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If the concept of faithful judges ful-

filling their proper role strikes anyone 
as a partisan development or a threat 
to their political agenda, I would sug-
gest it is their agenda that needs modi-
fying and not the judicial branch that 
our Founders intended. 

f 

COAL INDUSTRY 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, on 

another matter, one of the untold sto-
ries of the Obama administration was 
the dramatic geographic inequality 
that deepened on the Democrats’ 
watch. 

From 2010 to 2016, the Nation’s larg-
est metro areas captured nearly 75 per-
cent of the new jobs and 90 percent of 
the population growth. Big cities did 
OK, but unfair and regressive policies, 
like the War on Coal, left many other 
communities—smaller cities, small 
towns, and rural areas—literally in the 
dust. 

Homegrown American energy, includ-
ing coal, has supported entire commu-
nities in Kentucky and throughout the 
country for generations, but even be-
fore he took office, President Obama 
declared a war on coal. Here is what he 
said: ‘‘If somebody wants to build a 
coal-fired power plant, they can; it is 
just that it will bankrupt them.’’ 

Of course, that approach didn’t only 
hurt American businesses, it hurt 
American workers. In 2009, 23,000 Ken-
tuckians made their living mining 
coal. By the end of 2016, that number 
had dropped to barely more than 6,500. 
It went from 23,000 to 6,500 during the 
Obama years. Nearly three-quarters of 
the State’s coal jobs were gone in the 
span of one Presidency. 

So since the earliest days of the 
Trump administration, we have 
prioritized ending the War on Coal and 
trying to repair the damage. We have 
repealed hostile regulations and cre-
ated tailwinds instead of headwinds for 
America’s energy dominance. But 8 
years of damage is not easy to unwind. 
Many coal communities are still suf-
fering. There are more mine closures 
and more bankruptcies. Workers’ pay-
checks and retirees’ pensions are 
thrown into uncertainty. So our work 
continues. 

A few years back, I worked to secure 
permanent health benefits for thou-
sands of retirees. Yesterday, a bipar-
tisan group here in the Senate, led by 
Senators CAPITO, MANCHIN, and me, 
took a major step toward addressing 
the emergency of underfunded pensions 
for thousands of miners, retirees, and 
their families. We introduced new leg-
islation to expand that healthcare fix 
to include 13,000 more miners and pro-
tect the pensions of nearly 92,000 min-
ers into the future. 

Earlier this week, I personally raised 
the subject with President Trump. We 
discussed the importance of working 
toward a solution for these retirees. 

Just yesterday, I hosted Kentucky 
miners here in the Capitol to hear their 
concerns and discuss a potential path 
forward. 

I have spent my entire career in the 
Senate fighting for all Kentuckians. I 
have worked to protect coal commu-
nities from bad ideas and to promote 
their future, and I will keep working 
with the Trump administration and my 
colleagues on both sides to support our 
mining families. 

f 

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Now on another 
matter, Mr. President, earlier this 
week, the Securities and Exchange 
Commission took a significant step 
into the 21st century. When public 
companies put business decisions up for 
a vote by their shareholders, it stands 
to reason that large asset managers 
who own many shares on behalf of 
their clients have enormous power to 
determine the outcome. Since these in-
stitutional investors lack the band-
width to study every single company in 
great detail, many rely heavily on out-
side advisory firms. 

In principle, there is nothing wrong 
with institutional investors getting ad-
vice, but in practice, things get pretty 
interesting. This cottage industry of 
proxy advisory firms is extremely con-
centrated in a very few hands. I believe 
the two largest firms have something 
like 97 percent market share between 
them, and their advice is often taken 
uncritically. One analysis of major 
asset managers found that 95 percent of 
their voting followed one advisory 
firm’s recommendation. 

So we have a small concentration of 
voices wielding enormous power over 
American business, and questions have 
arisen about whether they really exer-
cise that power to serve the best finan-
cial interests of the investors. In some 
cases, the proxy advisers seem less in-
terested in the particular interests of 
the particular company and more in-
terested in advancing a preconceived 
ideological agenda. In other words, 
these firms are accused of leveraging 
their incredible influence to force cor-
porations to conform to their own vi-
sion of social justice. 

That is why, as the Chairman of the 
SEC explained, he receives letters from 
ordinary American investors express-
ing ‘‘concern that their financial in-
vestments, including their retirement 
funds, were being steered by third par-
ties to promote individual agendas, 
rather than to further their [own] pri-
mary goals’’ of saving for retirement 
and leaving something behind for their 
kids and grandkids. 

These proxy advisers are regulated 
by the SEC, and as it happens, some 
parts of these rules had not been up-
dated since 1954. So this week the SEC 
has updated these Eisenhower-era 
guidelines for the 21st century. The 
new rules will enable more trans-
parency and accountability. They will 
help ensure that these powerful voices 
have meaningful skin in the game and 
are not simply searching for a conven-
ient vehicle to advance their pre-
conceived interests. 

I applaud the step forward by Chair-
man Clayton and the SEC. 

f 

VETERANS DAY 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, now 
on one final matter, on Monday, our 
Nation will observe Veterans Day. 
Some will gather here in our Nation’s 
Capital at the proud monuments that 
pay enduring tribute to the service and 
sacrifice of generations of brave serv-
icemembers. Many more will mark the 
day in ceremonies in small towns and 
cities across our country. And, of 
course, many Americans will have vet-
erans to thank firsthand in their own 
families and neighborhoods. 

My own father’s Army service took 
him to the heart of the battle for Eu-
rope in 1945. His company sustained 
heavy losses. When he returned home, 
he traded his uniform for a briefcase 
and went back to work in our commu-
nity. 

Perhaps the only thing more remark-
able than the heroic service that gen-
erations of veterans have offered at 
home and overseas is the fact that they 
come home and keep right on serving 
in new ways—as fathers and mothers, 
as skilled workers, as entrepreneurs, or 
as educators, and in every case, as a 
custodian of a unique part of our Na-
tion’s collective memory. 

It is a cliche, but it is a cliche for 
good reason: the land of the free be-
cause of the brave. 

