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COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

The Committee on Finance is author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Tuesday, May 14, 2019, at 10:
15 a.m., to conduct a hearing.

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

The Committee on the Judiciary is
authorized to meet during the session
of the Senate on Tuesday, May 14, 2019,
at 10 a.m., to conduct a hearing.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

The Select Committee on Intel-
ligence is authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on Tuesday,
May 14, 2019, at 2:30 p.m., to conduct a
closed briefing.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON AVIATION AND SPACE

The Subcommittee on Aviation and
Space of the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation is author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Tuesday, May 14, 2019, at 3
p.m., to conduct a hearing.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS, FORESTS,

AND MINING

The Subcommittee on Public Lands,
Forests, and Mining of the Committee
on Energy, and Natural Resources is
authorized to meet during the session
of the Senate on Tuesday, May 14, 2019,
at 2:30 p.m., to conduct a hearing.

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR

Mr. SCHATZ. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Robert Yu and
Laura Cannon, who are legislative fel-
lows in my office, be granted floor
privileges for the remainder of this
Congress.

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

MEASURES READ THE FIRST
TIME—H.R. 986 AND H.R. 2157

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I understand that there are two bills at
the desk, and I ask for their first read-
ing en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will read the titles of the bills for
the first time.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 986) to provide that certain
guidance related to waivers for State innova-
tion under the Patient Protection and Af-
fordable Care Act shall have no force or ef-
fect.

A bill (H.R. 2157) making supplemental ap-
propriations for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2019, and for other purposes.

Mr. McCCONNELL. I now ask for a
second reading, and I object to my own
request, all en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion having been heard, the bills will be
read the second time on the next legis-
lative day.

———

NATIONAL POLICE WEEK

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the consideration of S.
Res. 209, submitted earlier today.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the resolution by
title.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 209) designating the
week of May 12 through May 18, 2019, as ‘‘Na-
tional Police Week.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to proceeding to the meas-
ure?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous
consent that the resolution be agreed
to, the preamble be agreed to, and the
motions to reconsider be considered
made and laid upon the table with no
intervening action or debate.

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

The resolution (S. Res.
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

(The resolution, with its preamble, is
printed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Sub-
mitted Resolutions.”’)

209) was

SUPPORTING THE DESIGNATION

OF MAY 15, 2019, AS “NATIONAL
SENIOR FRAUD AWARENESS
DAY”

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the consideration of S.
Res. 210, submitted earlier today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the resolution by
title.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 210) supporting the
designation of May 15, 2019, as ‘‘National
Senior Fraud Awareness Day’”’ to raise
awareness about the increasing number of
fraudulent schemes targeting seniors in the
United States, to encourage the implementa-
tion of policies to prevent those schemes,
and to improve protections from those
schemes for seniors.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to proceeding to the meas-
ure?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous
consent that the resolution be agreed
to, the preamble be agreed to, and the
motions to reconsider be considered
made and laid upon the table with no
intervening action or debate.

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

The resolution (S. Res.
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

(The resolution, with its preamble, is
printed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Sub-
mitted Resolutions.”’)

210) was

REAUTHORIZING
PROOF VEST
GRANT PROGRAM
Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,

I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-

ate proceed to the immediate consider-

ation of Calendar No. 82, S. 1231.

THE  BULLET-
PARTNERSHIP
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill by title.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

A bill (8. 1231) to reauthorize the Bullet-
proof Vest Partnership Grant Program.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which
had been reported from the Committee
on the Judiciary with amendments, as
follows:

(The parts of the bill intended to be
stricken are shown in boldface brack-
ets and the parts of the bill intended to
be inserted are shown in italics.)

S. 1231

[Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,]

SECTION 1. BULLETPROOF VEST PARTNERSHIP
GRANT PROGRAM REAUTHORIZA-
TION.

[(a)l] IN GENERAL—Section 1001(a)(23) of
title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1968 (34 U.S.C.
10261(a)(23)) is amended by striking ‘“‘part Y’
and all that follows and inserting ‘‘part Y,
$30,000,000 for fiscal year 2020, and each fiscal
year thereafter.”.

[(b) PROGRAM NAME.—Part Y of title I of the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968 (34 U.S.C. 10531 et seq.) is amended by in-
serting before section 2501 the following:

[“SEC. 2500. PATRICK LEAHY BULLETPROOF VEST
PARTNERSHIP GRANT PROGRAM.

