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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the nomination. 
The legislative clerk read the nomi-

nation of Peter C. Wright, of Michigan, 
to be Assistant Administrator, Office 
of Solid Waste, Environmental Protec-
tion Agency. 

CLOTURE MOTION 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

send a cloture motion to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-

ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the nomi-
nation of Peter C. Wright, of Michigan, to be 
Assistant Administrator, Office of Solid 
Waste, Environmental Protection Agency. 

Mitch McConnell, Steve Daines, John 
Thune, John Cornyn, James M. Inhofe, 
Pat Roberts, Mike Crapo, Chuck Grass-
ley, Richard Burr, John Barrasso, 
Jerry Moran, Roy Blunt, Shelley 
Moore Capito, John Boozman, Johnny 
Isakson, Thom Tillis, John Hoeven. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I move to proceed 
to legislative session. 

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

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask unanimous 

consent that the mandatory quorum 
calls for the cloture motions be waived. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming. 

f 

CONFIRMATION OF ROB WALLACE 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I 
would like to say just a few words 
about Rob Wallace, the newly con-
firmed Assistant Secretary for Fish, 
Wildlife, and Parks at the Department 
of Interior. 

I have known Rob for over 35 years. 
Without question, Rob is the right per-
son for the job. Throughout his long 
and distinguished career, Rob has 
struck the proper balance between 
wildlife management, habitat manage-
ment, and the use of our public lands. 

In terms of wildlife conservation, 
Rob is way up there in terms of his 
commitment. Rob’s experience and 
leadership in Wyoming and in our Na-
tion’s capital are ideally suited for this 
critically important position. 

Throughout his 45-year career, Rob 
has served in a variety of jobs that di-
rectly relate to the two Federal agen-
cies he has been nominated to oversee. 
Rob began his career as a seasonal park 
ranger in Grand Teton National Park. 
Since then, Rob has served in a number 
of positions. He has been Assistant Di-
rector of the National Park Service, 
chief of staff for Wyoming Senator 
Malcolm Wallop, staff director for the 
U.S. Senate Energy and Natural Re-

source Committee—a committee on 
which I currently sit. He has been chief 
of staff for Wyoming Governor Jim 
Geringer, and manager of U.S. Govern-
ment Relations for the General Elec-
tric Company. 

Rob currently serves as the president 
of the Upper Green River Conservancy. 
It is the Nation’s first cooperative con-
servation bank. Rob cofounded the 
Upper Green River Conservancy. It pro-
tects core sage grouse habitat in the 
ecologically rich and the energy rich 
Upper Green River watershed in South-
west Wyoming. 

He built an innovative partnership of 
ranchers, conservation groups, energy 
companies, investors, and other stake-
holders. Rob is also the founding mem-
ber of the board of the Grand Teton Na-
tional Park Foundation, a group of 
people absolutely working together, 
committed to the Grand Teton Na-
tional Park. It promotes the park’s 
cultural, historic, and natural re-
sources. He has also served on the 
boards of many organizations dedicated 
to conserving wildlife and enhancing 
our national parks. 

Rob’s nomination passed the Envi-
ronment and Public Works Committee 
by unanimous vote, and a near-unani-
mous reported vote in the Committee 
of Energy and Natural Resources. 

Rob Wallace is an outstanding choice 
for this position of Assistant Secretary 
for Fish, Wildlife and Parks. He is the 
right person for the job, and I am so 
pleased the Senate has now confirmed 
his nomination. 

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

ator from Florida. 
f 

SIGNING AUTHORITY 

Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the majority 
leader, the senior Senator from South 
Carolina, the junior Senator from 
Oklahoma, and the junior Senator from 
North Carolina be authorized to sign 
duly enrolled bills or joint resolutions 
from June 27 through the July 8. 

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

f 

IRAN 

Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, I am 
going to try to do this in about 12 min-
utes, since I am not sure how many 
people are left to speak tonight and I 
know the staff worked hard and we will 
be up early tomorrow voting on the 
pending Udall amendment. That is 
what I want to talk about. 