The Senate will not be in session on 
Monday, as we honor Veterans Day, 
but I hope that each of our Members 
will be remembering and giving thanks 
for all veterans and for those brave 
men and women serving today. Their 
efforts are the reason why this Cham-
ber exists, why it still stands, and why 
American self-government and Amer-
ican freedom endure. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

f 

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 senior assistant legislative clerk 
read the nomination of Lee Philip 
Rudofsky, of Arkansas, to be United 
States District Judge for the Eastern 
District of Arkansas. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative 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. 

APPROPRIATIONS 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, Sen-

ate Democrats had hoped to work with 
our Republican colleagues this year on 
a fully bipartisan process. It got off to 
a great start when the four congres-
sional leaders reached a budget deal 
over the summer, but it quickly went 
awry. 

Senate Republicans departed from 
the bipartisan process by unilaterally 
proposing their own allocations to the 
various agencies. This was not part of 
the agreement. This was not in the 
spirit or concept of the agreement. It 
was always, when we agreed, that we 
would work out the 302(b) allocations. 
Instead, the Republicans went ahead, 
unilaterally, and they proposed moving 
$12 billion—$12 billion—from critical 
health programs and military families 
to pay for the President’s border wall, 
and that was way out of bounds. 

The Republican leader has accused 
Democrats, myself included, of break-
ing our budget deal by not going along 
with these very partisan bills. He 
knows—and every Member of this 
Chamber, Democrat and Republican, 
knows well—that Democrats are not 
going to support a unilateral move by 
the Republicans to take $12 billion 
away from military families, edu-
cation, opioids, and NIH and put it into 
the President’s vanity, partisan wall. 
So, until Republicans get serious about 
negotiating a bipartisan way forward, 
the partisan appropriation bills are all 
we have and they cannot move forward. 

Now, in the last few days, after con-
versations that I had with Leader 
MCCONNELL, Speaker PELOSI, and Lead-
er MCCARTHY, we are seeing some posi-
tive signs that we can get the process 
back on track. This month, Democrats 
and Republicans worked through a 
package of bipartisan appropriation 
bills on the floor with few issues. Now, 
as we speak, both parties, both sides— 
Democrats and Republicans, House and 
Senate appropriators—have started 
talking again about restarting the 
good-faith negotiations on the remain-
ing bills. 

We hope this moves forward in a bi-
partisan way. Each side has to agree. I 
will repeat my view. If President 
Trump stays out of it, we will come to 
an agreement. If President Trump 
messes in, if the Republican leader 
feels so in obeisance to Donald Trump, 
who doesn’t have any concept of how to 
get things done around here, then we 
will not get it done, and we may have 
a second Trump shutdown with the 
leader going along, which will not suc-
ceed. It will not succeed in getting 
them what they want. 

So I hope that with a little effort and 
compromise, we in Congress can find a 

way forward on appropriations by 
working together. 

WHISTLEBLOWERS 
Mr. President, on the whistleblower, 

yesterday, the House Intelligence Com-
mittee announced the schedule for its 
first week of public hearings in the 
House impeachment inquiry, including 
testimony from the current and former 
top U.S. diplomats in Ukraine. These 
public hearings are a reminder that the 
whistleblower’s account has already 
been corroborated many times over by 
officials with firsthand knowledge of 
the situation. 

Yet there remains a searing focus by 
the President and one Member of this 
Chamber on the whistleblower. Even 
though his or her account has been 
verified by other sources, the White 
House and, most particularly, the jun-
ior Senator from Kentucky, seem com-
mitted to discrediting the whistle-
blower, disclosing the whistleblower’s 
identity, and turning the rightwing 
media machine on this person—and 
they can be vicious. 

The junior Senator from Kentucky 
went so far as to block a simple resolu-
tion from my friend the Senator from 
Hawaii, MAZIE HIRONO, that would have 
reconfirmed the Senate’s support for 
whistleblower protection laws—laws 
that have been on the books for a very 
long time. 

The whole concept started with the 
Continental Congress, even before the 
Constitution. We are going down a dan-
gerous road when Members of this body 
are refusing to stand up for our Na-
tion’s laws, particularly those laws 
that enforce the rule of law and make 
sure our government is doing what the 
people want. 

These attempts to expose the whis-
tleblower are unfortunately not the 
only example of how a few of my col-
leagues are taking the defense of this 
President too far. It seems that with 
each coming week, sometimes each 
coming day, the President’s allies in 
Congress come up with a new tortured 
defense of his actions. House Repub-
licans have gone from attacking the 
process because it was closed to at-
tacking it because it was opened. They 
have gone from insisting on ‘‘no quid 
pro quo’’ to saying ‘‘maybe quid pro 
quo but who cares?’’ 

Here in the Senate, we heard a new 
one from the chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee, who said the Trump policy 
on Ukraine was so ‘‘incoherent’’ that 
the administration was ‘‘incapable of 
performing a quid pro quo.’’ That is a 
good one. Seriously, he said that. They 
are reaching. They are reaching as far 
as they can because they know that the 
facts—at least as we have heard from 
the House; we will wait until they 
come over here, if they do—that the 
facts about what the President did are 
so damning. 

There was even a Member of this 
Chamber who went so far as to insult 
the Speaker’s intelligence at a polit-
ical rally—a childish and nasty smear 
that is far out of bounds. 

Nobody is happy about the fact that 
the House is examining the potential 
impeachment of a President. It has al-
ways been a sad and somber process. 
But there is no excuse for jumping to 
conclusions, advocating for 
lawbreaking, or resorting to nasty in-
sults. This is a time when we must 
check partisanship at the door, study 
the facts in the case, and make our 
own independent judgments. That is 
our duty. I will remind all of our col-
leagues that history will one day judge 
whether or not we lived up to it. 

PRESIDENT ERDOGAN 
Mr. President, on ISIS, next week 

President Trump will welcome Turkish 
President Erdogan to the White House. 
Frankly, it is confounding that Presi-
dent Trump is rolling out the welcome 
mat to an autocrat whose recent ac-
tions have threatened our allies and 
partners. 