[<The program wunder this part shall be

known as the ‘Patrick Leahy Bulletproof Vest

B

Partnership Grant Program’.”’.]

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous
consent that the committee-reported
amendments be agreed to; that the bill,
as amended, be considered read a third
time and passed; and that the motion
to reconsider be considered made and
laid upon the table.

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

The committee-reported amendments
were agreed to.

The bill (S. 1231), as amended, was or-
dered to be engrossed for a third read-
ing, was read the third time, and
passed, as follows:

S. 1231

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

SECTION 1. BULLETPROOF VEST PARTNERSHIP
GRANT PROGRAM REAUTHORIZA-
TION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1001(a)(23) of title
I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968 (34 U.S.C. 10261(a)(23)) is
amended by striking ‘“‘part Y’ and all that
follows and inserting ‘‘part Y, $30,000,000 for
fiscal year 2020, and each fiscal year there-
after.”.

(b) PROGRAM NAME.—Part Y of title I of the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act
of 1968 (34 U.S.C. 10531 et seq.) is amended by
inserting before section 2501 the following:
“SEC. 2500. PATRICK LEAHY BULLETPROOF VEST

PARTNERSHIP GRANT PROGRAM.

“The program under this part shall be
known as the ‘Patrick Leahy Bulletproof
Vest Partnership Grant Program’.”.

———

ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, MAY 15,
2019

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that when the
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Senate completes its business today, it
adjourn until 10 a.m., Wednesday, May
15; 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 Lee nomination.

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

——
ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MCCONNELL. If there is no fur-
ther business to come before the Sen-
ate, I ask unanimous consent that it
stand adjourned under the previous
order, following the remarks of our
Democratic colleagues.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

————
NOMINATION OF WENDY VITTER

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Madam Presi-
dent, later this week, Wendy Vitter
will receive a vote on her nomination
to the U.S. District Court for the East-
ern District of Louisiana. Once our
votes are cast, she almost certainly
will be confirmed by a slim margin on
largely partisan lines, and she will join
the Federal judiciary for a lifetime
tenure. My hope is that my Republican
colleagues will think again and that
some of them will demonstrate some
conscience and conviction based on
principles that I think are more impor-
tant than any single district court
judge and indeed more important than
any of us individually, because Ms. Vit-
ter will never again face public ac-
countability for her fitness, her moral
character, and her fidelity to the bed-
rock norms of our time. She will be in-
sulated from all political process.

That is what we afford our judiciary.
It is the right thing to do. They ought
to be, in effect, guardians of the Con-
stitution with lifetime appointments
that protect them from political vin-
dictiveness or revenge. But that inde-
pendence must be earned. It is earned
by vetting through a public confirma-
tion process. The Founders placed that
responsibility in this body with us, and
for nearly a century, these confirma-
tion hearings have helped the Amer-
ican public judge our would-be judges
and weed out our wildly radical or
unfit nominees. The confirmation proc-
ess is a vetting that includes a hearing
and then a committee vote and then a
vote here in the Senate.

On the most basic principles of the
confirmation process, Ms. Vitter fails
to pass muster. She failed to produce
more than 100 speeches, interviews, and
press articles to the Senate Judiciary
Committee for review. She defiantly
declined to answer my question on one
of the baseline notions of constitu-
tional liberty—the correctness of the
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Supreme Court’s decision in Brown v.
Board of Education.

As a member of the Senate Judiciary
Committee, I ask these questions to
every nominee when they appear be-
cause I believe it is unquestionably an
important reason for considering
whether to vote for these nominees—
their beliefs as to whether Brown v.
Board of Education and other well-es-
tablished precedents are indeed cor-
rectly decided.

This iconic ruling of the U.S. Su-
preme Court is special even among
those well-established decisions. Any-
one who fails to endorse such a sac-
rosanct decision is clearly out of the
legal and societal mainstream and un-
worthy of confirmation.

When I asked Ms. Vitter if she
thought Brown v. Board was correctly
decided, here is how she responded:

I don’t mean to be coy, but I think I can
get into a difficult, difficult area when I
start commenting on Supreme Court deci-
sions which are correctly decided and which
I may disagree with. Again, my personal, po-
litical, or religious views I would set aside.
That is Supreme Court precedent.