I have watched all week the debate 
on some of these topics. I think it is a 
really good debate, actually. In some 
ways, I am very pleased the amend-
ment has been offered because it has 
given us an opportunity to talk about a 
topic I don’t think we have talked 
enough about; that is, foreign policy, 
the security threats before our coun-
try, and, in particular, what the role of 
Congress is in all of this. 

There are a couple of things I want to 
say at the outset. Here is the first. A 
lot of people who cover this stuff in the 
news like very simplistic terms. It 
makes it easier to write the articles 
and makes it easier to describe the cir-
cumstances. The terms people like to 
use are ‘‘hawk,’’ or ‘‘dove,’’ or ‘‘war-
like.’’ I am not in favor of war. I have 
actually never advocated for a military 
attack on Iran, in these circumstances 
especially. There are a lot of reasons 
for it, but it will take me more than 15 
minutes to explain it all. Suffice it to 
say, it is certainly not the first or the 
second. 

The policy of the United States in 
Iran today is the one I support; that is, 
crippling economic sanctions that deny 
them the money to do the bad things 
they do but also a forced posture that 
we are prepared with enough people 
there in the military, so if they do at-
tack us, we can defend ourselves. 

I want to say at the outset that I am 
not here today to speak in favor of war 
or to call for war but to speak about 
reality and the situation as we face it 
today. 

The second thing I want to point to is 
there is this notion out there that 
there is some clear-cut constitutional 
limitation on the President when it 
comes to the use of force in virtually 
every circumstance and that somehow 
the current President is being enabled 
by the Members of his party here to do 
whatever he wants. That is just not 
true. I will explain why in a moment. 

I want to begin with why we are even 
here. It is one of the topics that has 
been touched on this week, which I 
think deserves a direct response. I 
heard a number of Senators who came 
to the floor. I watched the debate last 
night, and there will be another one to-
night within the Democratic Party. 
You almost get a sense that what they 
are arguing is that Iran was under con-
trol and wasn’t doing anything wrong 
until Donald Trump came along and 
pulled us out of the Iran deal. That is 
just not true. That is patently false. 

The only thing Iran wasn’t doing is 
enriching uranium beyond a certain 
threshold. That is not necessarily a bad 
thing that they weren’t doing it, but 
that is the only thing that deal cov-
ered. 

Here is what Iran was still doing. 
Iran was still sponsors terrorism. You 
ask, why is it that they sponsor ter-
rorism? Iran wants to be the dominant 
power in the Middle East, and one of 
the ways they seek to achieve it is to 
find all of these groups—Hezbollah, 
Shia militias in Iraq and Syria, the 
Houthis in Yemen—and empower those 
groups. 

They have an organization called the 
IRGC, which is the real military and 
the real power in Iran. Underneath the 
IRGC, there is an organization called 
the Quds Force, which is their covert 
operations unit led by a guy named 
General Soleimani. He goes around the 
entire region sponsoring these groups— 
training them and providing weapons. 
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Here is what they hope to do. If they 

ever get into a conflict, they will use 
these groups to attack people. Why do 
they use those groups? No. 1, because 
Iran doesn’t have the ability to station 
troops all over the region. No. 2, it 
gives them deniability. They can say: 
We didn’t attack you. It was the 
Houthis or Shia militia. It allows them 
some level of deniability while still in-
flicting pain. 

If you want to know what else Iran 
has done using that strategy, it has 
maimed or killed hundreds of Amer-
ican service men and women in Iraq. 
They didn’t buy all those IEDs that 
were blowing up on Amazon; they 
didn’t order them on eBay. They were 
built and supplied by the Iranians. 
That is who did it. There is no dispute 
about that. 

President Obama signed this Iran 
deal. Iran began to get more money 
into their treasury because they could 
now engage in certain economic activ-
ity. What did Iran do with that money? 
Let me tell you what they didn’t do. 
They didn’t build schools, roads, and 
bridges. They didn’t reinvest it in their 
economy or their education system. 
Iran took the money they were making 
from the Iran deal. The Iran deal now 
allows them to engage in commerce 
that they weren’t allowed to. They 
took that extra money, and they used 
it to sponsor terrorism—to sponsor 
Hezbollah in Lebanon. 