For over 5 years, American and coali-
tion troops, including our Syrian Kurd-
ish partners, worked shoulder to shoul-
der in northern Syria to bring ISIS to 
the brink of defeat. But after the Presi-
dent’s calamitous decision to green- 
light Erdogan’s military operation and 
precipitously withdraw American 
troops, Turkish forces and their prox-
ies have advanced far into northern 
Syria, committing atrocities without 
accountability. It is a shameful be-
trayal of our Syrian Kurdish partners, 
and it has thrown our efforts to defeat 
ISIS into chaos. At least 100 ISIS de-
tainees have reportedly broken out of 
prison and disappeared, and they could 
be very dangerous to us in our home-
land. 

While we are glad that terrorists like 
al-Baghdadi have been taken off the 
field, a fundamental question remains: 
What is the administration’s plan to 
secure and defeat ISIS? 

It is unacceptable that a month into 
this crisis, the President has chosen to 
welcome Erdogan to American soil be-
fore explaining to Congress his plan to 
defeat ISIS. So ahead of Erdogan’s ar-
rival next week, I and several of my 
Democratic colleagues are sending a 
letter to President Trump demanding 
that he submit to Congress a com-
prehensive plan to secure the enduring 
defeat of ISIS. 

There are questions that need to be 
answered immediately. How many ISIS 
members have been accounted for in 
the wake of our withdrawal? How are 
we going to stabilize former ISIS terri-
tory? What training will we give to the 
forces on the ground to continue fight-
ing ISIS? These questions need to be 
answered at once. They are far more 
urgent than welcoming an autocrat 
who just bullied the President into giv-
ing him everything that this autocrat 
wanted. 

NOMINATION OF STEVEN J. MENASHI 
Mr. President, finally, on Mr. 

Menashi, in a few minutes—maybe as 
of now—the Judiciary Committee will 
be holding a vote on a nominee who is 
dangerously unfit to serve on the U.S. 
Second Circuit Court of Appeals—Mr. 
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Steven Menashi of New York. His nom-
ination should not be allowed to con-
tinue. 

Mr. Menashi has a very troubling 
record on race, women’s equality, 
LGBTG rights, and the rights of immi-
grants. His conduct before the Judici-
ary Committee was insulting, his con-
tempt for the Senate reprehensible, 
and his refusal to be forthcoming about 
his record is outright disqualifying. 

But if members of the committee 
needed any more evidence to vote 
against Menashi’s nomination, they 
should read this morning’s New York 
Times. The headline reads ‘‘Appeals 
Court Nominee Shaped DeVos’s Illegal 
Loan Forgiveness Effort.’’ The Times 
reports that during Mr. Menashi’s ten-
ure working with Secretary DeVos at 
the Department of Education, he 
played a leading role in designing an il-
legal effort to deny debt relief to thou-
sands of students swindled by for-profit 
colleges. 

Let me repeat. Mr. Menashi con-
cocted a plan to illegally use the pri-
vate Social Security data of defrauded 
student borrowers to deny them debt 
forgiveness after they were preyed 
upon by for-profit schools. A Federal 
judge ruled that these efforts violated 
privacy laws. 

This is someone the President wants 
us to make an appellate court judge? A 
judge is supposed to uphold the law, in-
terpret the law, and have a reverence 
for the law, not someone who schemes 
to break the law, as Mr. Menashi did. 

Mr. Menashi’s nomination is an em-
barrassment to this country. It is an 
insult to millions of hard-working 
young Americans saddled with student 
debt. It is an insult to women and 
LGBTQ Americans, to African Ameri-
cans and immigrants, and to everyone 
who believes in the rule of law. 

If anyone has not earned the privi-
lege of a lifetime appointment to the 
bench, it is Mr. Menashi. I urge every 
Member of the Judiciary Committee to 
vote against his nomination. 

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

jority whip. 
DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, on Tues-
day morning, I visited with Secretary 
of Defense Mark Esper. We talked 
about the military’s needs and national 
security priorities, and we talked 
about the fact that more than a month 
into the new fiscal year, Congress still 
hasn’t funded the military for fiscal 
year 2020. We shouldn’t have needed to 
talk about that. We should have passed 
the Defense appropriations bill for 2020 
weeks ago, but Democrats won’t let us. 

Last week, Democrats blocked con-
sideration of the 2020 Defense appro-
priations bill for the second time. Ap-
parently they have every intention of 
continuing to block military funding. 
This is politics at its worst. And make 
no mistake—this is politics. A couple 
of months ago, Democrats and Repub-
licans got together and agreed on de-
fense and nondefense funding levels for 

2020 and 2021. The idea was to pave the 
way for the passage of appropriations 
bills in a timely fashion. It seemed for 
a moment that despite Democrats’ fix-
ation on partisan politics and impeach-
ment, we could actually go about fund-
ing the government and the military in 
a somewhat bipartisan fashion, but ap-
parently that was too much to ask of 
the Senate Democrats. Senate Demo-
crats are currently running from the 
agreement, attempting to derail the 
defense funding bill with poison pills 
that would prevent the bill from ever 
being enacted into law. 

Funding our military should be the 
first priority of every Member of Con-
gress. The safety of our country de-
pends on the strength of our military. 
If we don’t get national security right, 
the rest is conversation. Getting na-
tional security right means making 
sure our military is adequately funded, 
making sure we are funding the needs 
of the current military and preparing 
for future priorities. It should go with-
out saying that an essential part of 
this responsibility is getting that fund-
ing passed in a timely fashion. 

Right now, since we haven’t passed 
the 2020 funding bill, the military is op-
erating under a continuing resolution 
that maintains funding levels from last 
year. There are multiple problems with 
that. 

In the first place, the military is op-
erating without all the funding it 
needs. For example, the Pentagon can’t 
fully support the pay increase military 
members should be getting. 

In addition, the continuing resolu-
tion prevents the military from start-
ing key projects that will help ensure 
our men and women in uniform are pre-
pared to meet the threats of the future. 
The Pentagon can’t start new procure-
ment projects. New research and devel-
opment initiatives that keep us a step 
ahead of our adversaries are put on 
hold. 

All told, under a continuing resolu-
tion, the military’s purchasing power 
is reduced by roughly $5 billion each 
quarter. Five billion dollars each quar-
ter that we continue to operate under a 
continuing resolution is the amount of 
purchasing power that is lost to our 
military to meet their critical prior-
ities. To put that in perspective, that 
is the equivalent of losing out on about 
56 F–35 Joint Strike Fighter planes, de-
pending on the variant, every 3 
months; or nearly 2 complete Virginia- 
class attack submarines, like the re-
cently commissioned USS South Da-
kota; or about 5,000 Joint Air-to-Sur-
face Standoff Missiles, like those used 
to clean up the site of the Baghdadi 
raid or strike Syrian chemical weapons 
facilities in 2018. That $5 billion isn’t 
spare change; it is funding for critical 
military priorities. 

