurry, and I think that is only 
going to accelerate. 

These substantial increases in clean 
energy economic opportunities aren’t 
the result of markets just being mar-
kets; they were because we put smart 
policy in place and because we in this 
body invested in smart policy. We had 
leadership that believed that climate 
change was a threat, and we had an op-
portunity to do something good for our 
planet and, at the same time, create 
opportunity—job opportunities, em-
ployment opportunities—across the 
country, which is what happened. 

These advances in clean energy are 
great, but much more must be done to 
address the growing climate crisis that 
we face. That is why the Democrats 
continue to support policies that will 
reduce our Nation’s carbon footprint, 
will help to create a fair economy, and 
will support those who are the most 
vulnerable to the effects of climate 
change. 

My hope is that our Republican 
friends will translate their words into 
actions by joining us in working on 
real climate solutions. Once again, I in-
vite all of our Republican colleagues to 
join our resolution, which simply 
states that climate change is real, that 
we as humans have a fair amount to do 
with it, and that Congress needs to act. 
There are three things—that climate 
change is real; that we as humans have 
quite a bit to do with that; and that 
Congress needs to do something to re-
spond to this threat. From there, let’s 
have a meaningful, fact-based debate 
as to what actions we must take. 

I have a piece of paper that reads for 
me to end with this, but I am not going 
to end with this. I am going to say this 
now and lead into something else. Calls 
to take climate action should not di-
vide us. This is an issue that should 
unite us—not just our body, the Sen-
ate, not just the Congress, not just the 
Federal Government, but our country 
and our world. 

In Isaiah, in the Old Testament, it 
says: ‘‘Come now and let us reason to-
gether.’’ I used to think that was LBJ, 
and I found out it was Isaiah, and LBJ 
was quoting Isaiah. ‘‘Come now and let 
us reason together.’’ 

We have a robust and an innovative 
economy. That is a blessing. We should 
meet the climate challenges head-on. 
We should work together to make sure 
that policies we put in place harness 
the talents of the American people, 
provide good jobs and wages, and cre-
ate economic opportunities, especially 
in communities that need them. It is 
not a time for political theater. Let’s 
come together and debate solutions. 
Our children and their children are de-
pending on us to chart a responsible 
path. 

I want to say something to our Pre-
siding Officer. 

When I was new here, I remember sit-
ting up there and watching a couple of 
guys who had been here for a while: a 
guy named Ted Kennedy—I think his 
chair and his desk were right back 
there—a very liberal Democrat, maybe 
the most liberal Democrat we had in 
the Senate at the time—and a fellow on 
the Republican side in like the second 
row, about halfway over, MIKE ENZI. 
They would come to the floor some-
times when I was presiding as a new 
Senator, and I couldn’t believe that 
day after day, week after week, month 
after month, they would come to the 
floor and get all kinds of stuff done. 
You had Ted Kennedy, who was maybe 
the most liberal Democrat, and you 
had MIKE ENZI, who was arguably one 
of the most conservative Republicans 
we had, and as the leaders of the 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions Committee, they got a ton of 
stuff done. 

I once asked MIKE ENZI—one day, I 
was presiding while he was speaking, 
and he talked about the 80/20 rule. 
When he talked about the 80/20 rule, I 
didn’t know what he was talking 
about. After he finished talking, I 
asked him to come up to where you are 
sitting, Mr. President. 

I was presiding, and I said: MIKE 
ENZI, what is the 80/20 rule? 

He said: That is the secret. That is 
why Ted Kennedy and I get so much 
done. 

I said: What is it? 
He said: Ted and I agree on 80 percent 

of this stuff, and we disagree on 20 per-
cent of this stuff. We focus on the 80 
percent where we agree and set aside 
the other 20 percent to come back to at 
a later date. 

I said: Ah, the 80/20 rule. 
I will close with this. I remember 

that when I was new here, like the Pre-

siding Officer, some of the people in 
the Senate were people whom I had 
served with in the House. I knew them. 
I had served with some of the people 
when I was Governor, and I knew them. 
But there were a bunch of people here 
whom I didn’t know. So I got here, I 
was new, and I would just ask the peo-
ple I didn’t know if I could maybe come 
to their office and have a cup of coffee 
with them and just talk for a while. 
People were very nice to do that. 

One of the people I did this with was 
Ted Kennedy. I just really didn’t know 
him. I remember meeting with him and 
asking him if maybe I could come by 
his office and have a cup of coffee 
sometime. 

He said: Fine. We will do better than 
that. Come to my hideaway. We will 
have lunch together. 

I was blown away. Here is this guy 
who is a legend, and he is willing to in-
vite me to his hideaway to have lunch. 
I went, and I will never forget it. His 
hideaway was about three times the 
size of mine, and it was like a Kennedy 
museum. It was just incredible. 

I said: Why is it that so many Repub-
licans want you, Ted Kennedy, a very 
liberal Democrat, to be their cosponsor 
and to be their dance partner on legis-
lation that needs a Democrat? Why do 
so many people want to work with you? 

I will never forget what he said. He 
said: I think this is the reason, TOM. I 
am always willing to compromise on 
policy; never willing to compromise on 
principle. 

That is what he said. 
I would say the lesson for us today is 

this: We have a problem on this planet. 
I think most of us realize this is a real 
problem. Our planet is getting hotter, 
warmer. We are seeing vestiges of that 
every day with this crazy weather we 
live with. 

DAN SULLIVAN was just on the floor 
talking about the Iditarod. It was only 
about 2 years ago that they had to 
truck snow in to be able to actually 
have the Iditarod dog race in Alaska. 

There is crazy stuff going on with our 
weather. I think some of the policy and 
the principle here is that—our planet is 
getting warmer, we have something to 
do with that as human beings, and I 
think we have an obligation here in the 
Senate to do something positive about 
it. The great news is that we could ac-
tually create a lot of jobs by doing 
that, by responding to this challenge. 

My hope is that here in the tumult of 
today’s debate and maybe the debate 
going forward, that we will all keep in 
mind MIKE ENZI’s words on the 80/20 
rule and that we will keep in mind the 
words of Ted Kennedy: always willing 
to compromise on policy; never willing 
to compromise on principle. Maybe, 
guided by their wisdom, we can find a 
middle ground and do something good 
for not just this body, not just the Con-
gress, not just our country, but good 
for our planet and our kids. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
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The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. MERKLEY. 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 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that all 
postcloture time on the Murphy nomi-
nation expire at 12:30 p.m., Thursday, 
March 7; further, that if confirmed, the 
motion to reconsider be considered 
made and laid upon the table and the 
President be immediately notified of 
the Senate’s action; further, that fol-
lowing disposition of the Murphy nomi-
nation, the Senate resume consider-
ation of the Fleming nomination, the 
cloture motion on the nomination be 
withdrawn, the time until 1:45 be 
equally divided in the usual form, and 
the Senate vote on the nomination at 
1:45; finally, that if confirmed, the mo-
tion to reconsider be considered made 
and laid upon the table and the Presi-
dent be immediately notified of the 
Senate’s action. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to legislative session for a 
period of morning business, with Sen-
ators permitted to speak therein for up 
to 10 minutes. 

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

f 

VOTE EXPLANATION 

Mr. HEINRICH. Mr. President, on 
March 4 and 5, 2019, I was unavoidably 
absent due to illness during rollcall 
votes Nos. 34 and 35. Had I been 
present, I would have voted nay. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

TRIBUTE TO SAM MAMET 

∑ Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I rise to 
honor the career of Sam Mamet, who 
recently announced his retirement as 
the executive director of the Colorado 
Municipal League. Sam spent the bet-
ter half of his adult life working to em-
power communities and local govern-
ments across Colorado. It is not an un-
derstatement to say that every corner 
of the State is incredibly grateful for 
his work. 

Sam joined the Colorado Municipal 
League in 1979, when he spearheaded 
the organization’s advocacy in the 
State capitol. After 26 years in that po-

sition, Sam would go on to spend the 
rest of his time in the organization as 
its executive director. There, he 
worked tirelessly to foster partnerships 
across the State and the country that 
have benefited Colorado’s 270 towns 
and cities. He also spent time as an ad-
junct professor of political science at 
CU Denver. 

Throughout my time in public serv-
ice, I have always appreciated Sam’s 
thoughtful approach to policymaking, 
his collaborative spirit, and his unwav-
ering advocacy for our local commu-
nities. When I worked in local govern-
ment, I always knew I could count on 
Sam to ensure that our perspective 
would be heard at the State and Fed-
eral level. After joining the Senate, I 
have had the benefit of his advice 
across issues, ranging from infrastruc-
ture to tax policy. 

Going forward, I will miss Sam’s wit, 
humility, and sense of humor—at-
tributes in short supply in our politics 
today. 

Although Sam is retiring from the 
Municipal League, I suspect he will 
continue to serve the State of Colorado 
with the same passion that has charac-
terized his career. We wish Sam well in 
retirement and extend our deepest 
thanks for his lifetime of public serv-
ice.∑ 

f 

200TH ANNIVERSARY OF 
WASHINGTON PARISH 

∑ Mr. CASSIDY. Mr. President, today I 
wish to acknowledge the 200th anniver-
sary of the founding of Washington 
Parish in my home State of Louisiana. 
It is a parish filled with determined 
and patriotic citizens who work day in 
and day out to better our State and our 
Nation. 

Washington Parish, named in honor 
of our first President, is located in the 
section of Louisiana known as the 
Florida Parishes. The parish govern-
ment was founded on March 6, 1819, and 
a few years later, the town of 
Franklinton would become the perma-
nent parish seat. The parish covers 676 
square miles with the Mississippi State 
line serving as the eastern and north-
ern borders. 

The area is rich with American his-
tory. In 1814, Andrew Jackson marched 
with his soldiers across the Pearl River 
and recruited many of the local citi-
zens to join them in the Battle of New 
Orleans. The ‘‘Military Road’’ con-
structed by General Andrew Jackson 
crossed the Pearl River into present- 
day Bogalusa. Records from the War 
Department show the future President 
and his troops made camp in the area 
on November 28, 1814. 

As one of the most rural parts of the 
State, the parish is known for its pine 
forests, rolling hills, and many farms. 
The people who call Washington Parish 
home are incredibly proud of their 
local heritage, good food, and for 
hosting the Washington Parish Free 
Fair, the Nation’s largest free fair. 

I would like to wish the citizens of 
Washington Parish a very happy bicen-

tennial and thank them for their many 
contributions over the last 200 years to 
our beautiful State and to our Nation.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO BRIGADIER GENERAL 
COLLEEN MCGUIRE 

∑ Mr. DAINES, Mr. President, I have 
the honor of recognizing BG Colleen 
McGuire, Retired, of Missoula, MT, for 
being inducted into the U.S. Army 
Women’s Foundation Hall of Fame on 
March 7, 2019. 

Colleen has stayed true to her Mon-
tana roots, spending her childhood and 
collegiate years in Missoula. As a stu-
dent at the University of Montana, she 
excelled in the Reserve Officer Train-
ing Corps, ROTC and began her distin-
guished career with the 279th Engineer 
Company at Fort Missoula. Upon grad-
uation, she continued to serve her 
great country as she earned a commis-
sion in U.S. Army while serving with 
the Military Police Corps. Her aca-
demic achievements continued as she 
earned a master’s of arts and science 
from the Command and Staff College 
and a master’s of strategic studies 
from the Army War College. 

Colleen’s highly accomplished jour-
ney through the U.S. Army consists of 
a multitude of leaderships roles as ex-
emplified by her command of troops. 
Early in her career, her inspirational 
leadership skills were evident as she 
led a platoon in Germany and later 
taking command of the Bravo Com-
pany within the Law Enforcement 
Command of Fort Lewis, WA. Success 
in these roles propelled her career, and 
in 1998 she was hand-selected to com-
mand the 705th Military Police Bat-
talion, Fort Leavenworth, KS. 

One notable chapter in Colleen’s ca-
reer came in the fall of 1993, when she 
was assigned as the public affairs offi-
cer for Joint Task Force-Somalia, In 
early October, two U.S. Army Black 
Hawk helicopters were shot down dur-
ing a covert operation, which launched 
a 2-day battle that later became known 
as theBattle of Mogadishu. In the 
months that followed, Colleen played a 
pivotal role in telling the United 
States’ story that would later inspire 
several books and the movie ‘‘Black 
Hawk Down.’’ 

Perhaps Colleen’s most notable 
achievements came as she shattered 
glass ceilings across the Army. Epito-
mizing the Montana pioneer spirit, she 
was the first female to assume com-
mand of the U.S. Army Criminal Inves-
tigation Command, CID, serve as the 
provost marshall General of the Army, 
and take command of the U.S. Discipli-
nary Barracks in Fort Leavenworth 
KS. Not only did she command with 
distinction, but she opened the door for 
aspiring women to follow in her foot-
steps. It is fitting that Colleen should 
be inducted into the U.S. Army Wom-
en’s Foundation Hall of Fame, and I 
am pleased that her accomplishments 
will be memorialized as an example for 
generations to come. 

During her military service, she 
earned numerous awards. Colleen’s 
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awards include the following: Legion of 
Merit with two oak-leaf clusters, the 
Bronze Star Medal, the Defense Meri-
torious Service Medal, the Meritorious 
Service Medal with four oak-leaf clus-
ters, the Joint Service Commendation 
Medal, the Army Commendation Medal 
with three oak-leaf clusters, the Army 
Achievement Medal with three oak-leaf 
clusters, the Iraqi Campaign Medal, the 
Senior Parachutist’s Badge, and the 
Army Staff Identification Badge. 

After 32 years of dedicated service, 
Colleen now resides in Kalispell, MT. 
She continues to serve as an inspira-
tional leader in the community. On be-
half of our grateful Nation, I thank her 
for her courage and selfless dedication 
to others as a hallmark for generation 
to come.∑ 

f 

RECOGNIZING JOPLIN HIGH 
SCHOOL ROTC 

∑ Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. President, today I 
wish to commemorate the 100th anni-
versary of the Joplin High School Jun-
ior Reserve Officer Training Corps, one 
of the oldest such programs in the 
United States. 

At a time when our Nation faces ex-
traordinary challenges at home and 
abroad, preparing the next generation 
is paramount. The future lays in the 
hands of our youth. Since 1919, Joplin 
High School JROTC has been devel-
oping outstanding citizens for Missouri 
through leadership development, dis-
cipline, and service. 