Today Hezbollah not only has more 
missiles than they had 10 or 15 years 
ago, but their missiles are better than 
they were. They could now, theoreti-
cally, overwhelm Israel’s defenses with 
barrages of attacks. They have guid-
ance systems on those missiles now. In 
fact, they have gotten so much assist-
ance from Iran, they don’t even need to 
ship these missiles to them anymore. 
They can make them themselves. 

What about the Houthis? The 
Houthis are a group that already ex-
isted, but they were only able to make 
the gains they made in Yemen with 
Iranian support. You read in the news 
every day about these missiles and 
drones used by the Houthis to attack 
Saudi Arabia. It doesn’t get a lot of 
coverage, but where do you think they 
bought these things from? Do you 
think they made them? We didn’t sell 
them to them. Those are Iranian mis-
siles. All of it is provided by this addi-
tional money they got their hands on. 

They also conduct cyber attacks. 
Here is the most dangerous part of 

the Iran deal. Yes, it dealt with ura-
nium enrichment and supervision, but 
it did nothing with the missile system. 
To have a nuclear threat, you have to 
do three things; No. 1, have a bomb de-
signed, which is the easiest part, be-
lieve it or not; No. 2, have the indus-
trial capacity to enrich uranium to 
weapons grade, and that is just a func-
tion of time and willingness. Once you 
can enrich at any level, you can keep 
going. That is what the deal dealt with; 
and the third thing you have to do is 
deliver it. You have to launch it on 
something to reach your target. 

The deal with Iran did nothing on the 
missiles. It gave them more money, 
and they used some of that money to 
build missiles that now have longer 
ranges. Where Iran, 5 or 10 years ago, 
had a more limited range of places to 
strike, today Iran can strike virtually 
every capital in the Middle East and 
every base in the region. That is where 
they were putting this money. 

The Trump administration came in 
and said: Let me get this straight. We 
did a deal with Iran. They get a lot 
more money. They use that money to 
build better missiles, to sponsor ter-
rorism, to conduct cyber attacks, and 
the only thing is they can’t enrich ura-
nium for a period of time until the deal 
goes away? That is not a bad deal for 
Iran because what they were banking 
on is that in 10 years, we would be fo-
cused on something else. The world 
would forget, and all of a sudden they 
would be able to enrich. 

The deal was a fraud. It did nothing 
to make Iran less dangerous. The only 
thing the deal did is slow down their 
enrichment capability, but at no time 
are they less than 11⁄2 to 2 years away 
to breaking out to weapons grade. At 
some point, they would—at least they 
retain that very option. 

This idea that somehow Iran wasn’t 
doing anything wrong but pulling out 
of the deal caused all these tensions is 
just not true. Even with a deal in 
place, Iran was arming and training 
and equipping all these groups in the 
region and conducting cyber attacks 
and building these missiles unabated. 
That is what was going on. Now they 
are feeling it. 

By the way, today Iran is generating 
a lot less revenue than they were when 
the deal was in place. We are at a point 
now where even Hezbollah is out there 
openly saying they have had to cut 
back. They have budget cuts. They are 
putting out leaflets and things they 
posted publicly inside of Lebanon ask-
ing people to donate to Hezbollah be-
cause Iran can’t donate as much as 
they used to. They have real fiscal con-
straints. That is not a bad thing. Like-
wise, with some of these Shia militias 
and others, it has constrained Iran’s 
ability to operate. 

Iran has decided the only way to re-
verse this is to force us back to some 
negotiation at some point to either, A, 
intimidate us back into the deal or, B, 
force us to the negotiating table to get 
something like it. How can they do 
that? 

How can Iran position itself with 
some strength in order to get into that 
kind of negotiation? They can’t sanc-
tion us economically. The only thing 
they can do is these terrorist attacks— 
these sort of attacks that started to 
connect. That is what they are in the 
pattern of doing. 