In November of 2018, the bipartisan 
National Defense Strategy Commission 
released a report warning that our 
readiness had eroded to the point 
where we might struggle to win a war 
against a major power, like Russia or 

China. That is a dangerous situation 
for our country to be in, and we need to 
keep working to rebuild our military. 
That starts with making sure our mili-
tary is fully funded in a timely fashion. 

On the floor last week, I noted that 
Democrats would like us to believe 
that they are serious about legislating 
and that their years-long obsession 
with impeaching the President isn’t 
distracting them from doing their job. 
After the Democrats’ defense filibuster 
last week, it is becoming clear that the 
Democrats are incapable of putting 
anything ahead of partisan politics, in-
cluding the safety of our country and 
the well-being of our military. 

It is particularly ironic that the 
Democrats are blocking this defense 
funding bill, which would provide $250 
million in assistance to Ukraine, at the 
same time they are trying to impeach 
the President for allegedly delaying 
Ukraine funding. Think about that. 

It is hard to know what to say to my 
Democrat colleagues. It should not be 
this hard to convince them that fund-
ing our military is more important 
than scoring points against the Presi-
dent. 

I hope the leader will continue to 
bring up the defense funding bill and 
that enough of my Democratic col-
leagues will decide to join us in getting 
this funding to our military. It is the 
very least we can do for the men and 
women who spend every day working 
to keep us safe. 

VETERANS DAY 
Mr. President, Veterans Day is com-

ing up on Monday, and our Nation will 
pause to remember all those who have 
served in our military. I will be calling 
my dad, who will be 100 in December— 
a World War II vet who flew Hellcats in 
the Pacific—to thank him again for his 
service. 

As a U.S. Senator, I have had the 
privilege of meeting many veterans— 
men and women who decided they were 
willing to lay down their lives if nec-
essary to ensure that their families, 
communities, and fellow countrymen 
could enjoy the blessings of freedom. 
Members of the military give up a lot 
for us. They forgo physical comforts 
and embrace sacrifice. 

They accept long deployments and 
days of duty that start before dawn or 
stretch long into the night. They ac-
cept the fact that they will miss 
Thanksgivings and birthdays and 
Christmases, first steps and first days 
of kindergarten, date nights and little 
league games, and family reunions. 
They shoulder the burden of facing evil 
head-on so that the rest of us will 
never have to. And many of them bear 
the scars—the physical wounds and the 
invisible wounds—that war can also 
leave. 

We enjoy tremendous blessings, and 
we are used to them. We are used to 
waking up in safety. We are used to 
going about our days in safety. We are 
used to voting in safety, attending 
church in safety, reading the news-
paper in safety, expressing political 
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opinions in safety. It can be too easy to 
forget that we enjoy these tremendous 
blessings because men and women have 
been willing to go out and put their 
lives on the line for them. 

Veterans Day is a chance to remind 
ourselves—to remember that we live in 
peace and freedom every day because 
men and women were willing to answer 
the call to serve our country. We owe 
our veterans a debt we can never repay. 
Yet we can make sure that we never 
forget what they have done for us, and 
we can resolve to lead the kinds of 
lives that make us worthy of their sac-
rifice. 

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

ator from Washington. 
JUDICIAL NOMINATIONS 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I am 
here to once again shine a spotlight on 
Senate Republicans’ unwavering sup-
port for President Trump’s efforts to 
remake the Federal judiciary and to 
make clear how this is going to hurt 
families, women, and communities in 
Washington State and across our Na-
tion. 

I have come here before to call out 
Senate Republicans for rubberstamping 
this President’s judicial nominees— 
many of whom have no business sitting 
on the Federal bench—and for gutting 
precedent and norms to allow this 
President to jam-pack our courts with 
his hard-right, ideological picks from 
Neil Gorsuch to Brett Kavanaugh and 
down the line. 

In fact, earlier this week, the major-
ity leader pointed out how Senate Re-
publicans have cleared the way on the 
floor for the Senate to take up even 
more Trump judges by poisoning the 
appropriations process and generally 
turning the Senate into a legislative 
graveyard. Led by the majority leader, 
Senate Republicans have ignored the 
standards we have held for decades 
when considering judicial nominees 
and opened the door to people who lack 
even the most basic qualifications to 
sit on the Federal bench. 

For starters, today the Senate is 
slated to take up the nomination of 
Lee Rudofsky for Arkansas’ Eastern 
District. Mr. Rudofsky has a long his-
tory in Arkansas of working to deny 
women access to reproductive 
healthcare. He defended Arkansas’ law 
that would ban abortion at 12 weeks as 
an ‘‘ideal vehicle’’ for the Supreme 
Court to ‘‘reevaluate’’ and ‘‘overturn’’ 
Roe v. Wade. On top of that, Mr. 
Rudofsky has also previously argued in 
favor of efforts to cut off Medicaid 
funding to Planned Parenthood. He de-
fended a State law that could have re-
sulted in the closure of every reproduc-
tive healthcare clinic that provides 
abortions in the State, and he has 
worked against hard-fought progress 
for equality for LGBTQIA people. 

Does that sound like a judge who is 
going to protect the rights of women 
and others and who will put aside his 
own partisan notions to ensure equal 
protection under our laws for every-
one? It does not. 

Take Sarah Pitlyk, whom President 
Trump has nominated to a district 
court in Missouri. Missouri is reeling 
from this administration’s repeated at-
tacks on women’s healthcare and re-
productive health where there is cur-
rently only one clinic in the entire 
State that can perform abortions. Ms. 
Pitlyk has worked throughout her ca-
reer to limit access to a wide array of 
reproductive healthcare services, not 
just abortions. She has expressed oppo-
sition to surrogacy, in vitro fertiliza-
tion, and even the use of contraception. 
To be more explicit, she called birth 
control ‘‘evil’’ and a ‘‘grave moral 
wrong’’—birth control. It is the 21st 
century, and no matter what the ex-
treme anti-abortion men in the White 
House want us to believe, birth control 
is healthcare, full stop. We cannot have 
judges on the bench who are so ideo-
logically driven as to think women are 
morally wrong for using it. 