I was stunned by her answer. I am
still stunned to read it back. I am
tempted to read it again out of dis-
belief. Brown is woven into the fabric
of our Nation. How could anyone sug-
gest disagreeing with Brown, as she
did, and then say: Well, even though I
disagree with Brown v. Board of Edu-
cation, I would follow it. That answer
says something very profound about
the person giving it.

In 2019, the only reasonable answer to
my question—‘ ‘Do you think Brown v.
Board of Education was correctly de-
cided?”’—is a resounding yes. Brown is
about more than just its historic rul-
ing; a separate but equal school is in-
herently unequal and unconstitutional.
A segregated school, even if it is called
equal, is inherently unequal. That is
Brown. It is about core values and prin-
ciples deeply embedded in the constitu-
tional consensus that binds and bonds
our constitutional democracy. It is
about more than just the words on
paper; it is about our values and our
principles, what holds us together as a
nation.

When nominees like Ms. Vitter refuse
to say that a seminal case like Brown
was correctly decided and instead
merely says that it is precedent, that
it is a binding decision, what they are
asserting essentially is that a case that
is decided is only a decision, that it is
only good law until it is reversed.

The reason for giving such an answer
is that Ms. Vitter and the vast major-
ity of President Trump’s nominees do
not really think that a lot of Supreme
Court precedent is correct, and they
would be perfectly happy for reversals.

We know that the President has a lit-
mus test for his judicial nominees. He
has told us repeatedly that he will ap-
point judges who will overturn another
landmark Supreme Court decision, Roe
v. Wade.

What is particularly striking and
pernicious about Ms. Vitter’s answer to
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my question on Brown is that her ex-
treme views on Roe, abortion, and re-
productive rights are already well
known and authoritatively established.

In May 2013, at an anti-choice protest
outside the future site of a Planned
Parenthood clinic, Ms. Vitter said:

Planned Parenthood says they promote
women’s health. It is the saddest of ironies
that they Kkill over 150,000 females a year.
The first step in promoting women’s health
is to let them live.

This is a radical view. It is wrong on
the facts. It makes no secret of what
Ms. Vitter thinks about the precedent
of Roe, and it is worth noting that Ms.
Vitter initially didn’t even disclose
this speech to the Senate.

In November of 2013, Ms. Vitter mod-
erated a panel at the conference for
Louisiana Right to Life titled ‘‘Abor-
tion Hurts Women’s Health.” Again,
Ms. Vitter did not disclose this to the
Senate. On the panel was a so-called
““expert’” who falsely claimed that con-
traception pills are linked to cancer,
an absurd and very dangerous lie. Ms.
Vitter advocated that viewers
download this speaker’s brochure and
ask their doctors to display it saying:
“HEach one of you can be a pro-life ad-
vocate.”

At her confirmation hearing, a num-
ber of Senators asked Ms. Vitter
whether she believed the claims made
in the brochure. She refused to answer
and insisted she had not studied the de-
tails of the brochure. How strange that
she asked the audience of her panel dis-
cussion to have their doctors display
it. At the same Louisiana Right to Life
event, Ms. Vitter applauded Texas for
the ‘‘great strides in making it very
difficult to get abortions in Texas.”

Ms. Vitter was applauding a law that
requires physicians who perform abor-
tions to have admitting privileges at a
nearby hospital, and it required abor-
tion clinics in the State to have facili-
ties comparable to an ambulatory sur-
gical center. The Supreme Court
struck down the law as unconstitu-
tional because it would have closed
most clinics in Texas and placed an
undue burden on Texas women to ac-
cess safe, legal abortion services.

As a district court judge, Ms. Vitter
undoubtedly would have upheld this
unconstitutional restriction of a wom-
an’s right to choose. She celebrated a
Louisiana law that forced women to
look at an ultrasound before having an
abortion. These kinds of requirements
serve no medical purpose, which is why
they have been struck down. They are
only an obstruction to a woman’s right
over her own reproductive health, and
they conflict with basic Supreme Court
principles about the rights of privacy
under the Constitution.

Federal judges are entrusted with
this kind of lifetime appointment be-
cause they will be neutral arbiters.
They will give everyone a fair, impar-
tial hearing and rule on the facts and
the law. That is the theory. Ms. Vitter,
despite her best efforts to hide her
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