Do you realize, last week, over a pe-
riod of 7 days, every single day there 
was a Shia militia attack against a 
U.S. installation? Luckily, nobody 
died, but that was happening. That is 
what they were trying and are trying 
to do. 

They were trying to position them-
selves and accumulate some strength 
so they can get into future negotia-
tions from a position of strength. The 
only way they think they can do that 
is by threatening to attack us and, 
most interestingly, to attack us with 
some level of deniability. You have 
this tanker out there in the middle of 
the Gulf, which is a huge ocean, and 
suddenly some mines blow up, and you 
have journalists and politicians saying, 
how do we know it was Iran? Who was 
it? It wasn’t the Swedes. It wasn’t the 
Germans. It wasn’t the French. It 
wasn’t Luxembourg. There is only one 
organization in that part of the world 
with the capability to do what hap-
pened—Iran. Everybody knows it. 

The only reason some countries don’t 
admit it is because then they would 
have to do something about it. If you 
are a European country and you want 
the Iran deal to come back in place and 
you want to save it, you can’t say you 
know Iran put those mines on those 
ships. If you say that, you have to pull 
out of the deal. That is why they 
wouldn’t acknowledge it. 

We have them on video. I heard peo-
ple ask how we know those were Ira-
nians. This is ridiculous stuff. By the 
way, the mines look identical to the 
ones Iran makes. So they did that. 
That was their plan, OK? Their plan 
was to attack us using other forces but 
to have some level of deniability. ‘‘It 
was not us.’’ 

They also know that there are divi-
sions in American politics and that the 
President is unpopular in many coun-
tries. A lot of people around the world 
and in the United States would love 
nothing more than to say ‘‘Yes, how do 
we know it was Iran?’’ for different rea-
sons. That is what they were banking 
on, but then they shot down an un-
manned U.S. vehicle, and they admit-
ted it because that would have been 
very difficult to deny. That is what 
really kicked off a lot of this argument 
that we are now hearing. 

I want everybody to remember, if you 
go back 3 or 4 weeks, that there were 
people in the building and people on 
television—I saw them—commentators 
and others—who were basically imply-
ing that this was all not true, that 
there was no threat emanating from 
Iran, that it wasn’t doing anything un-
usual. Now they are admitting that 
Iran is doing something unusual and 
dangerous, but 3 or 4 weeks ago, they 
were basically implying that this was 
all being made up by people who want-
ed a war. 

Think that through logically. That 
means there would be dozens and doz-
ens of career service men and women in 
the U.S. Armed Forces and in the Pen-
tagon who would be, basically, lying to 
us about this. That is absurd. 

So we get to the point of how this 
really got us here. It wasn’t the deal 
with Iran or the pulling out of the deal 
that caused this. This has always been. 
This is what Iran has always done, and 
it has been doing it for two decades 
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now and longer. To somehow act as if 
Iran is more belligerent today than it 
was 6 months ago or 6 years ago is just 
not true. It is just that the threats 
have become more imminent directly 
against us. 

When you look at this amendment, 
the amendment is basically designed to 
say that the President cannot enter 
into a war unless Congress approves it, 
which is an interesting dynamic. 

No. 1, when you hear people saying 
you need authority from Congress, 
what they are talking about is the War 
Powers Resolution. In the aftermath of 
Vietnam and that era, Congress said, 
from now on, we are not getting into 
any more of these undeclared wars. If a 
President is going to commit service 
men and women for an extended period 
of time, it has to come through Con-
gress. 

No President—no administration— 
has ever accepted that resolution as 
being in the Constitution. From that 
point forward, every single administra-
tion—Democrat and Republican—has 
taken the position that this is an un-
constitutional infringement on the 
power of the Commander in Chief. That 
has been the official position of every 
administration, Republican and Demo-
crat, since that passed. 

Nonetheless, on various occasions, 
Presidents have come to Congress for 
authority, which I think is a smart 
thing to do, especially for an extended 
engagement, because we are stronger 
and our policies are more effective 
when Congress and the American peo-
ple are behind you. That is why Presi-
dent George W. Bush sought the au-
thorization for Afghanistan and why he 
sought it for Iraq. It was the right 
thing to do, and it made sense. Yet no 
President has ever admitted that it is 
constitutional, and I share that view. 