Even beyond her rigid ideology, Ms. 
Pitlyk is also woefully unfit on the 
merits to become a Federal judge. In 
fact, the American Bar Association 
unanimously determined that Ms. 
Pitlyk is ‘‘not qualified,’’ writing that 
Ms. Pitlyk ‘‘has never tried a case as a 
lead or co-counsel’’ and ‘‘has never ex-
amined a witness.’’ 

Does that sound like someone who 
will uphold the rule of law justly and 
apply the laws of our land fairly— 
someone rated as ‘‘objectively unquali-
fied’’ and who has demonstrated no 
commitment to protecting individuals’ 
fundamental rights? Again, unfortu-
nately, the answer is no. 

Then there is Steven Menashi, whom 
President Trump has nominated to the 
Second Circuit Court of Appeals. We 
know Mr. Menashi has a deeply dis-
turbing history of disparaging com-
ments against women, against commu-
nities of color, against immigrants, 
and the LGBTQIA community. As if his 
extreme views aren’t bad enough, we 
know that in his role in the Office of 
the General Counsel at the Department 
of Education, Mr. Menashi also worked 
on Secretary DeVos’s cruel rollback of 
title IX protections for survivors of 
sexual assault and protections for stu-
dents regardless of sex. Under his ten-
ure, Secretary DeVos has moved us to-
ward a dangerous system of 
unaccountability and secrecy where 
LGBTQIA students could be subject to 
cruel discrimination at school. 

Additionally, I am incredibly con-
cerned about Mr. Menashi’s confirmed 
role in being one of the architects of 
Secretary DeVos’s efforts to violate 
the law by undermining protections for 
student borrowers who were cheated by 
predatory for-profit colleges—students 
whose rights are, at this moment, 
being undercut by people in our Fed-
eral Government, such as Mr. Menashi, 
who should be doing just the opposite. 

People deserve to trust that the 
women and men who serve as our Fed-
eral judges will ensure equal protection 
for all and apply the law fairly and 
without bias. 

I ask again: Considering Mr. 
Menashi’s troubling record of under-
mining critical rights and questions 
surrounding his involvement in Sec-
retary DeVos’s shameful efforts to ig-
nore the law, does he sound like some-
one who deserves a lifetime appoint-
ment to our Federal bench, someone 
who will uphold our rule of law? 

Confirming judges to our Federal 
courts is one of our most important du-
ties as Senators. It is one that I take 
very seriously. I am deeply disturbed 
by the harm these individuals, if con-
firmed, may inflict upon women, on 
families, and some of the most vulner-
able members of our communities. 

Let me be clear about these nomina-
tions. Nothing less is at stake than the 
integrity of our judicial system and the 
future of our democracy. We have to 
maintain the high bar we set for Fed-
eral judges, and these judges I have 
mentioned are just three examples of 
how far we have fallen. 

It is not too late. I know my Repub-
lican colleagues know what a farce this 
process has become and how supremely 
unqualified these nominees are. I know 
they are aware of the irreparable harm 
people like these will have on the 
credibility of our judicial system. That 
is why we have to stop this parade of 
unqualified, ideologically rigid nomi-
nees to our Federal judiciary. When it 
comes to our courts, nothing is more 
important than ensuring we are sus-
taining a system that people can 
trust—one that upholds our laws, one 
that seeks justice without bias or favor 
or agenda. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in re-
jecting Mr. Rudofsky’s nomination, as 
well as the nominations of Ms. Pitlyk 
and Mr. Menashi and any nominee of-
fered by President Trump who does not 
meet our high standards, and in return-
ing to a thoughtful, rigorous, bipar-
tisan process of selecting only the most 
qualified judges to a lifetime appoint-
ment on our Federal courts. 

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

ator from Virginia. 
VETERANS DAY 

Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to say just a word about Vet-
erans Day, but then to talk about our 
Nation’s historically Black colleges 
and universities and other minority- 
serving institutions. 

We will celebrate Veterans Day as a 
nation on Monday, so this will be an 
opportunity to stand as a Member of 
the Armed Services Committee and as 
a Senator from a very militarily con-
nected State to echo the words of Sen-
ator THUNE from a few minutes ago 
that we owe a huge debt to our vet-
erans. 

Also, November 10 is the 244th anni-
versary of the Marine Corps. As a fa-
ther of a U.S. marine, I also want to 
specifically offer my congratulations 
to the Corps. 

One of the joys of serving in the Sen-
ate and being on the Armed Services 
Committee from a State that has the 
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military tradition of Virginia is the 
ability to meet wonderful leaders all 
around my commonwealth, all around 
the country, and all around the globe. 
For those serving our country, we are 
in their debt. 

I do want to point out that we are 
having a debate on the floor over the 
Defense appropriations. The Senator 
from South Dakota spoke a little bit 
about that. I just want to lay out from 
the Democratic perspective what is at 
stake. It is not support of the military 
that is at stake. As an Armed Services 
Committee member, I am devoted to 
making sure we get to the right appro-
priations level for the Department of 
Defense. 

What is holding this up is not one 
party or the other not supporting the 
military. What is holding this up is 
that Democrats do not approve of the 
practice that has been engaged in by 
President Trump of rummaging 
through the Defense Department’s 
budget to come up with money for a 
border wall, which our military leader-
ship says is a nonmilitary issue. 

We do not believe that once Congress 
appropriates money for a defense budg-
et, the President should be able to use 
an emergency declaration to go into 
the coffers of the Pentagon and can-
nibalize projects that affect our mili-
tary families to use for the border wall. 
To the extent there is a dispute right 
now, that is what the dispute is about. 
It is not support for the Defense De-
partment or not; it is whether we 
should allow a rummage sale in the 
Pentagon budget to fund a border wall. 

If you are going to have a discussion 
about border wall funding, let’s do that 
separately, but let’s not cannibalize 
the Defense Department’s budget to do 
it. 

FUTURE ACT 
Mr. President, I said that I want to 

talk a little bit about our historically 
Black colleges and universities and 
other minority-serving institutions. 