Today, less than 1 percent of Ameri-
cans serve in the military; yet, Joplin 
High School JROTC has 120 cadets who 
are part of the program’s historic leg-
acy under the leadership of Lt. Col. 
(Ret.) Joshua Reitz and 1SG (Ret.) 
Richard Banks. Some of these cadets 
will go on to put the lessons and lead-
ership training they received into prac-
tice through service in the U.S. Armed 
Forces. Military service is not only a 
career, but a lifestyle full of contin-
uous reward and knowledge. For those 
that choose the path of Military Serv-
ice, we should thankful. 

To the members of Eagle Battalion, I 
urge you to uphold your school’s core 
values of truth, honor, and loyalty. 
These values may be no guarantee of 
popularity, comfort, or success, at 
least not as the world defines success; 
yet, a life of integrity characterized by 
these virtues is a life of which you can 
be proud. 

The path of leadership is a difficult 
one and often lonely. America needs 
strong servant-leaders in the next gen-
eration willing to confront the chal-
lenges we face with courage, rooted in 
the principles that make our Nation 
great. 

As your Senator, I have been given 
the solemn responsibility to nominate 
young women and men for placements 
at our Nation’s service academies. It is 
a duty I do not take lightly, knowing 
that these future leaders will be on the 
frontlines of securing American free-
dom. I encourage those of you who 

have been a part of Joplin High School 
JROTC to seriously consider applying 
for one of these highly selective spots. 
The program’s legacy of excellence de-
mands that I give your candidacy the 
consideration it deserves. 

I want to thank Joplin High School 
ROTC for their dedication to their 
school, to Joplin, to Missouri, and to 
our country. Congratulations on the 
first 100 years of service, and here is to 
the next century of service.∑ 

f 

REMEMBERING KATHLEEN ‘‘MIKE’’ 
DALTON 

∑ Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, she 
was a mentor, communicator, histo-
rian, volunteer, role model, and a 
friend with an incredible memory of 
Alaska history, a journalist, public 
servant, a Republican, a woman who 
had strong opinions and was not afraid 
to express them, a pillar of the commu-
nity, a legend. 

This weekend, the Pioneers of Alaska 
Fairbanks Igloo will remember Kath-
leen ‘‘Mike’’ Dalton who passed in Jan-
uary at the age of 93. I rise today to 
speak in memory of my friend, this 
woman named Mike, an oracle of Alas-
ka history and at the same time a fix-
ture of Alaska’s political history. 

So how does a girl get the name 
Mike? Mike was born to an Irish father 
who anticipated that he would have 
two children. One named Patricia, the 
other named Mike. Problem is that 
Mike’s father had little control of the 
gender of his children. Mike’s sister, 
the first of the children, was named Pa-
tricia. The second, who turned out to 
be a girl as well, was named Kathleen, 
but that stubborn Irish father would 
have nothing of it. Kathleen was 
‘‘Mike’’ from the very beginning. 

Mike grew up in Arizona. Her father 
worked on the Navajo Reservation as a 
carpenter and construction worker. 
She moved to Tucson to attend Catho-
lic school at age 10 and graduated with 
a degree in English from Northern Ari-
zona University in Flagstaff. She fol-
lowed a friend and schoolmate to Alas-
ka, and as they say, the rest is history. 

Mike acclimated well to the north 
and was quickly introduced to the 
sport of dog mushing. She met Jim 
Dalton, the son of a pioneer and Klon-
dike gold rush legend and married him 
in 1950. Jim was an engineer who 
played a major role in development of 
the naval petroleum reserve on Alas-
ka’s North Slope. Jim and Mike lived 
in Barrow, now the community known 
as Utqiagvik, and had two children. 
They bought 30 acres in Fairbanks and 
built a loghouse. Jim continued to 
work on the North Slope. Mike stayed 
in Fairbanks to raise the children, but 
ever ingenious, she found ways to hitch 
a ride to see Jim. She made 12 trips 
above the Arctic Circle during the win-
ter of 1968–1969. 

Mike chose to live a full life in Fair-
banks. She was a reporter for the Fair-
banks Daily News-Miner, writing the 
first draft of Alaska’s post-Statehood 

history. She covered all of the big 
events: the 1964 earthquake, the 1967 
Fairbanks flood, the discovery of oil at 
Prudhoe Bay, and the construction of a 
500-mile haul road that made oil pro-
duction possible. That road is today 
known as the Dalton Highway, in ac-
knowledgment of Jim Dalton’s pio-
neering work on the North Slope. Jim 
died in 1977. 

While Mike’s writing endeared her to 
Alaskans, her greater contribution 
may be her decision to rescue all of the 
News-Miner’s World War II era photo 
archives from a dumpster, after an edi-
tor new to Alaska, determined that 
they lacked historic value. Waiting 
until dark, she dove in, dusted the 
photos off, and preserved them. 

She was recruited to stuff envelopes 
and lick stamps for Republican can-
didates, the stepping stone to a half 
century’s leadership in the Fairbanks 
Republican Women’s Club. Her email 
list was envied by all. 

In 1964, the Fairbanks North Star 
Borough, a regional government for in-
terior Alaska, was formed. Mike ran 
for a seat on the borough assembly, 
which is the borough’s legislative body. 
She was the top vote getter. Turning to 
a career in government, Mike managed 
Senator Ted Stevens’ interior Alaska 
field office from 1971–1978. She worked 
for another legend, who recently 
passed, Alaska State Senator Jack 
Coghill, and during the administration 
of Governor Jay Hammond, she relo-
cated to Washington, DC, to manage 
Alaska’s Washington office. 

Returning to Alaska, she devoted her 
life to community service. In 1991, she 
worked for the city of Unalaska and 
helped organize the 50th commemora-
tion of the Japanese occupation of the 
Aleutians. She helped organize the first 
American delegation visit to the Rus-
sian Far East and the Kamchatka Pe-
ninsula, hoping to improve ties be-
tween Russia and Alaska as the USSR 
came apart. Active in the Pioneers of 
Alaska, Mike recorded oral histories of 
Alaska’s pioneers for the University of 
Alaska archives. She repatriated 24 
paintings by Alaska’s most famous art-
ist, Sydney Laurence, back to Alaska. 
She was active in the campaign to set-
tle Alaska Native land claims and was 
one of the first non-Natives to be hon-
ored by the Fairbanks Native Associa-
tion. 

Mike was about service to others, not 
glory to herself. She would drive 50 
miles out of town to give a ride to a 
sourdough who needed it, deliver her 
prized oatmeal cookies to the seniors, 
chase after a dog gone astray. She went 
out to fix the culverts that collapsed 
under the weight of Alaska winter to 
prevent spring floods, and she raised 
money for the hospital. She was gen-
erous to newcomers who experienced 
difficulties in acclimating and a men-
tor to young women. 

Upon Mike’s induction to the Alaska 
Women’s Hall of Fame in 2016, it was 
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remembered that Mike refused to at-
tend an event honoring her 90th birth-
day because she was so adamantly op-
posed to self-aggrandizement. 

The Alaska Women’s Hall of Fame 
recognized Mike as a ‘‘seemingly tire-
less activist whose efforts have made 
waves since her arrival in Alaska from 
Arizona in 1949 . . . As for Fairbanks, 
her home base for more than half a 
century Mike played a major part in 
shaping its social, political and eco-
nomic future, as well as the state, 
while preserving a valuable part of our 
history.’’ 

I thank my colleagues for the oppor-
tunity to share a brief glimpse into the 
extraordinary life of Mike Dalton in 
the U.S. Senate today.∑ 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Ms. Ridgway, one of his 
secretaries. 

f 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

In executive session the Presiding Of-
ficer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The messages received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

At 10:02 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bills: 

S. 47. An act to provide for the manage-
ment of the natural resources of the United 
States, and for other purposes. 

S. 483. An act to enact into law a bill by 
reference. 

The enrolled bills were subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. GRASSLEY). 

At 11:39 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, without amendment: 

S. 49. An act to designate the outstation of 
the Department of Veterans Affairs in North 
Ogden, Utah, as the Major Brent Taylor Vet 
Center Outstation. 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following bills, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.R. 347. An act to extend the authoriza-
tion of the Uranium Mill Tailings Radiation 
Control Act of 1978 relating to the disposal 
site in Mesa County, Colorado. 

H.R. 762. An act to amend the Energy Pol-
icy and Conservation Act to provide for the 
dissemination of information regarding 
available Federal programs relating to en-
ergy efficiency projects for schools, and for 
other purposes. 

H.R. 1138. An act to reauthorize the West 
Valley demonstration project, and for other 
purposes. 

H.R. 1271. An act to establish in the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs a pilot program 
instituting a clinical observation program 
for pre-med students preparing to attend 
medical school. 

H.R. 1381. An act to direct the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to take actions necessary to 
ensure that certain individuals may update 
the burn pit registry with a registered indi-
vidual’s cause of death, and for other pur-
poses. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bills were read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 347. An act to extend the authoriza-
tion of the Uranium Mill Tailings Radiation 
Control Act of 1978 relating to the disposal 
site in Mesa County, Colorado; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

H.R. 762. An act to amend the Energy Pol-
icy and Conservation Act to provide for the 
dissemination of information regarding 
available Federal programs relating to en-
ergy efficiency projects for schools, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

H.R. 1138. An act to reauthorize the West 
Valley demonstration project, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

f 

MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME 

The following bills were read the first 
time: 

H.R. 1271. An act to establish in the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs a pilot program 
instituting a clinical observation program 
for pre-med students preparing to attend 
medical school. 

H.R. 1381. An act to direct the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to take actions necessary to 
ensure that certain individuals may update 
the burn pit registry with a registered indi-
vidual’s cause of death, and for other pur-
poses. 

f 

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, March 6, 2019, she had 
presented to the President of the 
United States the following enrolled 
bills: 

S. 47. An act to provide for the manage-
ment of the natural resources of the United 
States, and for other purposes. 

S. 483. An act to enact into law a bill by 
reference. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC–521. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense (Nuclear, Chemical, 
and Biological Defense Programs) transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a notice of additional 
time required to complete a report relative 
to the Department of Energy’s National Nu-
clear Security Administration (NNSA) budg-
et meeting the nuclear stockpile and stock-
pile stewardship requirements; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

EC–522. A communication from the Alter-
nate Federal Register Liaison Officer, Office 
of the Secretary, Department of Defense, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Productivity Enhancing 
Capital Investment (PECI)’’ (RIN0790–AK46) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on March 5, 2019; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

EC–523. A communication from the Alter-
nate Federal Register Liaison Officer, Office 
of the Secretary, Department of Defense, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Rates of Subsist-
ence Allowance and Commutation Instead of 
Uniforms for Members of the Senior Reserve 
Officers’ Training Corps’’ (RIN0790–AK32) re-
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on March 5, 2019; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

EC–524. A communication from the Deputy 
Secretary, Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Amendments to the 
Timing Requirements for Filing Reports on 
Form N–Port’’ (RIN3235–AL42) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
March 5, 2019; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–525. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, notification of his intent to 
terminate the designation of India as a bene-
ficiary developing country under the Gener-
alized System of Preferences program; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

EC–526. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, notification of his intent to 
terminate the designation of Turkey as a 
beneficiary developing country under the 
Generalized System of Preferences program; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–527. A communication from the Attor-
ney-Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department 
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Safety Zone; Ohio River; Louisville, KY’’ 
((RIN1625–AA00) (Docket No. USCG–2018– 
0168)) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on February 13, 2019; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–528. A communication from the Assist-
ant Chief Counsel for Regulatory Affairs, 
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Hazardous Materials: Oil 
Spill Response Plans and Information Shar-
ing for High-Hazard Flammable Trains 
(FAST Act)’’ (RIN2137–AF08) received during 
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on March 1, 2019; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

f 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

The following petition or memorial 
was laid before the Senate and was re-
ferred or ordered to lie on the table as 
indicated: 

POM–11. A resolution adopted by the Leg-
islature of Tompkins County, New York urg-
ing the United States Congress to pass the 
Energy Innovation and Carbon Dividend Act; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 
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By Mr. BROWN (for himself, Mr. 

WICKER, Mr. CARDIN, Ms. COLLINS, 
Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. BARRASSO, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. BOOKER, Mr. BOOZ-
MAN, Mr. CASEY, Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. 
COONS, Ms. CORTEZ MASTO, Mr. COT-
TON, Mr. CRAMER, Ms. DUCKWORTH, 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Ms. HARRIS, Ms. HAS-
SAN, Mr. HEINRICH, Ms. HIRONO, Mrs. 
HYDE-SMITH, Mr. JONES, Mr. KING, 
Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. MAR-
KEY, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. MERKLEY, 
Mr. PETERS, Mr. REED, Mr. SANDERS, 
Mrs. SHAHEEN, Ms. SINEMA, Ms. 
SMITH, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. SULLIVAN, 
Mr. TILLIS, Mr. UDALL, Mr. VAN HOL-
LEN, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, and Mrs. 
BLACKBURN): 

S. 668. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to waive coinsurance 
under Medicare for colorectal cancer screen-
ing tests, regardless of whether therapeutic 
intervention is required during the screen-
ing; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Ms. BALDWIN (for herself, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, Ms. DUCKWORTH, Ms. 
HASSAN, Mr. MERKLEY, Mr. MARKEY, 
and Ms. WARREN): 

S. 669. A bill to protect the rights of pas-
sengers with disabilities in air transpor-
tation, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

By Mr. RUBIO (for himself and Mr. 
SCOTT of Florida): 

S. 670. A bill to make daylight savings 
time permanent, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

By Mrs. CAPITO (for herself and Mr. 
PORTMAN): 

S. 671. A bill to amend the Surface Mining 
Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 to 
transfer certain funds to the 1974 United 
Mine Workers of America Pension Plan, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

By Mr. SCHATZ (for himself, Mr. 
BROWN, Ms. HARRIS, Mr. BOOKER, Mr. 
MERKLEY, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND, Mr. DURBIN, Ms. BALD-
WIN, and Ms. WARREN): 

S. 672. A bill to establish State-Federal 
partnerships to provide students the oppor-
tunity to attain higher education at in-State 
public institutions of higher education with-
out debt, to provide Federal Pell Grant eligi-
bility to DREAMer students, to repeal sus-
pension of eligibility under the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 for drug-related offenses, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Ms. ERNST (for herself and Ms. 
BALDWIN): 

S. 673. A bill to amend the Small Business 
Act to eliminate the inclusion of option 
years in the award price for sole source con-
tracts, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Small Business and Entrepreneur-
ship. 