For a moment, let’s assume that it 
were. Well, that resolution lays out 
three things that must happen before a 
President, a Commander in Chief, can 
commit U.S. forces to a hostility, to a 
war, to a fight. 

The first thing is that there has to be 
a declaration of war. That is in the 
Constitution too. Congress can declare 
war. 

The second is that Congress can au-
thorize the use of force. That is when 
you hear all of this talk about the au-
thorization for use of military force, 
the AUMF. That is what we had in Af-
ghanistan, and that is what we had in 
Iraq. That is what a lot of people 
around here think we need if we are 
going to do something with Iraq. 

There is a third component they like 
to ignore, and the third component is 
that a President can institute U.S. 
military action if Congress declares 
war, if Congress authorizes the use of 
force, or, No. 3, if there is an emer-
gency that causes us to respond to an 
attack against the United States, our 
territories, our holdings, or our Armed 
Forces. 

I want to tell you that if a Shia mili-
tia attacks a U.S. base in Iraq, this is 

a pretty clear attack on the Armed 
Forces. If it shoots down one of our un-
manned, unarmed platforms over inter-
national airspace, that is an attack on 
our Armed Forces. If they try to kid-
nap or murder an ambassador or a dip-
lomat by attacking our Embassy, that 
is an attack on a U.S. territory since 
embassies are sovereign territories. 

If you look at what the administra-
tion has done, the only thing the ad-
ministration has done when it has 
come to the use of force is it has made 
sure that we have had enough ships and 
enough airplanes and enough personnel 
and enough assets in the Middle East 
so, if we are attacked, we can respond. 
That is the only thing it has done. 

I don’t know how you read the plain 
text of the language that they are 
wrapping themselves around—those 
who criticize what the administration 
has done—and not realize that it is 
fully authorized. If we are attacked, 
the President doesn’t just have a right 
to respond—he has an obligation. 

Think of the reverse. If the Iranians 
were to attack a facility in Iraq and 
murder 100 Americans who would be 
working at an embassy or diplomats or 
if they were to kill 200 soldiers, the 
first questions that every one of the 
President’s critics would be asking on 
TV would be: Why didn’t we have 
enough forces in the region to protect 
them? Why didn’t we have a plan to 
save them? There would be congres-
sional hearings, and there would be 
Members of Congress who would 
scream at the administration: Why 
didn’t you have people there to save 
them? 

In anticipating that this could hap-
pen, our military leaders, in their look-
ing at the threats and understanding 
the environment, asked the adminis-
tration to send additional forces so 
they may be prepared—to be in a posi-
tion of having enough people and assets 
to respond in case of an attack. 

I will go further than that. 
Imagine the President is given 

verifiable information that an attack 
is imminent by Iran or one of its prox-
ies and that the only way to save 
American lives is to wipe out the place 
from which it is going to launch the at-
tack. Even if you acted first, that is 
self-defense. You are getting ahead of 
preventing an attack, not to mention 
the fact that the best way to respond 
to an attack is to prevent it from hap-
pening in the first place, and having a 
force posture in the region is one of the 
best ways to do that. That is the only 
thing that has been done here. 

This amendment is just not nec-
essary because, in assuming they are 
arguing that the War Powers Resolu-
tion makes pretty clear what 
Congress’s power and role are in all of 
this, in the very text of that resolu-
tion, it makes clear that a President 
has a right to introduce military forces 
and to use military force to defend 
Americans, to defend America, and to 
defend our Armed Forces. 

So why do we need language that 
says that a second time? Some would 

say: Well, it is redundant, and it is al-
ready the law. Why not just vote for it 
again? 

That is the final and, perhaps, the 
most important point in all of this— 
that the timing couldn’t really be 
worse. It is not necessary, but the re-
dundancy here is actually damaging, 
and here is why. 