Many of my colleagues have been on 
the floor this week talking about a bill 
called the FUTURE Act, which is bi-
partisan. It passed from the House over 
to the Senate, fostering undergraduate 
talent by unlocking resources for edu-
cation. It also has bipartisan support 
in the Senate. I am hoping that be-
cause it has bipartisan support, we 
might be able to move forward with it 
promptly. 

Congress put in place a mandatory 
funding stream in title III of the High-
er Education Act to invest in these in-
stitutions. Historically Black colleges 
and universities—commonly called 
HBCUs—Tribal colleges and univer-
sities, Hispanic-serving institutions, 
and other minority-serving institu-
tions help boost educational oppor-
tunity for all students but especially 
for students of color. These schools 
serve a disproportionate number of stu-
dents from low-income families, and 75 
percent of the students at HBCUs and 
90 percent of the students at Tribal col-
leges and universities are Pell grant-el-

igible and receive Pell grants. Com-
bined, our minority-serving institu-
tions serve nearly 6 million students, 
which is about one-quarter of all un-
dergraduate students in the country. 
The $255 million in annual mandatory 
funding of these institutions accounts 
for nearly half of all Federal funding 
for these institutions. 

Unfortunately, the mandatory fund-
ing expired more than a month ago on 
September 30 because of inaction by 
the Senate—inaction by the Senate; 
the House has acted—and that jeopard-
izes the future of these colleges, par-
ticularly the students they serve. 

The FUTURE Act, which I cospon-
sored with Senator DOUG JONES and 
Senator TIM SCOTT, extends this man-
datory funding for all minority-serving 
institutions for 2 years. The bill is bi-
partisan. The bill has the support of 
the White House. It is fully paid for, 
and it is budget neutral. There are no 
budget gimmicks involved. Yet we are 
not able to take up the bill for a reason 
I don’t understand. 

Let me talk about HBCUs in Virginia 
because we have five: Virginia Union 
University, which is in my neighbor-
hood where I live in Richmond; Vir-
ginia State University in Ettrick, 
south of Richmond; Hampton Univer-
sity in Hampton, VA; Norfolk State in 
Norfolk; and Virginia University of 
Lynchburg. These five institutions re-
ceived almost $50 million in this an-
nual mandated funding over the last 10 
years. 

Norfolk State University’s president, 
Dr. Adams-Gaston, said that if the FU-
TURE Act is not passed, ‘‘Norfolk 
State’s educational programs in both 
teacher preparation and the STEM 
fields will be put at risk at a time when 
we are working to increase diversity in 
the front of our classrooms, and grow 
the pipeline of diverse STEM graduates 
to fill the jobs of the new economy.’’ 

Virginia State University uses its 
funding to keep student-faculty ratios 
low, to provide distance education pro-
grams, to support curricular updates, 
faculty training, and technology en-
hancement, especially for social work, 
computer science, nursing, and edu-
cation degree programs. It also uses 
the funds to prepare and support stu-
dents to attend graduate or profes-
sional schools and to award scholar-
ships to deserving students. 

Virginia Union University is in my 
neighborhood. Yesterday, Jaylynn 
Hodges, who is a junior biology major 
at Union, was in the Senate. She spoke 
about the impact of title III funds and 
its impact on her own education. 
Jaylynn wants to pursue a career in 
medicine, and fortunately Virginia 
Union uses the funds on neuroscience 
and chemistry laboratories, where 
Jaylynn has been able to develop her 
technical and analytical skills. 

Virginia Union also uses funding for 
technology resources, workforce devel-
opment programs in STEM and future 
careers, academic support services, 
such as academic counseling, updates 

to historic buildings, and hiring fac-
ulty. Without passing the FUTURE 
Act, all of these programs are in seri-
ous jeopardy. 

The HBCUs serve as strong economic 
drivers and generate significant eco-
nomic returns year after year in Vir-
ginia’s communities. I have also had 
the good fortune to be on HBCU cam-
puses in Florida, and I know they have 
the same impact within their commu-
nities and with students and in the en-
tire State as those in Virginia. The 
UNCF—the United Negro College 
Fund—found that, in Virginia alone, 
the direct economic impact of our five 
HBCUs is more than $913 million. 

It is not just the impact on the Com-
monwealth that matters but the im-
pact these institutions have on indi-
vidual students. In one more quote, the 
current student body president at Nor-
folk State University, Linei Woodson, 
expressed: 

Norfolk State University’s supportive and 
culturally aware learning environment 
helped me to grow as a leader and put me on 
a path to success. I would likely not have 
had these opportunities at other schools. All 
students regardless of their socio-economic 
background deserve access to quality higher 
education and the opportunity to realize 
their full potential. 

In closing, the Thurgood Marshall 
College Fund, which was named after 
the titanic civil rights leader and Su-
preme Court Justice—on a personal 
note, I was proud to have Thurgood 
Marshall’s son John Marshall serve as 
my secretary of public safety when I 
was Governor—wrote a letter to Senate 
leadership. It read that even in the 
week since this program expired, which 
was at the end of September, campuses 
have already notified employees that 
their positions and programs might be 
terminated as of September 30, 2020, if 
not sooner. In the letter, it is noted: 
‘‘These are real jobs, held by people 
who interact with students every day, 
in programs that play a critical role in 
graduating and retaining students in 
the STEM fields, among other dis-
ciplines.’’ 

As a former Governor—and the Pre-
siding Officer and I share that experi-
ence—I know that the budget-creating 
process begins well in advance of the 
budget’s becoming effective. These mi-
nority-serving institutions, most of 
which do not have significant endow-
ments, face unique fiscal challenges, 
and they count on this mandatory 
funding. Any uncertainty in the fund-
ing creates a significant planning chal-
lenge for them, and they run the risk 
of creating a financial nightmare for 
the students. 