By Mr. CARPER: 
S. 674. A bill to amend title 23, United 

States Code, to establish a grant program for 
the installation of electric vehicle charging 
infrastructure and hydrogen fueling infra-
structure along the National Highway Sys-
tem, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. UDALL (for himself and Mr. 
HEINRICH): 

S. 675. A bill to authorize the Department 
of Defense to temporarily provide water 
uncontaminated with perfluorooctanoic acid 
(PFOA) and perfluorooctane sulfonate 
(PFOS) for agricultural purposes to areas af-
fected by contamination from military in-
stallations, and to authorize the Secretary of 
the Air Force to acquire real property to ex-

tend the contiguous geographic footprint of 
any Air Force base that has shown signs of 
contamination from PFOA and PFOS due to 
activities on the base, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. PETERS (for himself and Mrs. 
CAPITO): 

S. 676. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exclude certain post 
graduation scholarship grants from gross in-
come in the same manner as qualified schol-
arships to promote economic growth; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. SANDERS (for himself, Mr. 
MERKLEY, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND, Ms. WARREN, Ms. HAR-
RIS, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. BOOKER, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mr. MENENDEZ, and Mr. DUR-
BIN): 

S. 677. A bill to amend the Food and Nutri-
tion Act of 2008 to provide for the participa-
tion of Puerto Rico, American Samoa, and 
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands in the supplemental nutrition assist-
ance program, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

By Mr. INHOFE (for himself and Mr. 
ROUNDS): 

S. 678. A bill to declare English as the offi-
cial language of the United States, to estab-
lish a uniform English language rule for nat-
uralization, and to avoid misconstructions of 
the English language texts of the laws of the 
United States, pursuant to Congress’ powers 
to provide for the general welfare of the 
United States and to establish a uniform 
rule of naturalization under article I, section 
8, of the Constitution; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

By Ms. BALDWIN (for herself, Mr. COR-
NYN, Mr. TESTER, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. 
JONES, Mr. TILLIS, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, 
Ms. ERNST, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. GRASS-
LEY, Ms. SMITH, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. 
DURBIN, Mr. MORAN, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, 
Mr. COTTON, Ms. DUCKWORTH, Mr. 
RUBIO, Mrs. SHAHEEN, and Mr. 
ROUNDS): 

S. 679. A bill to exempt from the calcula-
tion of monthly income certain benefit paid 
by the Department of Veterans Affairs and 
the Department of Defense; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. THUNE (for himself, Mr. MUR-
PHY, Mr. BARRASSO, Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. 
KING, Mr. ROUNDS, Mr. WICKER, Mr. 
PETERS, and Mr. ISAKSON): 

S. 680. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to treat certain amounts 
paid for physical activity, fitness, and exer-
cise as amounts paid for medical care; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mr. RUBIO, 
and Mr. WARNER): 

S. 681. A bill to establish a new higher edu-
cation data system to allow for more accu-
rate, complete, and secure data on student 
retention, graduation, and earnings out-
comes, at all levels of postsecondary enroll-
ment, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. MARKEY (for himself, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. SCHATZ, 
Mr. WYDEN, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. BEN-
NET, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. BOOKER, 
Mr. BROWN, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. CARPER, 
Mr. CASEY, Mr. COONS, Ms. CORTEZ 
MASTO, Ms. DUCKWORTH, Mr. DURBIN, 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Ms. 
HARRIS, Ms. HASSAN, Mr. HEINRICH, 
Ms. HIRONO, Mr. JONES, Mr. KAINE, 
Mr. KING, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. MANCHIN, Mr. MENENDEZ, 
Mr. MERKLEY, Mr. MURPHY, Mrs. 
MURRAY, Mr. PETERS, Mr. REED, Ms. 

ROSEN, Mr. SANDERS, Mrs. SHAHEEN, 
Ms. SMITH, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. 
TESTER, Mr. UDALL, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, 
Mr. WARNER, Ms. WARREN, and Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE): 

S. 682. A bill to restore the Federal Com-
munications Commission’s Open Internet 
Order and its net neutrality protections; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

By Mr. BROWN (for himself and Ms. 
CORTEZ MASTO): 

S. 683. A bill to establish a voluntary pro-
gram in the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration to encourage consumers to 
purchase or lease new automobiles made in 
the United States, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. HEINRICH (for himself, Mr. 
ROUNDS, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr. WICKER, 
Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. SULLIVAN, Ms. 
MURKOWSKI, Mr. GARDNER, Mr. BOOZ-
MAN, Ms. HASSAN, Ms. DUCKWORTH, 
Ms. STABENOW, Mr. SCOTT of South 
Carolina, Mr. PETERS, Mr. INHOFE, 
Ms. ERNST, Mr. MURPHY, Ms. CORTEZ 
MASTO, Mr. CASEY, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
Mr. YOUNG, Mrs. FISCHER, Ms. HAR-
RIS, and Mr. BROWN): 

S. 684. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the excise tax on 
high cost employer-sponsored health cov-
erage; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. LEE (for himself, Mr. GRASS-
LEY, Ms. MURKOWSKI, Mrs. BLACK-
BURN, and Mr. RUBIO): 

S. 685. A bill to amend the Inspector Gen-
eral Act of 1978 relative to the powers of the 
Department of Justice Inspector General; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CARDIN: 
S. 686. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-

cation Act of 1965 to provide greater access 
to higher education for America’s students, 
to eliminate educational barriers for partici-
pation in a public service career, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mrs. GILLIBRAND: 
S. 687. A bill to provide for a temporary 

safe harbor for certain failures by individ-
uals to pay estimated income tax; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Ms. MCSALLY (for herself and Ms. 
SINEMA): 

S. 688. A bill to amend title 28, United 
States Code, to add Flagstaff and Yuma to 
the list of locations in which court shall be 
held in the judicial district for the State of 
Arizona; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. TESTER (for himself, Mr. 
CASEY, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr. JONES, 
Ms. BALDWIN, and Ms. SMITH): 

S. 689. A bill to amend the Animal Health 
Protection Act to support State and Tribal 
efforts to develop and implement manage-
ment strategies to address chronic wasting 
disease among deer, elk, and moose popu-
lations, to support research regarding the 
causes of chronic wasting disease and meth-
ods to control the further spread of the dis-
ease, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry. 

By Mr. BENNET (for himself, Mr. 
BROWN, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. BOOKER, Mr. 
CARDIN, Mr. CASEY, Mr. COONS, Ms. 
CORTEZ MASTO, Ms. DUCKWORTH, Mr. 
DURBIN, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Ms. HAR-
RIS, Ms. HASSAN, Mr. HEINRICH, Ms. 
HIRONO, Mr. JONES, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, 
Mr. LEAHY, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. MENEN-
DEZ, Mr. MERKLEY, Mr. MURPHY, Mrs. 
MURRAY, Mr. PETERS, Mr. REED, Mr. 
SANDERS, Mr. SCHATZ, Mr. SCHUMER, 
Mrs. SHAHEEN, Ms. SMITH, Ms. STABE-
NOW, Mr. TESTER, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, 
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Ms. WARREN, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, and 
Mr. WYDEN): 

S. 690. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to make the child tax cred-
it fully refundable, establish an increased 
child tax credit for young children, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

By Mr. KAINE (for himself and Mr. 
YOUNG): 

S.J. Res. 13. A joint resolution to repeal 
the authorizations for use of military force 
against Iraq, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. RISCH (for himself, Mr. MENEN-
DEZ, Mr. GARDNER, Mr. COONS, Mr. 
ROMNEY, and Mr. CRUZ): 

S. Res. 96. A resolution commending the 
Government of Canada for upholding the rule 
of law and expressing concern over actions 
by the Government of the People’s Republic 
of China in response to a request from the 
United States Government to the Govern-
ment of Canada for the extradition of a 
Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd. executive; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. SCHUMER: 
S. Res. 97. A resolution establishing the 

Select Committee on the Climate Crisis; to 
the Committee on Rules and Administration. 

By Mrs. BLACKBURN: 
S. Res. 98. A resolution establishing the 

Congressional Gold Star Family Fellowship 
Program for the placement in offices of Sen-
ators of children, spouses, and siblings of 
members of the Armed Forces who are hos-
tile casualties or who have died from a train-
ing-related injury; to the Committee on 
Rules and Administration. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 25 

At the request of Mr. CRUZ, the name 
of the Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
ROUNDS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
25, a bill to reserve any amounts for-
feited to the United States Govern-
ment as a result of the criminal pros-
ecution of Joaquin Archivaldo Guzman 
Loera (commonly known as ‘‘El 
Chapo’’), or of other felony convictions 
involving the transportation of con-
trolled substances into the United 
States, for security measures along the 
Southern border, including the comple-
tion of a border wall. 

S. 61 

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
61, a bill to amend the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to allow for 
the personal importation of safe and af-
fordable drugs from approved phar-
macies in Canada. 

S. 133 

At the request of Ms. MURKOWSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. CASEY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 133, a bill to award a Con-
gressional Gold Medal, collectively, to 
the United States merchant mariners 
of World War II, in recognition of their 

dedicated and vital service during 
World War II. 

S. 157 
At the request of Mr. CRUZ, the name 

of the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. 
INHOFE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
157, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to permit kinder-
garten through grade 12 educational 
expenses to be paid from a 529 account. 

S. 179 
At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 

name of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 179, a bill to direct the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs to carry 
out a clinical trial of the effects of can-
nabis on certain health outcomes of 
adults with chronic pain and post-trau-
matic stress disorder, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 186 
At the request of Ms. ERNST, the 

name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Ms. HASSAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 186, a bill to ensure time-
ly completion of the concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget and regular appro-
priations bills, and for other purposes. 

S. 206 
At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 

name of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
RUBIO) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
206, a bill to award a Congressional 
Gold Medal to the female telephone op-
erators of the Army Signal Corps, 
known as the ‘‘Hello Girls’’. 

S. 208 
At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 

name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. CRAMER) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 208, a bill to amend title 
10, United States Code, to permit cer-
tain retired members of the uniformed 
services who have a service-connected 
disability to receive both disability 
compensation from the Department of 
Veterans Affairs for their disability 
and either retired pay by reason of 
their years of military service or Com-
bat-Related Special Compensation, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 237 
At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 

names of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. LEAHY) and the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. BLUMENTHAL) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 237, a bill to amend 
title XVIII of the Social Security Act 
to permit nurse practitioners and phy-
sician assistants to satisfy the docu-
mentation requirement under the 
Medicare program for coverage of cer-
tain shoes for individuals with diabe-
tes. 

S. 279 
At the request of Mr. THUNE, the 

name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. BARRASSO) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 279, a bill to allow tribal grant 
schools to participate in the Federal 
Employee Health Benefits Program. 

S. 287 
At the request of Mr. TOOMEY, the 

name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. VAN HOLLEN) was added as a co-

sponsor of S. 287, a bill to amend the 
Trade Expansion Act of 1962 to impose 
limitations on the authority of the 
President to adjust imports that are 
determined to threaten to impair na-
tional security, and for other purposes. 

S. 336 

At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. UDALL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 336, a bill to direct the Comp-
troller General of the United States to 
submit a report on the response of law 
enforcement agencies to reports of 
missing or murdered Indians. 

S. 433 

At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
PERDUE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
433, a bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to improve home 
health payment reforms under the 
Medicare program. 

S. 454 

At the request of Mr. CRAMER, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAPO) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
454, a bill to direct the Federal Commu-
nications Commission to establish the 
Office of Rural Broadband, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 479 

At the request of Mr. TOOMEY, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. CASEY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 479, a bill to revise sec-
tion 48 of title 18, United States Code, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 500 

At the request of Mr. PORTMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona (Ms. 
SINEMA) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
500, a bill to amend title 54, United 
States Code, to establish, fund, and 
provide for the use of amounts in a Na-
tional Park Service Legacy Restora-
tion Fund to address the maintenance 
backlog of the National Park Service, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 504 

At the request of Ms. SINEMA, the 
names of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW), the Senator from West 
Virginia (Mrs. CAPITO), the Senator 
from North Dakota (Mr. CRAMER), the 
Senator from Montana (Mr. DAINES), 
the Senator from Kansas (Mr. MORAN), 
the Senator from Maine (Ms. COLLINS), 
the Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
MANCHIN), the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. CASEY), the Senator from 
Michigan (Mr. PETERS), the Senator 
from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO) and the Sen-
ator from Arizona (Ms. MCSALLY) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 504, a bill to 
amend title 36, United States Code, to 
authorize The American Legion to de-
termine the requirements for member-
ship in The American Legion, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 521 

At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. CASEY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 521, a bill to amend title 
II of the Social Security Act to repeal 
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the Government pension offset and 
windfall elimination provisions. 

S. 546 
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 

the name of the Senator from Maine 
(Ms. COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 546, a bill to extend authorization 
for the September 11th Victim Com-
pensation Fund of 2001 through fiscal 
year 2090, and for other purposes. 

S. 591 
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 

name of the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. JONES) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 591, a bill to assist States in im-
proving guardianship oversight and 
data collection. 

S. 599 
At the request of Mr. COTTON, the 

name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
PERDUE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
599, a bill to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act with respect to 
aliens associated with criminal gangs, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 622 
At the request of Mr. JONES, the 

names of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND), the Senator from 
Arizona (Ms. SINEMA) and the Senator 
from Washington (Ms. CANTWELL) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 622, a bill to 
amend title 10, United States Code, to 
repeal the requirement for reduction of 
survivor annuities under the Survivor 
Benefit Plan by veterans’ dependency 
and indemnity compensation, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 631 
At the request of Mr. CARPER, the 

name of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. HEINRICH) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 631, a bill to provide for the 
admission of the State of Washington, 
D.C. into the Union. 

S. 638 
At the request of Mr. CARPER, the 

names of the Senator from Hawaii (Ms. 
HIRONO), the Senator from Maine (Mr. 
KING) and the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. BLUMENTHAL) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 638, a bill to require 
the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to designate 
per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances as 
hazardous substances under the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, Liability Act of 1980, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 667 
At the request of Mr. VAN HOLLEN, 

the names of the Senator from Nevada 
(Ms. CORTEZ MASTO) and the Senator 
from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 667, a bill to impose 
sanctions with respect to the Demo-
cratic People’s Republic of Korea, and 
for other purposes. 