I think sometimes we make a terrible 
mistake in American politics. We as-
cribe our attributes to those of the 
leaders of other countries. When we 
hear that the President of Iran said 
something, we think Iran’s President 
and his system is like ours. They are 
not. The President of Iran doesn’t have 
one-tenth the power of our President, 
meaning there is a Supreme Leader, 
and everything goes to the Supreme 
Leader, a cleric. That is where the 
power really resides. 

No. 2, we make a terrible mistake of 
believing that they truly understand 
us, our systems, and our debates when 
they don’t, especially the Ayatollah. 
He is not a world traveler nor a con-
stitutional expert nor a consumer of a 
varied amount of news and information 
from around the world nor a nuanced 
person who understands that this 
amendment, for example, is never 
going to become law. 

Here is what they do believe, and I 
encourage all Members here to go out 
and inform themselves as to this. As a 
Senator, one has the opportunity to do 
it. They do believe that this President 
cannot respond. They believe that this 
President cannot and would not re-
spond. They believe that there is a 
threshold—that there are x numbers of 
Americans they can kill and that there 
are certain types of attacks they can 
get away with without getting a re-
sponse back. That is what they believe. 

Why do they believe it? 
No. 1, it is that our President has 

talked on various occasions about 
withdrawing all Americans from the 
region. So they begin by believing, by 
and large, that we don’t even want to 
be there. 

No. 2, they believe it because they 
look at our domestic politics, and they 
say: I have heard the debates, and I 
watched 5 minutes of CNN or some 
other network the other night, and I 
heard people on there who were from 
Congress or wherever who told the 
President he can’t do this and can’t do 
that. There is no support in America 
for responding, so the President is con-
strained in what he is able to do. 

Why is that a problem? 
It is because that is where you mis-

calculate. That is where what they 
think would trigger a response and 
what will actually trigger a response 
are two very different things. 

If this thing were to pass—and I 
know there are still a couple of people 
who are thinking about voting for it— 
this would not be reported as an 
amendment that had passed on a bill 
but that was never going to become 
law because it was never going to get 
signed with that in there. That is not 
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how it would be reported. In fact, if 
there were a close vote on it, as I an-
ticipate there will be, the way it would 
be reported would be as ‘‘even a hand-
ful of Republicans and virtually every 
Democrat voted to send the President a 
message of ‘we don’t want you using 
Armed Forces in wars against Iran.’ ’’ 
That is how it would be reported. That 
is how they would read it. It would 
only reinforce this belief among some 
in that regime that they can go further 
than they actually can. 

I don’t mean to say this to argue that 
there are Members of this body here 
who are deliberately putting the men 
and women of our Armed Forces in 
danger. I am telling them I don’t know 
if they have thought through that part 
of it. What we do here and how it is 
perceived in other parts of the world, 
especially in a reclusive organization 
such as the regime in Iran, are often 
two very different things. 

The danger with this amendment is 
that it is going to confirm to several 
hard-liners in that regime that the 
President is constrained, that Amer-
ica’s President will not be able to re-
spond, and that they will be able to get 
away with more than they actually 
will get away with. 

In some ways, ironically, I believe 
that even a big vote on this—but, cer-
tainly, the passage of it—increases the 
chance of war. I say that because, if 
they miscalculate and they read into 
this an opportunity to attack at a 
higher level without taking a retalia-
tory response, they are going to do it. 
Then they are going to be wrong, and 
then the retaliation will come. Then it 
is on. Then we can’t predict what will 
happen next. 

What happens next is terrifying to 
even contemplate because what hap-
pens next could be a Hezbollah strike 
against Israel and Israel’s responding 
10 times stronger. It could be 
Hezbollah’s moving to abduct, kill, 
murder American diplomats or per-
sonnel inside of Lebanon; it could be 
Shia militias throughout Iraq and 
Syria attacking U.S. personnel; it 
could be increased Houthi attacks not 
just into Saudi Arabia but potentially 
even hitting civilian populations and 
Saudi Arabia’s responding back. What 
could come next is a spiraling series of 
events that could lead to a dangerous 
regional war. That is not an exaggera-
tion. Neither is it an exaggeration to 
believe that a miscalculation on the 
part of Iran and what it can get away 
with would trigger that. 