Today marks 51 days since the House 
passed the FUTURE Act unani-
mously—these days, it is hard to act 
unanimously on things in Congress, 
but this bill passed the House unani-
mously—and 38 days since funding 
lapsed for the schools in my State and 
for minority-serving institutions 
across the country. It is time for the 
Senate to pass the bipartisan FUTURE 
Act and pass it now. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in that endeavor. 
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I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SCOTT of Florida). The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

PRESCRIPTION DRUG COSTS 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, the 

Senator from Connecticut, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, and I have come to a 
floor to offer a unanimous consent on a 
bill called the Affordable Prescriptions 
for Patients Act. We are in consulta-
tion with our colleagues on the other 
side that have another bill that they 
would also like to offer a unanimous 
consent request for, and we are going 
to talk and continue the conversation 
during these two upcoming votes to see 
if we can work out holds on their bill, 
and we certainly would consider to do 
that. 

But Senator BLUMENTHAL and I do 
expect to offer a unanimous consent on 
our bill which would lower out-of-pock-
et costs for prescription drugs, which is 
something I thought we were all for. 
But working in good faith with our col-
leagues to try to work through these 
two issues, we are going to give it a lit-
tle bit of time, as long as we can get 
that done before we leave today. 

I will just say there is no agreement 
to pair these. If they could pass sequen-
tially, I have no objection to that, but 
just to say that it would be nice, at a 
time when we are so polarized here and 
have put the ‘‘dys’’ back in ‘‘dysfunc-
tion’’ here in Washington, DC, that we 
could actually show that we could 
work together in a bipartisan basis and 
pass a bill that passed unanimously in 
the Judiciary Committee, of which my 
friend from Illinois is a cosponsor. 

I understand they want to use this 
opportunity to get their bill passed. 
Again, I have no objection to that and 
do not intend to object, but there are 
others who apparently have some con-
cerns that we need to check with. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I would 
say that my friend and colleague, the 
gentleman from Texas, has accurately 
stated the situation, but let me add a 
few sentences about the bill that we 
are trying to couple with his effort. I 
totally support what he and Senator 
BLUMENTHAL are trying to do. The end 
goal we all have in mind is to bring 
under control or at least restrain the 
increases in prescription drug prices. 

The Senators from Texas and Con-
necticut have their approach. What 
Senator GRASSLEY—a Republican from 
Iowa—and I have suggested with this 
approach is direct-to-consumer adver-
tising. The pharmaceutical industry 
spends about $6 billion a year on ads on 
television. If you have not seen a drug 
ad on television, you clearly do not 
own a TV. 

We want to make sure that each one 
of these ads contain, amid all the other 

information they give you, one other 
critical piece of information: the cost 
of the drug. 

We think that will be at least an in-
dication to the pharmaceutical indus-
try that we are watching how much 
they are charging us. I think some peo-
ple will be shocked when they see the 
actual cost of Humira and some other 
drugs. But that is it, a complementary 
approach. I hope we can do both. I 
think the American people want to see 
prescription drugs become more afford-
able. 

I yield the floor. 
VOTE ON RUDOFSKY NOMINATION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the Rudofsky nomination? 

Mr. DURBIN. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

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. THUNE. The following Senators 

are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON) and the 
Senator from Georgia (Mr. PERDUE). 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. BOOKER), 
the Senator from California (Ms. HAR-
RIS), the Senator from Minnesota (Ms. 
KLOBUCHAR), the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS), the Senator 
from Massachusetts (Ms. WARREN), and 
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. WYDEN) 
are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
FISCHER). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 51, 
nays 41, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 350 Ex.] 
YEAS—51 

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 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Lankford 
Lee 
McConnell 
McSally 
Moran 
Murkowski 

Paul 
Portman 
Risch 
Roberts 
Romney 
Rounds 
Rubio 
Sasse 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Shelby 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Toomey 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—41 

Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Brown 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Feinstein 
Gillibrand 

Hassan 
Heinrich 
Hirono 
Jones 
Kaine 
King 
Leahy 
Manchin 
Markey 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Peters 

Reed 
Rosen 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Sinema 
Smith 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Udall 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Whitehouse 

NOT VOTING—8 

Booker 
Harris 
Isakson 

Klobuchar 
Perdue 
Sanders 

Warren 
Wyden 

The nomination was confirmed. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

The Democratic leader. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 2755 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, it 
is now several weeks since the Presi-
dent asked our troops to leave a crit-
ical sector in northern Syria, and, sub-
sequently, lots of things happened, in-
cluding at least 100 and probably more 
ISIS prisoners escaping, an uncertainty 
as to who is guarding the prisons where 
ISIS prisoners are kept, and a whole 
strategy as to how to continue the 
fight against ISIS. 

ISIS is not vanquished. ISIS is weak-
ened but not vanquished, and we all 
know ISIS can come back. We all know 
a small group thousands of miles away 
can do untold damage in our homeland. 
Yet we still have no plan, that we have 
heard, from the administration on how 
are we dealing with ISIS; how are we 
dealing with the prisoners who escaped; 
how are we dealing with the prisoners 
who are still incarcerated; and how are 
we dealing with ISIS overall. 

This is one of the greatest security 
threats America faces, and I would 
hope we could pass this proposal, which 
simply demands that the administra-
tion report to Congress on what their 
plan is to deal with ISIS. It is that sim-
ple. That is the immediate danger. 

I know my friend, the Senator from 
Florida, wants to talk about what hap-
pened in the past. We can argue that 
all day long, but the immediate danger 
is ISIS, the ISIS prisoners who have es-
caped, the ISIS prisoners who are in-
carcerated, and the ISIS members who 
still are around. We don’t have a strat-
egy, and it is one of the greatest 
failings of foreign policy not only of 
this administration but of any admin-
istration. 

A resolution passed the House a 
while ago. It has laid fallow here. All 
we are asking in this legislation is very 
simple: to require a report on the strat-
egy to secure the enduring defeat of 
the Islamic State. 

I hope we will not hear objection. I 
don’t see how anyone could object 
when the security of America is at risk 
and when ISIS is still a danger. Every 
one of us could come up with an 
amendment to make it better. We 
know we will not get it done if that 
happens. 

I hope we can move this forward, and 
then we can debate other issues that 
are not directly dispositive here be-
cause we have an immediate crisis, and 
we need a report. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent, as in legislative session, that 
the Senate proceed to the immediate 
consideration of Calendar No. 281, S. 
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2755, a bill to require a report on the 
plan to secure the enduring defeat of 
the Islamic State of Iraq and Syria; 
that the bill be considered read a third 
time and passed; and the motion to re-
consider be considered made and laid 
upon the table with no intervening ac-
tion or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from Florida. 
Mr. SCOTT of Florida. Madam Presi-

dent, reserving the right to object. 
I thank the Democratic leader for his 

concerns about the defeat of ISIS. If 
there is one thing I hope we can all 
agree on, it is that Turkey is not our 
ally or friend right now. Turkey’s inva-
sion of Syria is benefiting ISIS, Iran, 
and Russia, and hurting our great ally, 
Israel. 