S.J. RES. 1 
At the request of Mr. CRUZ, the name 

of the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
YOUNG) was added as a cosponsor of 
S.J. Res. 1, a joint resolution proposing 
an amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States relative to limiting 
the number of terms that a Member of 
Congress may serve. 

S. RES. 94 
At the request of Ms. HIRONO, the 

names of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. CARDIN), the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS), the Senator 
from Hawaii (Mr. SCHATZ), the Senator 
from Michigan (Mr. PETERS), the Sen-
ator from Washington (Ms. CANTWELL) 
and the Senator from Delaware (Mr. 
CARPER) were added as cosponsors of S. 
Res. 94, a resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate that the Depart-
ment of Justice should protect individ-
uals with pre-existing medical condi-
tions by defending the Patient Protec-
tion and Affordable Care Act (Public 
Law 111–148; 124 Stat. 119) in Texas v. 
United States, No. 4:18-cv-00167-O (N.D. 
Tex.), in which the plaintiffs seek to 
invalidate protections for individuals 
with pre-existing medical conditions. 

S. RES. 95 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 

name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 95, a resolution rec-
ognizing the 198th anniversary of the 
independence of Greece and celebrating 
democracy in Greece and the United 
States. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. CARPER: 
S. 674. A bill to amend title 23, 

United States Code, to establish a 
grant program for the installation of 
electric vehicle charging infrastructure 
and hydrogen fueling infrastructure 
along the National Highway System, 
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

Mr. CARPER. 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: 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, Today I 
am introducing the ‘‘Clean Corridors 
Act of 2019.’’ This legislation author-
izes $3 billion in grant funding to pub-
lic entities for installing electric vehi-
cle charging infrastructure and hydro-
gen fueling infrastructure along des-
ignated corridors. 

Earlier this week, Chairman BAR-
RASSO and I sent a letter to the full 
Senate requesting Senators’ priorities 
for a surface transportation bill reau-
thorization this Congress. The surface 
transportation bill is the primary au-
thorizing legislation for the programs 
of the Federal Highway Administration 
at the U.S. Department of Transpor-
tation, among other programs related 
to surface transportation. 

As the Ranking Member on the U.S. 
Senate Committee on Environment and 
Public Works, this legislation is a re-
authorization priority of my own. 

Nearly two years ago, the Rocky 
Mountain Institute published a report 
that said re-installing electric vehicle 
charging infrastructure should be, 
quote, an ‘‘urgent priority in all states 

and major municipalities. Getting it 
right will require unprecedented co-
operation by many stakeholder groups. 
The time to act is now.’’ 

I agree. This legislation would pro-
vide grants for the installment of elec-
tric vehicle charging infrastructure 
and hydrogen fueling infrastructure 
along the National Highway System. 
This bill is the product of remarkable 
collaboration between stakeholders, 
and it will take us one step forward in 
reducing emissions, improving air 
quality, and enhancing energy security 
and fuel choice. This legislation is en-
dorsed by stakeholders from across the 
electric vehicle supply chain, including 
the National Electrical Manufacturers 
Association, Electric Drive Transpor-
tation Association, Edison Electric In-
stitute, Auto Alliance, the American 
Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials, and the 
American Highway Users Alliance. 

As I have stated before, the threat of 
climate change is greater than any one 
state, or region or country—we all 
have to do our part, and the federal 
government has a leadership role to 
play. By deploying necessary electric 
and fuel cell vehicle charging infra-
structure, and supporting growth of 
these needed technologies, doing so 
will help us lower the rate of emissions 
of carbon into our atmosphere. 

Even better yet, this legislation will 
help us in our efforts to put the United 
States back in the driver’s seat of the 
world’s clean energy economy, while 
creating green manufacturing jobs here 
at home. This legislation is a true win- 
win for our environment and our econ-
omy, and it is my hope that the Senate 
will support this legislation and that it 
will be enacted this Congress. 

S. 674 
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 ‘‘Clean Cor-
ridors Act of 2019’’. 
SEC. 2. GRANTS FOR CHARGING AND FUELING IN-

FRASTRUCTURE TO MODERNIZE 
AND RECONNECT AMERICA FOR THE 
21ST CENTURY. 

(a) PURPOSE; FINDINGS.— 
(1) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 

is to establish a grant program to strategi-
cally deploy electric vehicle charging infra-
structure and hydrogen fueling infrastruc-
ture along designated alternative fuel cor-
ridors that will be accessible to all drivers of 
zero emission vehicles. 

(2) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(A) greater adoption of zero emission vehi-

cles will help— 
(i) reduce emissions and improve air qual-

ity; 
(ii) enhance the energy security of the 

United States by expanding the use of zero 
emission fuels; 

(iii) enhance fuel choice and utilization of 
electric vehicle charging infrastructure and 
hydrogen fueling infrastructure in order to 
benefit consumers; 

(iv) ensure that the transportation infra-
structure of the United States is equipped to 
manage the demands and anticipated future 
needs of the economy; and 

(v) develop a new economic sector in the 
United States that will create middle class 
jobs; 
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(B) consumer and business adoption of zero 

emission vehicles depends in part on the 
availability of reliable and convenient fuel-
ing and charging infrastructure; 

(C) electric vehicle charging infrastructure 
and hydrogen fueling infrastructure must be 
strategically deployed to ensure the deploy-
ment and adoption of zero emission fuels; 
and 

(D) infrastructure owners and operators 
should prepare to meet the charging and 
fueling needs of electric vehicles and hydro-
gen vehicles. 

(b) GRANT PROGRAM.—Section 151 of title 
23, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘Not later 
than 1 year after the date of enactment of 
the FAST Act, the Secretary shall’’ and in-
serting ‘‘The Secretary shall periodically’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(2), by inserting ‘‘pre-
viously designated by the Federal Highway 
Administration or’’ before ‘‘designated by’’; 

(3) in subsection (d)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘5 years after the date of 

establishment of the corridors under sub-
section (a), and every 5 years thereafter,’’ 
and inserting ‘‘180 days after the date of en-
actment of the Clean Corridors Act of 2019,’’; 
and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘establish a recurring 
process to regularly’’ before ‘‘update’’; 

(4) in subsection (e)— 
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 

the end; 
(B) in paragraph (2)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘establishes an aspirational 

goal of achieving’’ and inserting ‘‘describes 
efforts, including through funds awarded 
through the grant program under subsection 
(f), that will aid efforts to achieve’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘by the end of fiscal year 
2020.’’ and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(3) summarizes best practices and pro-

vides guidance, developed through consulta-
tion with the Secretary of Energy, for 
project development of electric vehicle 
charging infrastructure and hydrogen fueling 
infrastructure at the State, Tribal, and local 
level to allow for the predictable deployment 
of that infrastructure.’’; and 

(5) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(f) GRANT PROGRAM.— 
‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than 1 year 

after the date of enactment of the Clean Cor-
ridors Act of 2019, the Secretary shall estab-
lish a grant program to award grants to eli-
gible entities to carry out the activities de-
scribed in paragraph (5). 

‘‘(2) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—An entity eligible 
to receive a grant under this subsection is— 

‘‘(A) a State or political subdivision of a 
State; 

‘‘(B) a metropolitan planning organization; 
‘‘(C) a unit of local government; 
‘‘(D) a special purpose district or public au-

thority with a transportation function, in-
cluding a port authority; 

‘‘(E) an Indian tribe (as defined in section 
4 of the Indian Self-Determination and Edu-
cation Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 5304)); 

‘‘(F) an authority, agency, or instrumen-
tality of, or an entity owned by, 1 or more 
entities described in subparagraphs (A) 
through (E); or 

‘‘(G) a group of entities described in sub-
paragraphs (A) through (F). 

‘‘(3) APPLICATIONS.—To be eligible to re-
ceive a grant under this subsection, an eligi-
ble entity shall submit to the Secretary an 
application at such time, in such manner, 
and containing such information as the Sec-
retary shall require, including a description 
of how the eligible entity has considered— 

‘‘(A) public accessibility of charging or 
fueling infrastructure proposed to be funded 
with a grant under this subsection, includ-
ing— 

‘‘(i) charging or fueling connector types 
and publicly available information on real- 
time availability; and 

‘‘(ii) payment methods to ensure secure, 
convenient, fair, and equal access; 

‘‘(B) collaborative engagement with stake-
holders (including automobile manufactur-
ers, utilities, infrastructure providers, tech-
nology providers, zero emission fuel pro-
viders, metropolitan planning organizations, 
States, Indian tribes, and units of local gov-
ernments, fleet owners, fleet managers, fuel 
station owners and operators, labor organi-
zations, infrastructure construction and 
component parts suppliers, and multi-State 
and regional entities)— 

‘‘(i) to foster enhanced, coordinated, pub-
lic-private or private investment in electric 
vehicle charging infrastructure and hydro-
gen fueling infrastructure; 

‘‘(ii) to expand deployment of electric vehi-
cle charging infrastructure and hydrogen 
fueling infrastructure; 

‘‘(iii) to protect personal privacy and en-
sure cybersecurity; and 

‘‘(iv) to ensure that a properly trained 
workforce is available to construct and in-
stall electric vehicle charging infrastructure 
and hydrogen fueling infrastructure; 

‘‘(C) the location of the station or fueling 
site, such as consideration of— 

‘‘(i) the availability of onsite amenities for 
vehicle operators, such as restrooms or food 
facilities; 

‘‘(ii) access in compliance with the Ameri-
cans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 
12101 et seq.); and 

‘‘(iii) height and fueling capacity require-
ments for facilities that charge or refuel 
large vehicles, such as semi-trailer trucks; 

‘‘(D) infrastructure installation that can 
be responsive to technology advancements, 
such as accommodating autonomous vehicles 
and future charging methods; and 

‘‘(E) the long-term operation and mainte-
nance of the electric vehicle charging infra-
structure and hydrogen fueling infrastruc-
ture, to avoid stranded assets and protect 
the investment of public funds in that infra-
structure. 

‘‘(4) CONSIDERATIONS.—In selecting eligible 
entities to receive a grant under this sub-
section, the Secretary shall consider the ex-
tent to which the application of the eligible 
entity would— 

‘‘(A) improve alternative fueling corridor 
networks by— 

‘‘(i) converting corridor-pending corridors 
to corridor-ready corridors; or 

‘‘(ii) in the case of corridor-ready cor-
ridors, providing redundancy— 

‘‘(I) to meet excess demand for charging 
and fueling infrastructure; or 

‘‘(II) to reduce congestion at existing 
charging and fueling infrastructure in high- 
traffic locations; 

‘‘(B) meet current or anticipated market 
demands for charging or fueling infrastruc-
ture; 

‘‘(C) enable or accelerate the construction 
of charging or fueling infrastructure that 
would be unlikely to be completed without 
Federal assistance; and 

‘‘(D) support a long-term competitive mar-
ket for electric vehicle charging and hydro-
gen fueling infrastructure. 

‘‘(5) USE OF FUNDS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—An eligible entity re-

ceiving a grant under this subsection shall 
only use the funds to contract with a private 
entity for acquisition and installation of 
publicly accessible electric vehicle charging 
infrastructure and hydrogen fueling infra-
structure that is directly related to the 
charging or fueling of a vehicle in accord-
ance with this paragraph. 

‘‘(B) LOCATION OF INFRASTRUCTURE.—Any 
electric vehicle charging infrastructure or 

hydrogen fueling infrastructure acquired and 
installed with a grant under this subsection 
shall be located along an alternative fuel 
corridor designated— 

‘‘(i) under this section, on the condition 
that any affected Indian tribes are consulted 
before the designation; or 

‘‘(ii) by a State or group of States, such as 
the Regional Electric Vehicle West Plan of 
the States of Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Mon-
tana, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyo-
ming, on the condition that any affected In-
dian tribes are consulted before the designa-
tion. 

‘‘(C) OPERATING ASSISTANCE.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clauses (ii) 

and (iii), an eligible entity that receives a 
grant under this subsection may use a por-
tion of the funds to provide to a private enti-
ty operating assistance for the first 5 years 
of operations after the installation of elec-
tric vehicle charging infrastructure and hy-
drogen fueling infrastructure while the facil-
ity transitions to independent system oper-
ations. 

‘‘(ii) INCLUSIONS.—Operating assistance 
under this subparagraph shall be limited to 
costs allocable to operating and maintaining 
the electric vehicle charging infrastructure 
and hydrogen fueling infrastructure and 
service, including costs associated with 
labor, marketing, and administrative costs. 

‘‘(iii) LIMITATION.—Operating assistance 
under this subparagraph may not exceed the 
amount of a contract under subparagraph (A) 
to acquire and install publicly accessible 
electric vehicle charging infrastructure and 
hydrogen fueling infrastructure. 

‘‘(D) SIGNS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to this para-

graph and paragraph (6)(B), an eligible entity 
that receives a grant under this subsection 
may use a portion of the funds to acquire 
and install— 

‘‘(I) traffic control devices located in the 
right-of-way to provide directional informa-
tion to electric vehicle charging infrastruc-
ture and hydrogen fueling infrastructure ac-
quired, installed, or operated with the grant; 
and 

‘‘(II) on-premises signs to provide informa-
tion about electric vehicle charging infra-
structure and hydrogen fueling infrastruc-
ture acquired, installed, or operated with a 
grant under this subsection. 

‘‘(ii) APPLICABILITY.—Clause (i) shall apply 
only to an eligible entity that— 

‘‘(I) receives a grant under this subsection; 
and 

‘‘(II) is using that grant for the acquisition 
and installation of publicly accessible elec-
tric vehicle charging infrastructure and hy-
drogen fueling infrastructure. 

‘‘(iii) LIMITATION ON AMOUNT.—The amount 
of funds used to acquire and install traffic 
control devices and on-premises signs under 
clause (i) may not exceed the amount of a 
contract under subparagraph (A) to acquire 
and install publicly accessible charging or 
fueling infrastructure. 

‘‘(iv) NO NEW AUTHORITY CREATED.—Nothing 
in this subparagraph authorizes an eligible 
entity that receives a grant under this sub-
section to acquire and install traffic control 
devices or on-premises signs if the entity is 
not otherwise authorized to do so. 

‘‘(6) PROJECT REQUIREMENTS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, any project funded by 
a grant under this subsection shall be treat-
ed as a project on a Federal-aid highway 
under this chapter. 