This is an unnecessary amendment 
because, if you accept the War Powers 
Resolution as valid under our Constitu-
tion—I do not—it already reads that 
the President has a right to respond in 
self-defense. The administration has 
made it very clear that this is the only 
way it intends to use it. It has made it 
abundantly clear. In fact, its force pos-
ture proves it. If you look at what we 
have in the region—the number of 
ships and the number of people—we are 
not postured for an invasion or an all- 

out war. We are postured for defensive 
operations and retaliatory strikes to 
an attack, and that is what the admin-
istration says it intends to do. 

What it intends to do is to continue 
forward, strangling the sources of fi-
nancing that the Iranian regime is 
using to sponsor terrorism and its bal-
listic missile program and having 
enough force in the region to protect 
our men and women who serve us if 
they were to come under attack. The 
President is allowed to do that in the 
Constitution and in the War Powers 
Resolution. 

All this amendment does is create a 
dangerous opportunity to be misread 
and to cause Iran to do something, and 
that will trigger a response. Then we 
will have a war. For those who are con-
sidering still voting for this because 
they want to reassert Congress’s role, 
this is the wrong time and place in 
which to do it. 

I will close with this. I don’t agree 
with all of the President’s foreign pol-
icy views. I can tell you, for example, 
that I do believe that openly talking 
about getting out of the Middle East as 
soon as possible has emboldened some 
of this thinking that America is con-
strained and that we really don’t have 
the dedication or the commitment to 
see this through if we are attacked. 
Yet, in fairness, this President is far 
less likely to get into a war or to start 
one than was his predecessor—or his 
two predecessors, actually. He showed 
great restraint the other day. 

It strikes me that not only is this un-
necessary from a policy perspective, it 
is also unnecessary from a personality 
perspective. This is not a President 
who is looking to start wars. This is a 
President who is looking to get out of 
the ones we are already in. Again, I 
just don’t know why we would run the 
risk of putting something out there 
that could be misconstrued and lead to 
an attack when we have a President 
who has no intention of starting a war, 
when we have a military posture in the 
region that would not support an offen-
sive military operation or anything 
close to what Afghanistan or Iraq was 
like, and when we have this danger of 
miscalculation. 

The amendment has been filed, and 
there will be a vote on it tomorrow. I 
just hope that the handful of people 
still thinking about it will consider all 
of these points. 

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. Mr. President, I 

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

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

f 

APPOINTMENTS AUTHORITY 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that notwith-

standing the upcoming adjournment of 
the Senate, the President of the Sen-
ate, the President pro tempore, and the 
majority and minority leaders be au-
thorized to make appointments to 
Commissions, Committees, Boards, 
Conferences, or Interparliamentary 
Conferences authorized by law, by con-
current action of the two houses, or by 
order of the Senate. 

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

f 

EXTENDING THE PROGRAM OF 
BLOCK GRANTS TO STATES FOR 
TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR 
NEEDY FAMILIES AND RELATED 
PROGRAMS THROUGH SEP-
TEMBER 30, 2019 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of H.R. 2940. 

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

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 2940) to extend the program of 

block grants to States for temporary assist-
ance for needy families and related programs 
through September 30, 2019. 

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

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the bill be 
considered read a third time. 

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

The bill was ordered to a third read-
ing and was read the third time. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I know of no fur-
ther debate on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

Hearing none, the bill having been 
read the third time, the question is, 
Shall the bill pass? 

The bill (H.R. 2940) was passed. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask unanimous 

consent that the motion to reconsider 
be considered made and laid upon the 
table. 

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

f 

PROVIDING FOR A 2–WEEK EXTEN-
SION OF THE MEDICAID COMMU-
NITY MENTAL HEALTH SERV-
ICES DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of S. 2047, submitted today. 

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

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 2047) to provide for a 2-week ex-

tension of the Medicaid community mental 
health services demonstration program, and 
for other purposes. 

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

Mr. MCCONNELL. I further ask that 
the bill be read a third time and passed 
and the motion to reconsider be consid-
ered made and laid upon the table with 
no intervening action or debate. 
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