The United States must stand up for 
our partners, the Kurds, who helped us 
fight ISIS. I am hopeful the ceasefire 
will last, keeping American soldiers 
and our partners, the Kurds, safe. No-
body wants our men and women in uni-
form involved in unnecessary, extended 
military conflicts. 

Bringing our troops home is a goal 
we all share. In order to achieve that 
goal, we need to have a fuller under-
standing of the crisis in Syria and what 
got us there—with the hope our troops 
can finally come home. 

I also agree that the President should 
always be clear with Congress on where 
all U.S. troops are located and the pur-
pose of their deployment. Unfortu-
nately, my colleague’s proposal would 
produce a report that only tells a small 
part of the story. 

In the name of transparency and a 
fuller understanding of how we got 
here, I am proposing a modification to 
my colleague’s bill to require a report 
that includes information on President 
Obama’s plan for Syria. 

We didn’t get here overnight. The 
Democratic leader knows that. He said 
himself it took us 5 years to get here. 
So I think we all would like to see 
what the strategy—or lack of strat-
egy—was from the last administration 
that put us in this position today. Let’s 
get all the facts on the table so law-
makers in Congress and Americans all 
across the country can have all the in-
formation we need to keep Americans 
and our allies safe. 

Reserving the right to object, there-
fore, I ask that the Democratic leader 
modify his request to include my 
amendment, which is at the desk. I fur-
ther ask that the amendment be con-
sidered and agreed to; that the bill, as 
amended, be considered read a third 
time and passed; and that the motions 
to reconsider be considered made and 
laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Democratic leader so modify his re-
quest? 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, 
this is a diversion. We can all debate 
history. Maybe Bush was to blame. 
Maybe Obama was to blame. Who 
knows. Maybe Harry Truman was to 

blame when they set up CENTO. That 
is something we can debate at a later 
time. 

We have an immediate crisis. We 
need a report, and our Republican col-
leagues keep finding ways so they can 
object so the President doesn’t have to 
answer. That is wrong. It risks the se-
curity of America, and it is not what 
we should be doing. 

So I object, and I urge us to pass the 
amendment without the modification, 
which is still as valid as it was a few 
minutes ago. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard on the modification. 

Is there objection to the original re-
quest? 

The Senator from Florida. 
Mr. SCOTT of Florida. Madam Presi-

dent, reserving the right to object. I 
am disappointed in yet another polit-
ical stunt from the Democratic leader. 
It is clear this is nothing but a polit-
ical attack on the President. 

President Trump’s goal is to bring 
American troops home and keep our 
partners, the Kurds, safe and our ally, 
Israel, secure. The Democratic leader 
is requesting information from Presi-
dent Trump but refuses to join me in 
asking for information about the se-
quence of events and the strategy 
under President Obama that led us to 
this point. 

This is sad, but it is not surprising. It 
is just another charade in a long list of 
political games. Americans deserve a 
safe Israel and a safe Syria, so I stand 
today to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The Democratic leader. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, if 

they are worried about an attack, it is 
not on this President or a previous 
President. That is the political stunt 
here, I would say to my friend in Flor-
ida. He knows what he is doing. He is 
trying to stop this from happening. 
The attack we are worried about is an 
attack by ISIS on the United States. 

Whether you are a Democrat, Repub-
lican, liberal, or conservative, the 
country needs a plan. All of the diver-
sion, all of the games will not prevent 
the American people from seeing that 
we need that, and it is our job as Sen-
ators to push the administration to do 
it. 

So I would have hoped we could have 
passed this amendment without the di-
versionary, partisan proposal made by 
the Senator from Florida. I am sorry 
we haven’t been able to move the 
amendment. It is so wrong for the safe-
ty of this country. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the nomination. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read the nomination of Jennifer 
Philpott Wilson, of Pennsylvania, to be 
United States District Judge for the 
Middle District of Pennsylvania. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the Philpott Wilson nomina-
tion? 

Mr. BARRASSO. 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 senior assistant legislative clerk 

called the roll. 
Mr. THUNE. The following Senators 

are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON) and the 
Senator from Georgia (Mr. PERDUE). 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. BOOKER), 
the Senator from Maryland (Mr. 
CARDIN), the Senator from California 
(Ms. HARRIS), the Senator from Min-
nesota (Ms. KLOBUCHAR), the Senator 
from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS), the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Ms. WAR-
REN), and the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) are necessarily absent. 

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

The result was announced—yeas 88, 
nays 3, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 351 Ex.] 
YEAS—88 

Alexander 
Baldwin 
Barrasso 
Bennet 
Blackburn 
Blumenthal 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Braun 
Brown 
Burr 
Cantwell 
Capito 
Carper 
Casey 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Coons 
Cornyn 
Cortez Masto 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Daines 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Enzi 
Ernst 
Feinstein 

Fischer 
Gardner 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hassan 
Hawley 
Heinrich 
Hoeven 
Hyde-Smith 
Inhofe 
Johnson 
Jones 
Kaine 
Kennedy 
King 
Lankford 
Leahy 
Lee 
Manchin 
McConnell 
McSally 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Moran 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Paul 
Peters 
Portman 

Reed 
Risch 
Roberts 
Romney 
Rosen 
Rounds 
Rubio 
Sasse 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Shaheen 
Shelby 
Sinema 
Smith 
Stabenow 
Sullivan 
Tester 
Thune 
Tillis 
Toomey 
Udall 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Whitehouse 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—3 

Gillibrand Hirono Markey 

NOT VOTING—9 

Booker 
Cardin 
Harris 

Isakson 
Klobuchar 
Perdue 

Sanders 
Warren 
Wyden 

The nomination was confirmed. 
f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the next nomination. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read the nomination of William Joseph 
Nardini, of Connecticut, to be United 
States Circuit Judge for the Second 
Circuit. 
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