‘‘(B) SIGNS.—Any traffic control device or 
on-premises sign acquired, installed, or oper-
ated with a grant under this subsection shall 
comply with— 

‘‘(i) the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices, if located in the right-of-way; and 
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‘‘(ii) other provisions of Federal, State, and 

local law, as applicable. 
‘‘(7) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 

the cost of a project carried out with a grant 
under this subsection shall not exceed 80 per-
cent of the total project cost. 

‘‘(8) FUNDING.—There is authorized to be 
appropriated to carry out this subsection 
$300,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2019 
through 2028.’’. 

By Mr. CARDIN: 
S. 686. A bill to amend the Higher 

Education Act of 1965 to provide great-
er access to higher education for Amer-
ica’s students, to eliminate educational 
barriers for participation in a public 
service career, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, today, I 
am introducing the Strengthening 
American Communities (SAC) Act of 
2019. My bill seeks to expand access to 
debt-free public service career path-
ways for Americans who want to serve 
their communities, States, or our Na-
tion. No one should be denied the op-
portunity to serve their community as 
a law enforcement officer, public 
health practitioner, social worker, or 
educator based on his or her ability to 
afford the rising cost of an under-
graduate education. As Congress moves 
towards reauthorizing the Higher Edu-
cation Act this year, I intend for my 
bill to be a first step towards cor-
recting public sector workforce dispari-
ties by enabling people to serve their 
communities without being hobbled by 
massive student loan debt, and by pro-
viding current public servants with the 
financial freedom to continue to heed 
their calling to service. 

Every city, town, and rural commu-
nity in the United States relies on indi-
viduals who choose to utilize their tal-
ents for the betterment of others while 
accepting the lower pay of public serv-
ice careers. The very foundation of our 
civil society is based on these public 
servants making such sacrifices. Far 
too many individuals who feel drawn to 
public service do not pursue such ca-
reers—or they are forced to abandon 
such careers prematurely—due to the 
high cost of obtaining their college 
educations. When I had the oppor-
tunity to hear directly from a student 
at an Historically Black College and 
University (HBCU) in my home State 
of Maryland, I was saddened to hear 
from an academically successful sopho-
more who was planning to drop out of 
school because she feared further 
indebting herself and her family. She 
said that while she appreciated the fi-
nancial assistance she did receive, it 
simply wasn’t sufficient to cover her 
cost of attendance. While this student 
had aspirations to serve in her own 
community, she could not bear to bur-
den her family with the cost of her edu-
cation. As a result, my home City of 
Baltimore missed out on the talents of 
an engaged and aspiring public servant. 

Our current system of indebting indi-
viduals at the onset of their careers 
has led to minority underrepresenta-

tion in the public sector workforce. 
First generation college students and 
students from low-income families can-
not afford to take on student loan debt 
and enter into lower-paying public 
service careers. As a result, our Nation 
is deprived of the talents and perspec-
tives of individuals who want to serve 
their communities but simply cannot 
afford to do so. As a result, our work-
force is less representative of the peo-
ple it serves. We must find new ways 
for people to earn the degrees they 
need to meet our community needs. I 
believe that students who make a com-
mitment to public service should be af-
forded a debt-free pathway to the bac-
calaureate degree they need to start 
their public service career just as those 
individuals who have already made the 
decision to choose service over salary 
should not have to wait for ten years in 
a lower-paying public service career be-
fore seeing any reward in the form of 
federal student loan forgiveness. 

The Strengthening American Com-
munities Act I am introducing today 
offers a new path for future public serv-
ants to earn their baccalaureate de-
gree. Through a new partnership be-
tween the Federal Government, States, 
and public and private, non-profit in-
stitutions of higher education, stu-
dents will have the ability to receive 
the first two years of their education 
at a community college, Minority 
Serving Institution, or Historically 
Black College or University tuition- 
and fee-free. Colleges would be required 
to commit to ensuring student success, 
and students would have to meet cer-
tain academic standards and complete 
their education within two years. Once 
students start their junior or senior 
years or transfer into a four-year insti-
tution, those who commit themselves 
to at least three years of public service 
and meet certain academic standards 
will receive a National Public Service 
Education Grant to pay a significant 
portion of their college’s tuition, fees, 
and room and board costs. Universities 
must provide students with opportuni-
ties to engage in public service com-
mitments, academic counseling and 
student support services, and the op-
portunity to earn to finish their degree 
in fewer than two years. Depending on 
a student’s financial need, under the 
Strengthening American Communities 
Act, they may be able to graduate with 
a baccalaureate degree debt-free before 
embarking on their chosen path to be-
come a public servant. 

For those individuals who have al-
ready answered their calling to public 
service, my legislation would assist 
more public servants continue serving 
their communities by accelerating the 
existing Public Service Loan Forgive-
ness program. Under current law, these 
dedicated workers must work for 10 
years in a public service career and 
make 120 monthly payments on their 
federal student loans before they see a 
dime of federal student loan forgive-
ness. Economic, family, and other rea-
sons can cause individuals to leave the 

public sector workforce and despite 
their years of service, the service these 
workers provided are not taken into 
consideration. I propose to accelerate 
the Public Service Loan Forgiveness 
program to provide more immediate 
student loan relief. For every two 
years of employment and cor-
responding monthly Federal student 
loan payments, hard-working public 
sector employees will receive a per-
centage of their federal student loans 
forgiven, with 100 percent of the federal 
student loan balance being forgiven at 
the end of 10 years of service. With 99 
percent of the initial round of PSLF 
applicants being rejected last year for 
loan forgiveness due to administrative 
barriers and misunderstanding of the 
rules of the program, Congress should 
work to accelerating Public Service 
Loan Forgiveness, therefore encour-
aging additional individuals to stay in 
the public sector workforce despite the 
lower-paying salaries, reduce their cost 
of borrowing for home and auto loans, 
and set aside additional money for 
their own retirement. 

As Congress moves forward with an 
overdue reauthorization of the Higher 
Education Act, I urge my colleagues to 
join in this effort to help individuals 
who are wholly committed to public 
service by supporting the Strength-
ening American Communities Act. No 
individual willing to serve his or her 
community in a public service career 
should be held back from that calling 
due to the high cost of obtaining a col-
lege education. No individual willing to 
serve his or her community should be 
forced to leave public service because 
of financial hardship. 

By Mr. KAINE (for himself and 
Mr. YOUNG): 

S.J. Res. 13. A joint resolution to re-
peal the authorizations for use of mili-
tary force against Iraq, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

Mr. KAINE. Mr. President. I am 
pleased today to introduce in the Sen-
ate, with my colleague Senator YOUNG, 
a bipartisan resolution to repeal the 
1991 and 2002 Authorizations for Use of 
Military Force (AUMF) against Iraq. 
This legislation will formally end the 
authorizations for the Gulf and Iraq 
wars—28 and 17 years, respectively, 
after these AUMFs were first passed, 
reasserting Congress’ vital role in not 
only declaring wars, but in ending 
them. The repeal of these authoriza-
tions also recognizes the strong part-
nership the United States now has with 
a sovereign, democratic Iraq. 

The United States is no longer at war 
with Iraq and our legal frameworks 
should reflect this reality as much as 
our policy frameworks, to include the 
Strategic Framework Agreement that 
Iraq and the United States signed in 
November 2008, which affirms the es-
tablishment of a long-term relation-
ship of cooperation and friendship, 
based on the principle of equality in 
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sovereignty and the rights and prin-
ciples that are enshrined in the United 
Nations Charter. 

Since 2014, U.S. troops have been in 
Iraq, alongside Iraqi forces, at the Gov-
ernment of Iraq’s request for assistance 
in combating the Islamic State of Iraq 
and Syria (ISIS). Current Administra-
tion officials, including Secretary 
Pompeo, Acting Secretary Shanahan 
and Commander of the United States 
Central Command, General Votel, have 
routinely emphasized that United 
States military forces remain in Iraq 
at the invitation of the Government of 
Iraq and in respect to its sovereignty. 
Recent presidential administrations 
have maintained that the 2002 AUMF 
only serves to ‘‘reinforce’’ any legal au-
thority to combat ISIS provided by the 
2001 AUMF and is not independently re-
quired to authorize any such activities. 
As such, repealing the 1991 AUMF and 
the 2002 AUMF would not affect ongo-
ing United States military operations. 
It would however, prevent the future 
misuse of the Gulf and Iraq War au-
thorizations and strengthen Congres-
sional oversight over war powers. 

It is past time to repeal both AUMFs 
and formally mark the end of the Iraq 
War that resulted in a devastating loss 
of life and wounded tens of thousands 
of our troops. It makes no sense that 
two AUMFs remain in place against a 
country that is now a close ally. They 
serve no operational purpose, run the 
risk of future abuse by the President, 
and help keep our nation at permanent 
war. 

I am proud to join Senator YOUNG in 
introducing a bill to repeal these out-
dated and unnecessary authorizations. 
I hope we can continue to find bipar-
tisan compromise on these tough war 
power issues to include revising and re-
placing the 2001 AUMF. 

f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 96—COM-
MENDING THE GOVERNMENT OF 
CANADA FOR UPHOLDING THE 
RULE OF LAW AND EXPRESSING 
CONCERN OVER ACTIONS BY THE 
GOVERNMENT OF THE PEOPLE’S 
REPUBLIC OF CHINA IN RE-
SPONSE TO A REQUEST FROM 
THE UNITED STATES GOVERN-
MENT TO THE GOVERNMENT OF 
CANADA FOR THE EXTRADITION 
OF A HUAWEI TECHNOLOGIES 
CO., LTD. EXECUTIVE 

Mr. RISCH (for himself, Mr. MENEN-
DEZ, Mr. GARDNER, Mr. COONS, Mr. 
ROMNEY, and Mr. CRUZ) submitted the 
following resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations: 

S. RES. 96 

Whereas, on December 1, 2018, Canadian au-
thorities detained Huawei Technologies Co., 
Ltd. chief financial officer Meng Wanzhou 
based on an arrest warrant issued pursuant 
to a request made by the United States 
under the Extradition Treaty Between the 

United States of America and Canada, signed 
at Washington December 3, 1971; 

Whereas, on January 24, 2019, the United 
States filed a superseding indictment in the 
United States District Court for the Eastern 
District of New York against Huawei Tech-
nologies Co., Ltd. (‘‘Huawei’’), Huawei De-
vice USA Inc., Skycom Tech Co. Ltd. 
(‘‘Skycom’’), and Meng Wanzhou; 

Whereas the January 24, 2019, indictment 
charges two counts of bank fraud; two counts 
of conspiracy to commit bank fraud; one 
count of conspiracy to commit wire fraud; 
two counts of bank fraud; one count of wire 
fraud; one count of conspiracy to defraud the 
United States; two counts of conspiracy to 
violate the International Emergency Eco-
nomic Powers Act; two counts of violations 
of the International Emergency Economic 
Powers Act; one count of money laundering 
conspiracy; and one count of conspiracy to 
obstruct justice; 

Whereas the January 24, 2019, indictment 
charges that ‘‘Huawei operated Skycom as 
an unofficial subsidiary to obtain otherwise 
prohibited U.S.-origin goods, technology, and 
services, including banking services, for 
Huawei’s Iran-based business while con-
cealing the link to Huawei’’; 

Whereas the United States Government is 
seeking the extradition of Meng Wanzhou; 

Whereas Canadian authorities granted 
Meng Wanzhou access to Chinese consular of-
ficials, and she was able to engage a lawyer 
of her choice and was released on bail pend-
ing the outcome of the extradition hearing; 

Whereas the Chinese Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs strongly urged Canada ‘‘to imme-
diately release’’ Meng Wanzhou and threat-
ened that otherwise ‘‘it will definitely have 
grave consequences, and [Canada] will have 
to bear the full responsibility for it’’; 

Whereas the Government of the People’s 
Republic of China detained Canadian dip-
lomat Michael Kovrig and Canadian execu-
tive Michael Spavor on December 10, 2018, in 
apparent retaliation for the arrest of Meng 
Wanzhou; 

Whereas Michael Spavor and Michael 
Kovrig have faced harsh conditions while in 
detention that include limited consular ac-
cess, no access to a lawyer, being unable to 
turn off the lights at night, and lengthy in-
terrogations, including in the case of Mr. 
Kovrig, about his official activities during 
his previous tenure as an accredited dip-
lomat in the People’s Republic of China, po-
tentially in violation of the Vienna Conven-
tion on Diplomatic Relations, done at Vi-
enna April 18, 1961; 

Whereas, on January 14, 2019, a third Cana-
dian, Robert Schellenberg, in Chinese cus-
tody for drug smuggling, had his case re-
viewed and his 15-year sentence changed to 
the death penalty; and 

Whereas the Department of State’s Coun-
try Report on Human Rights Practices for 
2017 stated that ‘‘[a]rbitrary arrest and de-
tention remained serious problems’’ in China 
and that Chinese judges ‘‘regularly received 
political guidance on pending cases, includ-
ing instructions on how to rule, from both 
the government and the CCP [Chinese Com-
munist Party], particularly in politically 
sensitive cases’’: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) commends the Government of Canada 

for upholding the rule of law and complying 
with its international legal obligations, in-
cluding those pursuant to the Extradition 
Treaty Between the United States of Amer-
ica and Canada, signed at Washington De-
cember 3, 1971; 

(2) commends the Government of Canada 
for providing consular access and due process 
for Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd. chief fi-
nancial officer Meng Wanzhou; 

(3) expresses concern over the Government 
of the People’s Republic of China’s apparent 
arbitrary detention and abusive treatment of 
Canadian nationals Michael Spavor and Mi-
chael Kovrig in apparent retaliation for the 
Government of Canada’s detention of Meng 
Wanzhou; and 

(4) joins the Government of Canada in call-
ing for the immediate release of Michael 
Spavor and Michael Kovrig and for due proc-
ess for Canadian national Robert 
Schellenberg. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 97—ESTAB-
LISHING THE SELECT COM-
MITTEE ON THE CLIMATE CRISIS 
Mr. SCHUMER submitted the fol-

lowing resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration: 

S. RES. 97 
Resolved, 

SECTION 1. SELECT COMMITTEE ON THE CLI-
MATE CRISIS. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 
in the Senate a Select Committee on the Cli-
mate Crisis (in this resolution referred to as 
the ‘‘Select Committee’’). 

(b) COMPOSITION.— 
(1) MEMBERSHIP.—The Select Committee 

shall be composed of 16 Senators, of whom— 
(A) 8 shall be appointed by the Majority 

Leader; and 
(B) 8 shall be appointed by the Minority 

Leader. 
(2) CO-CHAIRPERSONS.—The Majority Lead-

er and the Minority Leader shall each des-
ignate 1 member of the Select Committee to 
serve as a Co-Chairperson of the Select Com-
mittee. 

(3) DEADLINE.—Not later than 14 days after 
the date of adoption of this resolution, the 
Majority Leader and Minority Leader shall 
each appoint all members and designate the 
Co-Chairpersons of the Select Committee. 

(4) PERIOD OF APPOINTMENT.—Members 
shall be appointed for the life of the Select 
Committee. 

(5) VACANCIES.—A vacancy in the member-
ship of the Select Committee— 

(A) shall not affect its powers; and 
(B) shall be filled not later than 14 days 

after the date on which the vacancy occurs, 
in the same manner as the original appoint-
ment was made. 

(6) DEPARTURE OF MEMBER.—If a member of 
the Select Committee ceases to be a Member 
of the Senate, the member is no longer a 
member of the Select Committee and a va-
cancy shall exist. 

(c) FUNDING.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The expenses of the Select 

Committee shall be paid from the Contin-
gent Fund of the Senate, in a total amount 
of— 

(A) not more than $1,500,000 for the period 
beginning on the date of adoption of this res-
olution and ending on September 30, 2019; 
and 

(B) not more than $2,600,000 for the period 
beginning on October 1, 2019 and ending on 
September 30, 2020. 

(2) APPROVAL.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subparagraph (B), the expenses of the Select 
Committee shall be paid upon vouchers ap-
proved by the Co-Chairpersons of the Select 
Committee, in accordance with the rules and 
regulations of the Senate. 

(B) VOUCHERS NOT REQUIRED.—Vouchers 
shall not be required for— 

(i) the disbursement of salaries of employ-
ees paid at an annual rate; 

(ii) the payment of telecommunications 
provided by the Office of the Sergeant at 
Arms and Doorkeeper; 
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(iii) the payment of stationery supplies 

purchased through the Keeper of the Sta-
tionery; 

(iv) payments to the Postmaster of the 
Senate; 

(v) the payment of metered charges on 
copying equipment provided by the Office of 
the Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper; 

(vi) the payment of Senate Recording and 
Photographic Services; or 

(vii) the payment of franked and mass mail 
costs by the Sergeant at Arms and Door-
keeper. 

(d) STAFFING.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Co-Chairpersons of 

the Select Committee may jointly appoint 
and fix the compensation of employees of the 
Select Committee in accordance with the 
guidelines for employees of the Senate and 
following all applicable rules and employ-
ment requirements of the Senate (including 
those relating to employees of standing com-
mittees of the Senate). 

(2) AGENCY CONTRIBUTIONS.—There are au-
thorized to be paid from the appropriations 
account for ‘‘Inquiries and Investigations’’ of 
the Senate such sums as may be necessary 
for agency contributions related to the com-
pensation of employees of the Select Com-
mittee. 

(e) JURISDICTION; FUNCTIONS.— 
(1) INVESTIGATIVE JURISDICTION.—The Se-

lect Committee shall have the authority to 
investigate and make findings regarding how 
inaction on the climate crisis is harming the 
economic and national security interests of 
the United States. 

(2) MEETINGS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Select Committee 

shall— 
(i) meet at the call of the Co-Chairpersons; 

and 
(ii) hold its first meeting to plan the ac-

tivities of the Select Committee not later 
than 30 days after the date of adoption of 
this resolution. 

(B) AGENDA.—Not later than 48 hours be-
fore any meeting of the Select Committee, 
the Co-Chairpersons shall provide an agenda 
to the members of the Select Committee. 

(3) HEARINGS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Select Committee 

may, for the purpose of carrying out this sec-
tion, hold such hearings, sit and act at such 
times and places, require attendance of wit-
nesses and production of books, papers, and 
documents, take such testimony, receive 
such evidence, and administer such oaths as 
the Select Committee considers advisable. 

(B) ALL HEARINGS PUBLIC.—The hearings of 
the Select Committee in connection with 
any aspect of its investigative functions 
shall be public hearings. 

(C) HEARING PROCEDURES AND RESPONSIBIL-
ITIES OF CO-CHAIRPERSONS.— 

(i) ANNOUNCEMENT.—Not later than 7 days 
before any hearing of the Select Committee, 
the Co-Chairpersons shall make a public an-
nouncement of the date, place, time, and 
subject matter of the hearing, unless the Co- 
Chairpersons determine that there is good 
cause to hold the hearing at an earlier date. 

(ii) EQUAL REPRESENTATION OF WITNESSES.— 
Each Co-Chairperson shall be entitled to se-
lect an equal number of witnesses for each 
hearing held by the Select Committee. 

(iii) WRITTEN STATEMENT.—A witness ap-
pearing before the Select Committee shall 
file a written statement of proposed testi-
mony at least 2 days before the appearance 
of the witness, unless the requirement is 
waived by the Co-Chairpersons, following a 
joint determination that there is good cause 
for failure to comply with the requirement. 

(4) MINIMUM NUMBER OF PUBLIC MEETINGS 
AND HEARINGS.—The Select Committee shall 
hold not less than a total of 5 public meet-
ings or public hearings. 

(5) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—Upon written 
request of the Co-Chairpersons, a Federal 
agency, including an agency in the legisla-
tive branch, shall provide technical assist-
ance to the Select Committee in order for 
the Select Committee to carry out its duties. 

(6) COORDINATION WITH STANDING COMMIT-
TEES OF THE SENATE.—The Select Committee 
shall, in conducting official business, coordi-
nate with standing committees with relevant 
jurisdiction. 

(7) NO LEGISLATIVE JURISDICTION.—The Se-
lect Committee shall not have legislative ju-
risdiction and shall have no authority to 
take legislative action on any bill or resolu-
tion. 

(f) REPORTING.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

not later than July 31, 2020, the Select Com-
mittee shall submit to the Senate and any 
relevant committee of the Senate a com-
prehensive report of the results of its inves-
tigations and studies, together with such de-
tailed findings as it may determine advis-
able. 

(2) SEPARATE REPORTS.—If the Select Com-
mittee is not able to agree to a report de-
scribed in paragraph (1) by a majority vote, 
each Co-Chairperson may submit to the Sen-
ate and any relevant committee of the Sen-
ate a report on behalf of the members of the 
Select Committee appointed by the Senate 
leader that appointed such Co-Chairperson 
regarding the results of the investigations 
and studies of the Select Committee. 

(3) PUBLICATION.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date on which a report under this 
subsection is submitted, the Select Com-
mittee shall make the report publicly avail-
able in widely accessible formats. 

(g) TERMINATION.—The Select Committee 
shall terminate on October 1, 2020. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, maybe 
Leader MCCONNELL doesn’t realize this, 
but because of the political stunt vote 
he is planning on his version of the 
Green New Deal, for the first time in a 
long time, the Senate is finally debat-
ing the issue of climate change, and if 
you ask me, it is about time. 

Climate change is an urgent crisis 
and an existential threat to our coun-
try and to our planet. The last 4 years 
have been the warmest 4 years on 
record. Sea levels are rising. Marine 
life and fishing communities are being 
destroyed. Wildfires have roared 
against the West. More powerful hurri-
canes have buffeted our coastlines. 

Over the next few decades, climate 
change will affect every part of Amer-
ican life—our health, our economy, our 
national security, and even our geog-
raphy. So if there were ever an issue 
that demanded particular focus from 
this Chamber, it is climate change. 
That is why today I am introducing a 
resolution to create a select committee 
on climate change to correspond with 
the House committee that was created 
this year for the same purpose. 

For the same reason that we dedicate 
groups of Senators to focus on health, 
national security, judiciary, agri-
culture, and banking, we should have a 
bipartisan group of Senators who meet 
to focus on climate change, to hold 
hearings, to debate the issue, and to 
craft, refine, and enact legislation to 
address this problem. 

I understand that my friends on the 
other side of the aisle don’t like the 
Green New Deal. OK, that is fine. What 
is your plan? 

Maybe a lot of Members think they 
can get away without having to answer 
the question. They will not. They will 
not. That is why we need a committee 
focused on this to bring Democrats and 
Republicans together on an issue that 
demands progress. So I will introduce a 
resolution to create a new committee 
on climate. 

Democrats believe this is an issue of 
surpassing importance. What do our 
Republican colleagues believe? We sin-
cerely hope that our Republican friends 
will come around and view it the same 
way. Yet we are still trying to get the 
Republican leadership, and Repub-
licans in the Senate in general, to an-
swer three key questions. I ask once 
again. I have asked them every day. 

One, Leader MCCONNELL, do you be-
lieve climate change is real? 

Two, Leader MCCONNELL, does human 
activity contribute to it? 

And, three, should Congress take im-
mediate action to address it? 

Our Republican friends are silent—si-
lent. Some have argued that it is be-
cause they get so much money from 
the oil industry. Some have argued 
that it is because they don’t believe in 
science. It is amazing that they can’t 
even answer a simple question that is 
one of the leading questions of our 
time when two-thirds of all Americans 
believe that climate change is real and 
urgent. 

We are not trying to lock our Repub-
lican friends into any one or two solu-
tions. We are not saying: Let’s do it 
our way or the highway. 

As a first step, we want Republicans, 
particularly their leader, to agree with 
us that climate change is a problem 
that must be addressed. And what do 
we get from our Republican friends? Ei-
ther silence or a stunt—putting on the 
floor a bill they will not vote for. That 
doesn’t say anything. That doesn’t ad-
dress the problem. It is a stunt. That is 
all they can do. They can’t come for-
ward with a single positive thing to say 
or do. So they put a bill on the floor 
that they will not vote for—what a 
ruse. What a mocking of the way the 
Founding Fathers wanted democracy 
to work—it is a disgrace. 

That is why we need a committee. At 
least let them go forward with a com-
mittee, where Democrats and Repub-
licans can discuss the issue, debate the 
issue, and perhaps come up with some 
bipartisan solutions. That is what we 
hope to achieve when we come to the 
floor and ask our friends, sincerely, if 
they agree with those three items, be-
cause climate change will not wait for 
the partisanship, which so often defines 
this Chamber, to ebb. It will not pause 
while one party is in power. Its impacts 
will not discriminate between red 
States and blue States. 

It is time to put our party affili-
ations aside and agree that we face a 
major crisis that is caused by humans 
and that we have an immediate and 
glaring need to address it. 
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SENATE RESOLUTION 98—ESTAB-

LISHING THE CONGRESSIONAL 
GOLD STAR FAMILY FELLOW-
SHIP PROGRAM FOR THE PLACE-
MENT IN OFFICES OF SENATORS 
OF CHILDREN, SPOUSES, AND 
SIBLINGS OF MEMBERS OF THE 
ARMED FORCES WHO ARE HOS-
TILE CASUALTIES OR WHO HAVE 
DIED FROM A TRAINING-RE-
LATED INJURY 
Mrs. BLACKBURN submitted the fol-

lowing resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration: 

S. RES. 98 
Resolved, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This resolution may be cited as the ‘‘SFC 

Sean Cooley and SPC Christopher Horton 
Congressional Gold Star Family Fellowship 
Program Resolution’’. 
SEC. 2. CONGRESSIONAL GOLD STAR FELLOW-

SHIP PROGRAM. 
(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 
(1) the term ‘‘eligible individual’’ means an 

individual who is the child (including a step-
child), spouse, or sibling of a member of the 
Armed Forces who is a hostile casualty or 
died from a training-related injury; 

(2) the terms ‘‘hostile casualty’’ and 
‘‘training-related injury’’ have the meanings 
given those terms in section 2402(b) of title 
38, United States Code; and 

(3) the term ‘‘Program’’ means the Con-
gressional Gold Star Family Fellowship Pro-
gram established under subsection (b). 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 
in the Senate the Congressional Gold Star 
Family Fellowship Program, under which an 
eligible individual may serve a 12-month fel-
lowship in the office of a Senator. 

(c) DIRECTION OF PROGRAM.—The Program 
shall be carried out under the direction of 
the Secretary of the Senate. 

(d) PLACEMENT IN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
OFFICE OR A STATE OFFICE.—An individual 
may serve a fellowship under the Program at 
the office of a Senator in the District of Co-
lumbia or an office of the Senator in the 
State the Senator represents. 

(e) REGULATIONS.—The Program shall be 
carried out in accordance with regulations 
promulgated by the Committee on Rules and 
Administration of the Senate. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

Mr. ERNST. Mr. President, I have 11 
requests for committees to meet during 
today’s session of the Senate. They 
have the approval of the Majority and 
Minority leaders. 

Pursuant to rule XXVI, paragraph 
5(a), of the Standing Rules of the Sen-
ate, the following committees are au-
thorized to meet during today’s session 
of the Senate: 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

The Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation is author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, March 6, 2019, at 
10 a.m., to conduct a hearing entitled, 
‘‘The state of the American maritime 
industry.’’ 

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS 

The Committee on Environment and 
Public Works is authorized to meet 

during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, March 6, 2019, at 10 a.m., to 
conduct a hearing entitled ‘‘The eco-
nomic benefits of highway infrastruc-
ture investment and accelerate project 
delivery.’’ 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 
The Committee on Finance is author-

ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, March 6, 2019, at 
10:15 a.m., to conduct a hearing enti-
tled ‘‘Protecting American from abuse 
and neglect nursing homes.’’ 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
The Committee on Foreign Relations 

is authorized to meet during the ses-
sion of the Senate on Wednesday, 
March 6, 2019, at 10 a.m., to conduct a 
hearing on the following nominations: 
John P. Abizaid, of Nevada, to be Am-
bassador to the Kingdom of Saudi Ara-
bia, and Matthew H. Tueller, of Utah, 
to be Ambassador to the Republic of 
Iraq, both of the Department of State. 

COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND 
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

The Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs is au-
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Wednesday, March 6, 
2019, at 9:30 a.m., to conduct a hearing 
entitled ‘‘Recommendation to reduce 
waste, fraud, and mismanagement in 
Federal programs.’’ 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
The Committee on the Judiciary is 

authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Wednesday, March 6, 
2019, at 10 a.m., to conduct a hearing 
entitled ‘‘Oversight of customs and 
border protection’s response to the 
smuggling of persons at the Southern 
border.’’ 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 
The Committee on Rules and Admin-

istration is authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Wednes-
day, March 6, 2019, at 10:30 a.m., to con-
duct a hearing entitled ‘‘Oversight of 
the Library of Congress.’’ 

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS AND 
ENTREPRENEURSHIP 

The Committee on Small Business 
and Entrepreneurship is authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Wednesday, March 6, 2019, at 2:30 
p.m., to conduct a hearing entitled 
‘‘Small business and the American 
worker.’’ 

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 
The Committee on Veterans’ Affairs 

is authorized to meet during the ses-
sion of the Senate on Wednesday, 
March 6, 2019, at 10 a.m., to conduct a 
joint hearing. 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING 
The Special Committee on Aging is 

authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Wednesday, March 6, 
2019, at 9:30 a.m., to conduct a hearing. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PERSONNEL 
The Subcommittee on Personnel of 

the Committee on Armed Services is 
authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Wednesday, March 6, 
2019, at 2:30 p.m., to conduct a hearing. 

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that my intern, 
Mariah Shriner, may have privileges of 
the floor for the balance of the day. 

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

f 

MEASURES READ THE FIRST 
TIME—H.R. 1271 AND H.R. 1381 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
understand there are two bills at the 
desk, and I ask for their first reading 
en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the titles of the bills for 
the first time en bloc. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 1271) to establish in the De-

partment of Veterans Affairs a pilot program 
instituting a clinical observation program 
for pre-med students preparing to attend 
medical school. 

A bill (H.R. 1381) to direct the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to take actions necessary to 
ensure that certain individuals may update 
the burn pit registry with a registered indi-
vidual’s cause of death, and for other pur-
poses 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
now ask for a second reading, and I ob-
ject to my own request, all en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion having been heard, the bills will 
receive their second reading on the 
next legislative day. 

f 

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, MARCH 
7, 2019 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
adjourn until 9:30 a.m., Thursday, 
March 7th; further, that following the 
prayer and pledge, the morning hour be 
deemed expired, the Journal of pro-
ceedings be approved to date, the time 
for the two leaders be reserved for their 
use later in the day, morning business 
be closed, and the Senate proceed to 
executive session and resume consider-
ation of the Murphy nomination under 
the previous order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
f 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I ask that it stand ad-
journed under the previous order fol-
lowing the remarks of our Democratic 
colleagues. 

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

The Senator from New Mexico. 
f 

GOVERNMENT REFORM 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. President, thank 
you for the recognition today. 

I rise today for the people. I am glad 
to be joined by Senator MERKLEY. We 
have worked a long time together on 
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government reform issues, campaign fi-
nance reform, and rules reform—some 
very, very important issues that face 
the country. 

Today, in this country, there is a 
deep disconnect between what the 
American people are demanding from 
their leaders and what the President 
and the Congress have been giving 
them. Poll after poll shows that the 
American people want affordable 
healthcare. Yet the Republican leader-
ship and this President have tried time 
and again to take away healthcare 
rights and healthcare protections. 

Poll after poll shows that the Amer-
ican people want good-paying jobs. Yet 
the Republican leadership and this 
President gave a massive tax-cut wind-
fall to the wealthiest individuals and 
the biggest corporations. 

Poll after poll shows that the Amer-
ican people want clean air and clean 
water. They want Congress to tackle 
climate change. They want to protect 
our public lands. Yet for years the Re-
publican leadership has done the oppo-
site, and the Trump administration is 
dismantling environmental protections 
and sabotaging our efforts to fight cli-
mate change. 

Poll after poll shows that the Amer-
ican people support commonsense gun 
safety laws. Yet for decades the Repub-
lican leadership has refused to take 
any action whatsoever on even the 
most basic safety laws, like universal 
background checks. 

Poll after poll shows that the Amer-
ican people want Dreamers to stay in 
our country. They don’t want children 
separated from their parents. They 
want comprehensive immigration re-
form to fix our broken system. Yet the 
Republican leadership has opposed 
these priorities for many years, and 
now this President moves forward with 
his divisive and hateful immigration 
policies. 

It is no wonder that trust in govern-
ment is so low. According to a recent 
survey, just 19 percent overall trust the 
government to do what is right. Fa-
mously, root canals have a higher ap-
proval rating than Congress. 

We are a representative democracy. 
Yet the people are not being rep-
resented. Their will has been stymied. 

The situation has gotten dramati-
cally worse under this President. There 
is no doubt about that. But these prob-
lems precede this President, and they 
will live much longer than his time in 
office unless we act. 

To put it bluntly, some of our most 
basic, democratic institutions are bro-
ken—our voting rights system, our 
campaign finance system, and our eth-
ics rules. 

The American people know in their 
gut that this system is rigged. That is 
why the drug companies get what they 
want, and people pay through the nose. 
That is why the millionaires and bil-
lionaires get more tax cuts, and the 
working people get left behind. That is 
why the polluters get off scot-free, and 
the rest of us get dirty air and con-
taminated water. 

Unrigging this system requires re-
form—real reform—so that we bring 
power back to the everyday Americans 
and out of the hands of the special 
moneyed interests that rule Wash-
ington. 

Let’s talk about how we do that. For 
years, I have stood with others in this 
Chamber to call for a constitutional 
amendment to overturn Citizens 
United, for an independent, non-
partisan drawing of House districts, 
and for closing the revolving door in 
Washington. 

In the past, some Senate Republicans 
were independent of their leadership 
and supported these ideas. The Presi-
dent had even promised to ‘‘drain the 
swamp.’’ As we all know by now, unfor-
tunately, that promise was empty. 

But with the change in leadership in 
the House of Representatives, Congress 
is now making progress to enact the re-
forms that the American people want. 

The House will soon pass H.R. 1, the 
For the People Act—a major reform 
package to fix our broken system. It 
will be up to the Senate to follow suit. 

Next week, my Senate colleagues and 
I will introduce our own ‘‘For the Peo-
ple Act’’—a comprehensive set of re-
forms to move this effort forward. I 
hope we will have bipartisan support, 
but I was disappointed to hear the Re-
publican leader deride this essential re-
form bill as ‘‘the Democrat Politician 
Protection Act.’’ 

This is not only a warped political 
comment, but it is also cynical and to-
tally misses the point, especially when 
you consider that the American people 
overwhelmingly—across party lines— 
support these kinds of reforms. It is 
the special interests who oppose them 
because they are threatened by them. 

If the Republican leader feels the 
same way about this bill as the special 
interests do, perhaps the bill is not the 
problem. 

Every Member of the Senate will 
have a choice. Do they support reform, 
where our ideas and policies can com-
pete on a level playing field, or do they 
choose to side with the special inter-
ests to do their bidding in return for 
their protection and money during 
election season? 

I have known plenty of Americans 
who oppose this system. John McCain 
was one of them. Senator Alan Simp-
son is another. Senator Cochran was a 
cosponsor of my constitutional amend-
ment. 

No party has to side with the big 
money and special interests. It is a 
choice. It is a choice we must make to-
gether to return our democracy to the 
people and to rid our system of corrup-
tion. 

This bill will do just that. It will 
make it easier, not harder, to vote. It 
will bring an end to the dominance of 
big money and politics, and it will en-
sure that politicians actually serve the 
public interests. 

First, on voting rights, for 50 years 
the Voting Rights Act of 1965 has stood 
as a bulwark against voter suppression 

practices and enfranchised millions of 
voters, but in 2013 the Supreme Court 
eviscerated it in its Shelby County v. 
Holder decision, unleashing a torrent 
of State laws designed to suppress the 
vote among minorities. 

The Court’s 5-to-4 decision rendered 
the Voting rights Act’s preclearance 
provisions ineffective and cleared the 
way for States to engage in voter sup-
pression. Since Shelby, nearly 1,000 
polling places have been closed across 
the country, many in southern Black 
communities. Voter ID laws have been 
tightened, and early voting has been 
slashed. Voter rolls have been purged, 
and House districts have been redrawn 
to dilute the minority vote. 

One of the many egregious examples 
is North Carolina. Less than 2 months 
after Shelby, that State enacted far- 
reaching voter suppression require-
ments. North Carolina’s law was struck 
down by a Federal court of appeals, 
finding that the law targeted African 
Americans ‘‘with almost surgical preci-
sion.’’ 

Just this last midterm, we saw voter 
suppression tactics surge. For instance, 
in North Dakota, the State legislature 
passed a law right before the November 
election that took aim squarely at the 
Native vote. The law required voter IDs 
to list physical addresses—an impos-
sibility for many Native American vot-
ers living on reservations. A Federal 
court found that 5,000 Native American 
voters did not have the necessary iden-
tification. 

We have no choice but to respond and 
to restore the Voting Rights Act so 
States are stopped from closing off the 
franchise. That must also include the 
Native American Voting Rights Act to 
address voter suppression tactics in In-
dian Country and to make sure the Na-
tive vote is counted, not discounted. 

Bills to restore lost voting rights 
protections have been introduced in 
both Chambers. I hope the Senate ma-
jority will work in a bipartisan way to 
restore this landmark legislation. 

We should make it easier for voters 
to register, not harder. In a healthy de-
mocracy, automatic voter registration, 
online voter registration, and same-day 
voter registration for eligible voters 
would be noncontroversial. 

Voting should be easy. Too often, for 
too many, it is hard. It is our duty to 
fix that, and this bill will do that. 

Extreme political gerrymandering 
continues to skew State and congres-
sional elections. Results from legisla-
tive races don’t reflect the proportion 
of each party’s voters. Voters should 
choose their representatives, not the 
other way around. 

Congress must direct nonpartisan, 
independent line drawing in each State 
to draw congressional districts, and 
congressional districts must fairly re-
flect States’ racial compositions so our 
representative government truly rep-
resents the electorate. 

There is no other way to put it. Our 
campaign finance system is broken. 
The Supreme Court’s 2010 Citizens 
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United decision opened the floodgates 
for unlimited contributions and dark 
money, and this Congress’s negligence 
has allowed the flood to drown out reg-
ular people’s voices. 

Super PACs can raise and spend un-
limited amounts of money on can-
didates. The super wealthy can and do 
try to buy elections. Dark money 
groups can receive unlimited amounts 
of money from big corporations and 
wealthy individuals, spend their unlim-
ited sums to influence elections, and 
never disclose their dollars or what 
they wanted in return for their invest-
ment. 

There was $1.4 billion spent on the 
last Presidential race in 2016. This mid-
term’s outside expenditures topped a 
billion dollars. The system is rigged 
right before our eyes. 

How do we reverse course and return 
elections to the American people? For 
starters, Congress needs to shine a 
light on the dark money and require 
realtime disclosure, close loopholes 
that allow for foreign money, and cre-
ate a small donor, public matching 
fund system for everyday contribu-
tions. Most critically, we must over-
turn Citizens United and related deci-
sions. A Supreme Court that equates 
big money with speech puts campaigns 
for sale to the highest bidder. 

Once again, I will offer an amend-
ment to the Constitution to overturn 
Citizens United, as I have since 2016. 
Congress has a long way to go to push 
our popularity above a root canal and 
to restore the public’s confidence. 

We also need comprehensive ethics 
reform. Elected officials and public 
servants should not reap huge personal 
profit from their public positions. We 
need to tighten the revolving door. We 
need to tighten lobbying disclosure 
laws, and we must require Presidential 
and Vice Presidential candidates to 
disclose their tax returns. 

Beyond that, Presidents and Vice 
Presidents must divest of any and all 
assets that create a conflict of interest. 
Candidate Trump promised to disclose 
his tax returns. He didn’t. He then 
promised to disclose them after an al-
leged audit. He hasn’t. That is unac-
ceptable. 

We know the President has business 
and financial ties with Russia and 
Saudi Arabia, and this may well ex-
plain his strange closeness with Vladi-
mir Putin and Muhammed bin Salman. 
Transparency and divestiture are the 
only ways to avoid conflicts of interest 
and corruption. These issues go to the 
heart of what it means to be an Amer-
ican. 

Our democracy is supposed to exist 
by the will of the people and by the 
consent of the governed. Congress has 
an amazing opportunity before it. The 
House of Representatives is starting 
debate on its comprehensive reform 
package. My colleagues and I will in-
troduce our legislation next week. 

To Republicans around the country: 
Don’t fall for the majority leader’s 
cynical name-calling. I know you love 

your democracy as much as I do. This 
is not about protecting Democrats or 
Republicans; it is about protecting 
Americans from a rigged system. Let 
us commit to work together to pass re-
forms the American people hunger for. 

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

ator from Oregon. 
Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to be here on the floor with my 
colleague from New Mexico, who has 
been a champion for restoring our de-
mocracy, working year after year over 
the last decade toward that vision, and 
presenting tonight superb comments 
on the history of where we have been 
and where we should go. 

This last weekend, I went to Ala-
bama. I went with Congressman JOHN 
LEWIS to be there to look into the his-
tory of discrimination in our Nation, 
the history in which we had separate 
entries to buildings for Whites and for 
Blacks and separate water fountains. 
We had front doors for White America 
and back doors for Black America. 

We were standing on the spot where 
Rosa Parks stood before she stepped 
onto the bus and said: I will not sit at 
the back of the bus. I will be treated 
like every other American. She asked 
for equality, and she started a big 
movement to break down discrimina-
tion. 

Last weekend, we also gathered to-
gether in Selma, AL, at the foot of the 
Edmund Pettus Bridge. This spot is 
where JOHN LEWIS and a whole set of 
individuals took a stand. They were 
planning a march. They were going to 
march for voting rights—for voting 
rights in America, voting rights that 
had been taken away as a strategy of 
suppressing the voice of the people, 
particularly the voice of African Amer-
icans. 

We have struggled in the history of 
our country toward full equality of op-
portunity—full equality to participate 
in this beautiful democratic Republic 
we call America. We started with a 
Constitution that was flawed by not 
recognizing the full equality of every 
American. 

We fought a war over slavery, and 
after that war, a strategy was devised 
to continue to strip the right to vote 
from African Americans by taking Af-
rican-American men, arresting them as 
felons, and then saying that felons 
can’t vote—a determined strategy both 
to reenslave, because the constitu-
tional amendment said that you could 
put people to work if they were a felon, 
and to strip voting rights from them. 

That is a history we should be put-
ting behind us—a history of voter in-
timidation and a history of voter sup-
pression. Have we not come to the 
point where we can recognize that the 
real vision in our ‘‘we the people’’ de-
mocracy is that every person gets a 
full chance to participate, that we 
should be looking for voter empower-
ment, not voter suppression? 

This beautiful document we have 
worked to perfect and fulfill over time. 

It was President Lincoln who said: 
‘‘America will never be destroyed from 
the outside. If we falter and lose our 
freedoms, it will be because we de-
stroyed ourselves.’’ 

Aren’t we at that point now, where 
the vision of government of, by, and for 
the people has been corrupted by voter 
suppression, by voter intimidation, by 
gerrymandering, and by dark money 
flooding our campaigns? Aren’t we at 
that point now that our very essence of 
our constitutional vision of govern-
ment by and for the people is being de-
stroyed by these corrupting forces? 

Here is what we have in America 
right now. We have a circle of power of 
those of great wealth and those of 
great privilege, and they want to run 
this government and write our laws to 
benefit those inside that circle. 

That circle isn’t that large. It is a 
small percent of our population, but 
they use their great wealth and their 
great leverage to continue to corrupt 
the vision of our Constitution because 
the last thing they want is a govern-
ment that serves the people. 

What they are invested in, what they 
fight for is government by the powerful 
few and for the powerful few. If anyone 
has any doubt that we have reached 
this point of huge corruption in this 
country, look simply at what happened 
in this Chamber in 2017 when the ma-
jority party said that we have two mis-
sions: Mission one, take down 
healthcare for 20 to 30 million Ameri-
cans; mission two, raid the national 
Treasury for $11⁄2 trillion and give it to 
the very richest Americans and largest 
corporations. 

That is what happens in a corrupted 
government by and for the powerful 
rather than by and for the people. That 
is what happens in dictatorships 
around the world where the elite raid 
the National Treasury and steal the 
money for themselves. 

I will tell you what else happens. 
They don’t invest in ‘‘we the people.’’ 
They don’t invest in the foundations 
for families to thrive. We know what 
those foundations are: good public edu-
cation, debt-free college, employment 
programs that include apprenticeships 
and career technical education, a 
healthcare system that is simple and 
seamless and is there when your loved 
one is sick or injured, and it doesn’t 
send you into bankruptcy, a system 
where drug companies can’t gouge you 
and raise their prices dozens or even a 
hundredfold because the laws were 
written to let them do it, a system 
that invests in affordable housing so 
every family can have a decent home 
in a decent community, investment in 
infrastructure, rural broadband, re-
paired highways, expanded transit sys-
tems, all kinds of infrastructure that 
enable our economy to thrive and our 
people to do well. 

Did we see what this corrupted sys-
tem now in place of government by and 
for the powerful, did we see an invest-
ment in healthcare or housing or edu-
cation or infrastructure or living-wage 
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jobs? We did not because this Chamber 
is now run by and for the powerful of 
the United States of America, not the 
people. 

So along comes the other Chamber at 
the end of this hall, and this other 
Chamber says: We want to restore the 
vision of our Constitution, and they 
put together H. Res. 1. They said: Let’s 
take this on. Let’s take on the gerry-
mandering. Let’s take on the voter 
suppression. Let’s take on the dark 
money. They put together this bill for 
the people—for the people, not for the 
powerful. 

They proceeded to say: Let’s start 
with that challenge of gerrymandering. 
Let’s make sure the people pick their 
leaders instead of their leaders picking 
their electors. Then they proceed to 
take on voter suppression and voter in-
timidation. 

It was President Lyndon Johnson 
who said ‘‘the vote is the most power-
ful instrument ever devised by man for 
breaking down injustice.’’ 

That powerful instrument is at the 
heart of our Constitution. It is the in-
strument that the powerful and privi-
leged want to diminish, destroy, and 
take away so they can continue to run 
this country by and for themselves. 

So this bill says: Let’s proceed to do 
voter empowerment. Let’s extend early 
voting to all States. Let’s ensure that 
there is an opportunity for people to 
register to vote, sign up to vote on the 
internet, and have same-day registra-
tion. Let’s encourage vote by mail, 
which gives a full opportunity for ev-
eryone to participate without having 
to get to a poll on a day that it is dif-
ficult to get there, and let’s make sure 
changes designed to suppress voting 
are not automatically approved, that 
we will restore the Voting Rights Act, 
which said we will protect the voting 
system, its sacred heart, the Constitu-
tion, and we will not let people’s rights 
be stripped away. 

If you look back at November 6, and 
you look at what happened across the 
country, you see the plot—the plot to 
prevent the poor from voting; the plot 
to prevent minorities from voting; the 
plot to prevent college students from 
voting. One State went so far as to say 
you can’t vote if your ID doesn’t have 
an expiration date because the college 
IDs in that State didn’t have an expira-
tion date—strategy after strategy, 
purging people off the voting rolls 
without their permission right before 
the election. 

So this bill, the For the People Act 
that the House is working on right now 
and that we will introduce right here 
in this Chamber says: We believe in the 
Constitution of America; we believe in 
the power of the people, and we will 
protect the right to vote. The For the 
People Act takes on campaign finance. 
It proceeds to say: We will have disclo-
sure of contributions. There is sunlight 
on the system that disinfects it—a 
phrase that so many of my colleagues 
used to say when they were opposing 
the McCain-Feingold limits. They said: 

We oppose caps on donations, but we 
support disclosure. It is the sunshine 
that disinfects the system. Suddenly, 
when the bill that provides disclosure 
was up before this body, the individuals 
who said that said: ‘‘Oh, I was wrong, I 
don’t want sunlight in the system,’’ 
and voted against disclosure. So the 
House is saying: Let’s do it. Let’s cre-
ate transparency. 

There is an honest ads component 
that says people need to be able to 
know who is funding the ads they are 
seeing. I know I have seen in my cam-
paigns, attack ad, after attack ad, 
after attack ad funded by front groups. 

Wouldn’t it be better for America if 
the folks behind those ads actually 
have to disclose that they are behind 
those ads? 

We have in this bill a small-dollar 
match so individuals who seek to run 
for the House or the Senate with small- 
dollar donations, donations up to $200, 
get a 6-to-1 match, encouraging break-
ing the grip of the vast dark money 
and the money that comes from the 
most affluent in large chunks, leveling 
the playing field for participation by 
regular Americans, freeing our elec-
tions from the grip of dark money. 

This bill, the For the People Act, 
says let’s improve the ethics. Let’s re-
duce or try to eliminate the conflicts 
of interest that haunt this Chamber 
and haunt the House Chamber down 
the hall. 

JOHN LEWIS stood on that bridge on 
Bloody Sunday. Congressman JOHN 
LEWIS, long before he was a Congress-
man, in 1965, stood on that bridge. He 
stood, and he was the very first person 
in line as the troops approached to beat 
up the protesters. They shoved him, 
they pushed him down, they struck 
him in the head, and then they pro-
ceeded to beat up and terrify the other 
protesters on that bridge. 

Those protesters were standing for 
the vision of our Constitution, were 
standing for voting rights, the most 
powerful instrument, as Lyndon John-
son said. 

They went back to that bridge the 
following Tuesday, and they marched 
up and were stopped, and they agreed 
to turn back—‘‘Turn Back Tuesday.’’ 
Then they reorganized again and more 
people joined. They came back a third 
time and they marched over that 
bridge and they marched all the way to 
Montgomery, AL, to fight for voting 
rights because it is the heart and soul 
of an individual’s ability to participate 
in our democracy. JOHN LEWIS has said 
this: 

There is still work to be done. Get out 
there, push and pull, until we redeem the 
soul of America. 

The For the People Act that the 
House will pass and that we will intro-
duce here in this Chamber is the fight 
to redeem the soul of America. Let’s 
stand together—old-timers and new 
Members of the Senate, those who sit 
on the left of the aisle and those who 
sit on the right of the aisle, those who 
come from blue-collar communities 

and those who come from circles of 
power—to stand behind the vision of 
our Constitution, the ‘‘we the people’’ 
vision, so this Chamber will do the 
work of the people. Let’s restore the 
soul of America together. 

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

ator from Massachusetts. 
f 

NET NEUTRALITY 
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, I rise 

in defense of the internet. This is a 
fight for innovation, for 
entrepreneurialism, for the American 
economy, a fight for free speech—the 
cornerstone of our democracy—a fight 
for the most powerful platform for 
commerce and communications in the 
history of the planet. This is a fight for 
net neutrality. 

Today nearly every Member of the 
Senate Democratic caucus introduced 
a bill, the Save the Internet Act, to put 
net neutrality rules back on the books. 
Congressman MIKE DOYLE is leading 
the same effort over in the House. 

In the Senate, we have already suc-
cessfully passed the proposal. The 
newly introduced Save the Internet 
Act and the Congressional Review Act 
we approved last Congress will have 
the same effect—overturning the 
Trump administration’s FCC’s wrong-
headed decision and restoring the open 
internet order. 

Last May, in a historic, bipartisan 
CRA vote of 52 to 47, in the Senate on 
this floor, we sent a message to Presi-
dent Trump about what a free and open 
internet means, free of corporate con-
trol, open to all who want to commu-
nicate, engage, and innovate. We made 
clear this Congress will not fall for 
President Trump’s special interest 
agenda and his broadband baron allies. 

This bill does what the American 
people want. It restores the rules so 
people are not subject to higher prices, 
slower internet speeds, and even 
blocked websites because the big 
broadband providers want to pump up 
their profits. With this bill, we will do 
right by the people who sent us here 
and fight to protect the internet as we 
know it. 

This is a fight which we can win. 
There is tremendous power on this 
issue. Republicans and Democrats alike 
agree we need net neutrality so the sky 
is the limit. Support for our position 
will only continue to grow. 

The critics claim the sky hasn’t fall-
en since the FCC repeal, so why do we 
need net neutrality at all? 

The answer is simple. There is pend-
ing litigation right now in the DC Cir-
cuit Court challenging the FCC’s re-
peal. So there is every reason in the 
world why they would not change their 
practices until the legal matter is set-
tled in court. Any prudent business 
would act cautiously when there is an 
issue pending before a court, but once 
the issue is resolved in court, there are 
no rules. They can do what they want. 

In fact, I attended the court hearing 
and listened to 5 hours of oral argu-
ment. I saw firsthand how the FCC and 
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broadband industry used tortured logic 
to defend the repeal of net neutrality 
and reclassification of broadband. 

I also organized an amicus brief with 
100 other Members of the Senate and 
House in defense of the net neutrality 
rules. I am confident we will prevail in 
court. Net neutrality is just another 
way of saying nondiscrimination, just 
another way of saying big companies 
can’t discriminate against small com-
panies; that big companies can’t dis-
criminate against small individuals; 
that they have equal access to the 
internet. They don’t have to pay extra 
to gain access. Net neutrality means 
nondiscrimination. Those are the rules 
we need for the internet in order to see 
explosive economic growth because of 
the new ideas that are able to be intro-
duced and at the same time so democ-
racy can flourish because every voice is 
treated equally on the internet. 

So whether it is in the Halls of Con-
gress or in the courts, we will not stop 
fighting until net neutrality is fully re-
stored. We are on the right side of his-
tory, and we will not give up this fight 
until we have won. 

I thank you for the time. 
At this point, I yield the floor. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
adjourned until 9:30 a.m. tomorrow. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 6:37 p.m., 
adjourned until Thursday, March 7, 
2019, at 9:30 a.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate: 

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

WILLIAM B. KILBRIDE, OF TENNESSEE, TO BE A MEM-
BER OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE TENNESSEE 
VALLEY AUTHORITY FOR A TERM EXPIRING MAY 18, 2023, 
VICE ERIC MARTIN SATZ, TERM EXPIRED. 

LEGAL SERVICES CORPORATION 

JULIE REISKIN, OF COLORADO, TO BE A MEMBER OF 
THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE LEGAL SERVICES 
CORPORATION FOR A TERM EXPIRING JULY 13 , 2019. (RE-
APPOINTMENT) 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601: 

To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. JAMES C. SLIFE 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be general 

LT. GEN. PAUL E. FUNK II 

IN THE NAVY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be vice admiral 

REAR ADM. JAMES W. KILBY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be vice admiral 

REAR ADM. SCOTT D. CONN 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be vice admiral 

REAR ADM. DEE L. MEWBOURNE 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be vice admiral 

REAR ADM. JON A. HILL 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be vice admiral 

REAR ADM. STUART B. MUNSCH 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES AIR 
FORCE AND AS APPELLATE MILITARY JUDGES ON THE 
UNITED STATES COURT OF MILITARY COMMISSION RE-
VIEW. IN ACCORDANCE WITH THEIR CONTINUED STATUS 
AS APPELLATE MILITARY JUDGES PURSUANT TO THEIR 
ASSIGNMENT BY THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 950F(B)(2), WHILE SERVING ON 
THE UNITED STATES COURT OF MILITARY COMMISSION 
REVIEW, ALL UNLAWFUL INFLUENCE PROHIBITIONS RE-
MAIN UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 949B(B). 

To be colonel 

JULIE HUYGEN 
MICHAEL LEWIS 
TOM POSCH 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY 
AND AS APPELLATE MILITARY JUDGES ON THE UNITED 
STATES COURT OF MILITARY COMMISSION REVIEW. IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH THEIR CONTINUED STATUS AS AP-
PELLATE MILITARY JUDGES PURSUANT TO THEIR AS-
SIGNMENT BY THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 950F(B)(2), WHILE SERVING ON 
THE UNITED STATES COURT OF MILITARY COMMISSION 
REVIEW, ALL UNLAWFUL INFLUENCE PROHIBITIONS RE-
MAIN UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 949B(B). 

To be colonel 

PAULA I. SCHASBERGER 
JAN E. ALDYKIEWICZ 

IN THE NAVY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY 
AND AS APPELLATE MILITARY JUDGE ON THE UNITED 
STATES COURT OF MILITARY COMMISSION REVIEW. IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH THEIR CONTINUED STATUS AS AN 
APPELLATE MILITARY JUDGE PURSUANT TO THEIR AS-
SIGNMENT BY THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 950F(B)(2), WHILE SERVING ON 
THE UNITED STATES COURT OF MILITARY COMMISSION 
REVIEW, ALL UNLAWFUL INFLUENCE PROHIBITIONS RE-
MAIN UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 949B(B). 

To be commander 

ANGELA TANG 

f 

CONFIRMATION 

Executive nomination confirmed by 
the Senate March 6, 2019: 

THE JUDICIARY 

CHAD A. READLER, OF OHIO, TO BE UNITED STATES 
CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR THE SIXTH CIRCUIT. 
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